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PREFACE.

Tus Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament
is intended to give a correct statement of facts and principles,

brought down to the present time, for the use of Christian biblical
students.
It is of great importance for such to be thoroughly and fundamentally instructed in subjects of criticism, for this is a department of biblical learning which can never be safely neglected;
and if Holy Scripture is valued as’ being the revelation of God

concerning his way of salvation through faith in the atonement of
Christ, then whatever is needed for wisely maintaining its authority, even though at first sight it may seem only to bear on the
_ subject indirectly, will be felt to be of real importance.
Forms of antagonism to the authority of Scripture have indeed
varied. There have been those who, with tortuous ingenuity,
charged the inspired writers with deception and dishonesty, and
who first devised the term ‘ Bibliolatry,” as a contemptuous
designation for those who maintained that it was indeed given

forth by the Holy Ghost: these opponents might well have been

vi
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~ confuted by the contrast presented between what they were, and
the uprightness and holiness inculcated by those writers of the
Bible whom they despised.
There have been argumentative
sceptics, —men who could ingeniously reason on the Zodiac of
Denderah, and other ancient monuments, as if they disproved the
facts of Scripture: God has seen fit that such men should be
answered by continuous discoveries, such as that of Dr. Young,

by which the hieroglyphics of Denderah were read, so that the
supposed argument only showed the vain confidence of those who
had alleged it. The Rationalistic theory has endeavoured to resolve all the Scripture narrations into honest but blind enthusiasm,
and extreme credulity.
The Mythic hypothesis has sought to
nullify all real objective facts, and thus to leave the mind in a

state of absolute Pyrrhonism,—in certainty as to nothing, except
in the rejection of the person of Jesus of Nazareth, and of all
that testifies to Him as the Messiah. And yet more recently,
Spiritualism has advanced its claims, borrowing much from preceding systems of doubt and negation, and taking its name and,
in many points, its avowed principles, from those very Scriptures
whose claims it will not admit. It would have a Christianity

without Christ; it would bring man to God, but without blood
of atonement; it would present man with divine teaching and
guidance, while it denies the true divine teacher, the Holy Ghost,
who, when He works on the heart, ever does it by glorifying

Jesus; it would adopt ethics from revelation, without admitting
that they have been revealed ; and it would demand holiness, and

that without the knowledge of God’s love, from which alone it
can spring, without the apprehension of those hopes by which it
can be sustained, and without owning that power from above by
which alone it can have a reality. Such have been successive, or
in part rival and mutually antagonistic, rulers of the Olympus of
scepticism and infidelity ;—systems which profess to be new, and
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which seek to establish this glaim by recklessly rejecting the basis
of all known and long-cherished truth.
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And even now, perhaps, that boasted cry of ‘ progress,” so often
heard, without regard to holiness and truth, and which is reiterated
by those who seek to conceal, even from themselves, their own
superficial pretensions, and to hinder others from knowing their
utter want of principle,—may have raised up some yet newer

claimant to dethrone preceding systems, in the vain thought of
maintaining a triumphant rule.
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In one thing, and one only, have these forms of opposition been
agreed: they have all of them re-echoed the serpent’s first whisper

of doubt and lying, —‘‘ YEA, HATH GOD SAID?”
It behoves those who value the revelation of God in his word,
both for their own sakes and on account of others, to: be really
grounded in biblical study: that which is merely superficial will
not suffice ; it would only be enough to enable the sharpness of
the edge of sceptical objections to be felt, causing, perhaps, serious
injury, without giving the ability needed to turn the weapon
aside: while, on the other hand, fundamental acquaintance with
the subject may, through God’s grace, enable us so to hold fast the

}
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Scripture as a revelation of objective truth, as to be a safeguard
both to ourselves and to others.
The truth of God is as a rock assailed by waves; each in succession may seem to overwhelm

it, but the force of each is in

measure spent on that which has preceded it, and modified by that
which follows. Each wave may make wild havoc amongst the

detached pebbles at its base, while the rock itself is unmoved and
uninjured. It is as thus knowing our grounds of certainty, that
we have to maintain the Scripture as God’s revealed truth.
Some have, indeed, looked at critical studies as though they

were a comparatively unimportant part of biblical learning. This
must have arisen from not seeing the connection between things
which are essentially conjoined. These studies contain the elements
of that which has to be used practically for the most important
purposes. They are the basis on which the visible edifice must
rest. The more we rightly regard Holy Scripture as the charter
of that inheritance to which we look forward, and which we know

as given at the price of the Saviour’s ‘blood, the more shall we be
able to estimate the importance of TExTUAL CRITICISM, by
which we know, on grounds of ascertained certainty, the actual
words and sentences of that charter in the true statement of its
privileges, and in the terms in which the Holy Ghost gave it.
I

a

Puymoutn, April 25, 1854.

*,* To prevent all possible misconception which could arise from what is said of
Lachmann in page 111, the reader is requested to observe distinctly, that no conjectures were introduced into his text; and those which he suggested in the preface to
his second volume had to do with places into which he thought that transcriptural
error had found its way, anterior to all existing documents.
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Testimony of John the Presbyter to St. Mark’s Gospel, 260 and note.

CONCLUSION.
Present opposition to critical studies, 261.— Facts denied, 262 and note.— Recent
assertions as to the modern Greek text, 264.— Mischievous inventions, 265 and note.
— Bible circulation and non-intelligent translations, 267.— Texts still wrongly read:
1 John v. 7, . . 268.— Acts viii. 37, ix. 31, . . 269.— Acts xiii. 19, 20, . . 269.—1 John
vy. 13, Rev. xvii. 8, .. 270.
— Present state and requirements of biblical study, 271.
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ADDENDA.

Coprex Amratinus. In p. 170, note, I have given a list of the places in which
Tischendorf has not followed my collation of this MS., but in which I find,
from Signor del Furia, that my collation really is right. As Tischendorf has
re-issued his impression of the Codex Amiatinus with a list of a few errata,
—
since it first appeared, they are here specified for the information of
the reader.
Mat. xx. 4, dele meam.
xxiv. 15, lege Danihelo.
Mar. xiv. 40, lege rngravati.
Luke viii. 12, hi deest, a prima manu.
Acts viii. 17, lege rxponebant.
xiii. 46, lege reppulistis.
xviii. 12, lege Achaiae.
1 Cor. iii. 12, lege superaedificat supra.
xiv. 18, dele meo.
2 Cor. iv. 4, lege quae est.
Eph. iv. 25, lege in invicem.
|
vi. 13, dele in (2°).

1 Pet. iii. 6, lege oboedivit.
1 Joh. ii. 4, lege non (pro “nos”).

Rev. viii. 5,

dele magnus.

These passages could not be inserted in the former list, as Tischendorf had

not marked them amongst the places in which he had not followed my collation: they are simply errata in his edition.
He also corrects in the canons and Ammonian Sections at Mat. iv. 21

(22,2); Mat. x. 42 (100,6); Luke xiii. 14 (165,2). Also, he says, that
Abbate del Furia informs him, that at John xviii. 37, the MS. has (by mistake, he considers) the notation (180,4). In the Epistle to the Hebrews, sec-

tion 4 begins at ii. 11.

Tiscuenporr’s MSS§., p. 131. The MSS. described in the letter addressed
to me are now in the hands of Messrs. Williams and Norgate, Henrietta-street,
Covent-garden, for sale, for Prof. Tischendorf. The Palimpsest fragments
possess, even if it were only on account of their antiquity, a real value in
textual criticism. The two other uncial MSS. of part of the Gospels belong
probably to about the age assigned them by Tischendorf.
I have examined
the whole collection ;and I shall be permitted to collate them for critical pur-

poses.

In one of them I found very soon four occurrences of Iota postscribed:

2
so rare in Biblical MSS. in Uncial Letters (see p. 158). It should be added,
that Tischendorf has announced that the Palimpsest fragments will be included in a new volume of Monumenta Sacra now in the press.
To the MSS. examined by me (mentioned p. 155—168), I may now add
the Palimpsest fragments of St. Luke amongst the Nitrian MSS. in the
British Museum.
They consist of forty-five leaves (of the sixth century, as
seems to /me), in which Severus of Antioch against Grammaticus has been
written in Syriac over the Greek. The older writing is in parts very difficult
to read; but by pains I can in a strong light discern almost every letter: this
is, however, a great strain on the eye of a collator.
Besides these precious leaves, there is also in the same collection a very

ancient Palimpsest fragment of St. John’s Gospel, and a few morsels of other
parts of the New Testament.
P. 171. Mr. Prevost’s comparison of the Aithiopic would have been more
exactly described as a collation of the text in Walton’s Polyglot, from which
Bode’s Latin version was made, with Mr. Platt’s text.
.
To the note, p. 165, might be added, that “perhaps the line in question
was used in 1 Tim. iii. 16, and some other places, simply to jill up the Latin

text which lies over the Greek.”

.

In p. 248, note, Hesychius of Jerusalem is called the contemporary of Gregory of Nyssa. This has been done advisedly ; for if these homilies do belong to such a Hesychius, there are good reasons for not regarding him as the
Bishop of Jerusalem of that name in the sixth century, but as an earlier
Presbyter. Cave, I think, says that it would need an oracle to distinguish
the persons bearing the name of Hesychius of Jerusalem.
y
Let me request any who may wish to understand the principles of textual
criticism which I believe to be true, to read what I have stated in the section,
On an estimate of MS. authorities in accordance with ‘* comparative criticism”;
so that they may not repeat the assertion that I regard the accidental age of a
MS., irrespective of its character, and apart from the evidence of ancient
versions and early citations.
It ought to be needless for me to have to repeat again and again, that the
testimony of very ancient MSS. is proved to be good on grounds of evidence
(not mere assertion); and that the distinction is not between ancient MSS.
on the one hand, and all other witnesses on the other,—but between the united
evidence of the most ancient documents—MSS., versions, and early citations—

together with that of the few more recent copies that accord with them, on
the one hand, and the mass of modern MSS. on the other. To which class
shall we look as including within itself the readings which have the best claim
on our attention as those which really belong to the holy word of God?

July 25, 1854.
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§ 1.—THE

COMPLUTENSIAN

EDITION.

THE first printed edition of the Greek New Testament was that
which formed a part of the Complutensian Polyglot; the volume
in which the New Testament in Greek and Latin is contained was
completed Jan. 10, 1514.
It may seem a cause for surprise, that while the sacred Hebrew
originals of the Old Testament had been multiplied much earlier
by means of the press, the case was so different with regard to the
Scriptures of the New Testament in the original tongue.
For
this difference many reasons may be assigned. ‘The Jews applied
the invention of printing at a comparatively early period to the
multiplication of the Old Testament in Hebrew: they were a
numerous and prosperous body in many parts of Europe, and
thus they were able to command both the skill and the pecuniary
means

needed

to that end;

besides this, there was a demand

amongst them for Hebrew books.
|
The case with regard to the Greeks was wholly different. The
capture of Constantinople by the Turkish Sultan (1453), and the
bondage or exile of the Greek population, was an event which
was almost synchronous with the invention of printing; and thus,
although the dispersion of the Greeks led to the knowledge of
their language and literature being acquired by many in Western
Europe, yet it effectually hindered efforts on their own part to
¢
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print, and thus to multiply, copies of their Scriptures. Indeed,
so many Greeks earned in their exile a scanty living by copying
books in their own tongue, that they had a positive interest in not

using the newly-invented art of printing.
' Besides, the early attempts at printing Greek were so awkward
and unpleasant to the eye, that few books were multiplied through
the press in that tongue until greater skill had been manifested in

the formation of the type.

And so habituated were Greek scho-

lars in that day to read Greek abounding with contractions, many
of which were deemed by copyists to be feats of calligraphy, that
the endeavours to print Greek with separate types were despised
and undervalued.
In Western Europe, the Latin Vulgate was the form in which
Holy Scripture was known and received: so that even on the part
of theologians there was no desire for the original text; indeed,
the feeling was rather that every departure from the version of
Jerome, such as it was after it had suffered from the hands of

transcribers for more than a thousand years, would be a rash
and dangerous innovation. The Old Testament in Hebrew was
regarded as a book for the Jews simply, and no part of Holy
Scripture was thought to be suitable for the edification of Christians in any tongue except the Latin.
The preparations made by the celebrated Spanish cardinal,
Francis* XIMENES de CISNEROS, Archbishop of Toledo, for the

publication of the first Polyglot Bible, commenced in the year
1502;+ the work was intended to celebrate the birth of the heir
to the throne of Castile, afterwards the Emperor Charles V.
* The baptismal name of this remarkable man was Gonzalo: this he exchanged
for Francisco, when he entered the Franciscan order. Cardinal Ximenes was archbishop of Toledo, regent of Castile, and a Spanish general, while also executing other
functions.
+ It should be observed, that the Complutensian New Testament was not the first
portion of original Greek which was printed. “The first part of the Greek Testament which was printed consisted of the thanksgiving hymns of Mary and Zacharias
(Luke i. 42-56, 68-80), appended to a Greek Psalter published in 1486. The next consisted of the first six chapters of the Gospel by John, edited by Aldus Manutius, at
Venice, 1504, 4to."—Dr. Davidson’s “Biblical Criticism,” ii. p. 106. “The fourteen
first verses of the Gospel of John. Tubingen 1514: in the Library at Stuttgart, an
edition which has been incorrectly stated to be the whole Gospel of St. John, in
Masch’s Le Long, 3. iii. 624, and Marsh’s remarks on Michaelis, i. p. 415.” [Eng. ed.
ii. 845.] Hichhorn’s Hinleitung, v. 249.
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It receives its name, the Complutensian Polyglot, from ComPLUTUM,

the Latin name

of ALCALA,

in Spain, where it was

printed, and where the cardinal had founded an university. The
editors of the part containing the New Testament were Atlius
Antonius

Nebrissensis, Demetrius

Cretensis, Ferdinandus

Pitia-

nus, and especially Lopez de Stunica: in fact, this last-mentioned
editor seems to have been the person who undertook the responsibility of preparing the Greek text under the cardinal’s direction,
and at his expense.
Although the fifth volume of the Polyglot, which contains the
New Testament’in Greek and Latin, was completed (as has been
said) Jan. 10, 1514, the Old Testament was as yet unfinished;

for the subscription to the fourth volume is dated July 10, 1517.*
The publication of the work, however,

was

delayed.

There

can be but little doubt, that some at least felt alarm at the innovation which would be introduced from the church taking for its
instructor in Holy Scripture any language except the Latin: it is
however worthy of remark, that the whole of this Polyglot
edition was finished in the same year in which Martin Luther
gave a stern shock to the corrupt theology which was then held
and taught, by fixing to the door of the electoral chapel at Wit-

tenberg his theses against the Romish doctrine of indulgences.
Before the publication of this work, on which the labour of so
many years had been bestowed, Cardinal Ximenes had died;f and
Pope Leo X., to whom it was dedicated, sent an authorization

for its publication to his executors: this document is dated March
22, 1520.

There was, however, some delay even after this; so

that the work did not get into general circulation before the year
1522.

As this was the first printed Greek New Testament (although
not the first published), it is natural that inquiry should have been
* Cardinal Ximenes says, in his dedication to Pope Leo X., that the New Testament was finished first. “Imprimis Novum Testamentum Greco Latinoque sermone
excudendum curavimus simul cum Lexico Greecarum omnium dictionum: que possunt in eo legentibus occurrere:

ut his quoque qui non integram lingus cognitionem

adepti sunt pro viribus consuleremus. Deinde vero antequam Vetus Testamentum
aggrederemur: dictionarium premisimus Hebraicorum Chaldaicorumque totius Veteris Instrumenti vocabulorum.”
+ Cardinal Ximenes did not survive its completion more than a few months. He
died Nov. 8, 1517, at the age of eighty-one, in the twenty-third year of his primacy.
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made for the MSS. on which the text is based. It need excite no
surprise, that the editors have not themselves described the MSS.
which they used: such a proceeding was not then customary;
indeed, until some attention had been paid to textual criticism,
few editors of works, whether biblical, classical, or patristic, seem

to have thought of mentioning what copies they followed, any
more than this would have been done by the transcriber of such
a work, before printing had been invented: the archetype might
be mentioned, or it might not; just as in the case of an edition of
Milton or Bunyan, it is not common to state, in a reprint, what
edition has been followed.
The Complutensian editors, however, though they do not de-

scribe their MSS., give us some information with regard to them.
In their preface to the New Testament, they say, that ‘‘ ordinary
copies were not the archetypes for this impression, but very ancient and correct ones; and of such antiquity, that it would be

utterly wrong not to own their authority;

which the supreme

pontiff Leo X., our most holy father in Christ and lord, desiring

to favour this undertaking, sent from the apostolical library to
the most reverend lord the cardinal of Spain, by whose authority
and commandment we have had this work printed.”*
In this we may distinguish the fact which the editors record,
from the opinion which they express. They must have known
whether or not they used MSS. from the Vatican, and they were
fully competent to record the fact; as to the antiquity of the
MSS. or their value, they could not be supposed to give any
judgment which lay beyond the horizon of their critical knowledge.
Cardinal Ximenes also bears a similar testimony as to the place
from which he obtained the Greek MSS. He says, in his dedication to Pope Leo X., after mentioning the pains which he had
taken to procure Latin, Greek, and Hebrew MSS., ‘“‘ For Greek

copies indeed we are indebted to your Holiness, who sent us most
* “Non quevis exemplaria impressioni huic archetypa fuisse: sed antiquissima
emendatissimaque: ac tante preeterea vetustatis ut fidem eis abrogare nefas videatur.
Quee sanctissimus in Christo pater et dominus noster Leo decimus pontifex maximus
huic instituto favere cupiens ex apostolica bibliotheca educta misit ad reverendissimum dominum Cardinalem Hispanie ; de cujus authoritate et mandato hoc opus
imprimi fecimus.”
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kindly from the apostolic library very ancient codices, both of the
Old and the New Testament; which have aided us very much in
this undertaking.” *
When critical attention was paid to the text of the Greek New
Testament, and to the MSS. from which the first printed edition

was supposed to be derived, it was too hastily concluded from the
editors’ having mentioned that they had the use of very ancient
MSS. from the papal library, that the celebrated Codex Vaticanus
was amongst the number; and as the actual readings of that
valuable document were then almost entirely unknown, the
Complutensian text was relied on by some, as if it could be taken
as the representative of the Codex Vaticanus.
Afterwards, when Greek MSS. were more extensively investigated, it was thought that those of the Complutensian Greek
New Testament were probably still preserved at Alcala; and thus
when the Danish professor Moldenhawer was in Spain for the
purpose of examining Greek MSS., he visited Alcala in 1784, in
hopes of finding them in the university library. He could find
none there of the Greek New Testament; and he imagined that,
for some reason of suspicion, they were kept secret from him.
At last he was told that, about the year 1749, they had been sold
to a rocket-maker, as useless parchments. Michaelis, in mentioning the result of these inquiries, says, ‘‘ This prodigy of barbarism
I would not venture to relate, till Professor Tychsen, who accompanied Moldenhawer, had given me fresh assurances of its truth.”
This account was for many years repeated and believed, until,
in 1821, Dr. Bowring cast some doubt on it: he did not however
fully clear up the story, or explain how it originated. But we
can now go farther, and say that the inquiry of Moldenhawer, and
the reply which it received, were alike grounded on mistake.
Dr. James Thomson made careful inquiries as to the MSS. belonging to the university of Alcala, and the result (including an
* “ Atque ex ipsis quidem Greeca Sanctitati tuse debemus: qui ex ista apostolica
bibliotheca antiquissimos tum Veteris tum Novi Testamenti codices perquam humane
ad nos misisti: qui nobis in hoc negocio maximo fuerunt adjumento.”
The editors also say the same thing, in their preface to the reader, as to the Greek
MSS. They add however, “ Quibus etiam adjunximus alia non pauca: quorum parte
ex Bessarionis castigatissimo codice summa diligentia transcriptam illustris Venetorum senatus ad nos misit,” etc.
3
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account of the investigation made several years before by Dr.
Bowring) was published in the Biblical Review for March, 1847.*
Thus we can regard as an ascertained fact, that all the MSS.
which were formerly known as belonging to Cardinal Ximenes,
and which were preserved in the library at Alcali, are now, with
the rest of that library, at Madrid; that the catalogue made in
1745 correctly describes the MSS. which still exist; that at the
time of the alleged sale to the rocket-maker, the library of Alcal&
was under the care of a really learned and careful librarian, who
caused all the books of the library to be rebound.
It remains, however, a fact, that a sale to a rocket-maker did

take place at the time mentioned; but it could not have been of
MSS. belonging to the library; so that there can be but little
doubt, that the ‘useless parchments” thus disposed of, were the

old covers of the books in the library, compacted of vellum and
folded paper.
:
7
Don José Gutierrez, the librarian at Madrid, furnished Dr. J.

Thomson with a catalogue of the Complutensian MSS.;t and
from this it appears, that the principal ones used in the Polyglot
are all safely preserved: the Greek New Testament is, however,
contained in none of them; also the one containing the LXX.
does not include the Pentateuch.
And thus we can only suppose that, when Moldenhawer was
inquiring at Alcald for what that library never had possessed, and
when he thought that the MSS. were concealed from him, the
librarians, to remove the suspicion, and to satisfy his inquiries in

some manner, referred to the sale of ‘useless parchments” in
1749, as if it set the question at rest. Neither the Danish professor nor yet the Spanish librarians seem to have thought of the
previous question, ‘‘ Were any such MSS. ever in the library at
Alcala?”
As, then, the other MSS. used by the Complutensian editors
are still in existence, and as the collection contains none of that

part of the LX X. which comprises the Pentateuch or of the Greek
New Testament, we have only an additional reason for believing
* See the Appendix to this section, where Dr. Thomson’s communication to the
Biblical Review is subjoined.

+ See the Appendix to this section.
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(what indeed never need have been doubted),* that the account
given by the cardinal and the editors was a simple fact, that
Greek MSS., both of the Old and the New Testament, were

furnished from the Vatican library ; and to that library they were
no doubt returned, when the object was accomplished for which
they had been lent. Stunica, in his controversies with Erasmus,
mentions a MS. which he calls Codex Rhodiensis, and which seems
to have been his own; he cites it occasionally as an authority,
but nothing more

is known about it, nor did Stunica ever so

describe it as to make its identification possible.

It has been alleged, that if the date in the subscription to the
Complutensian New Testament be true, it is impossible
could have been edited from Greek MSS. sent by Pope
Bp. Marsh says (Notes to Michaelis, 11. 846), ‘‘ Now Leo
elected pope March 11, 1513;f and yet the subscription
end of the Revelation bears date Jan. 10,1514.

that it
Leo X.
X. was
at the

If therefore the

MSS. were sent by Leo X., they must have arrived when at least
three parts of the Greek Testament were already printed; and yet
the editors, in the preface at least, mention no other MSS.”

It

does not appear on what data Bp. Marsh forms his conclusion, as
to when the printing commenced.
As the first edition of Erasmus was completed in a far shorter time (see the following section) and as he was at that time overburdened with other editorial
cares, which he had to sustain alone, there appears to be no sufficient reason for judging that the editors of the Complutensian
text, who were several, and not distracted by other labours, could
not haye accomplished this work in the manner in which they say
that they did. In fact, this argument only appears to be one of
the many cases in which supposed improbabilities are brought
forward to set aside direct testimonies.t
* The doubt seems to have been diffused, if it did not originate, through a remark
of Wetstein on the subject: “Neque dubito, quin, si accuratior inquisitio fieret, iidem
illi codices, quibus usi sunt editores, adhuc hodie Compluti reperirentur, argumento
ducto ex Melchioris de la Cerda Apparatu Latini Sermonis, Bibliothecee Hispanice,
p. 61.” Wets. Proleg. in N.T., p. 118.
+ Precision is needed here, as it is a question of time. Leo was elected on the 28th
of Feb. 1513, and crowned on the 11th of March.
ft There seems to be no ground for questioning the date in the subscription to the
volume of this book which contains the New Testament. .We have the testimony of
Cardinal Ximenes himself, that this volume (the fifth in order) was printed the first,
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One reason’ why it was important to ascertain, if possible, on
what MSS. the Complutensian edition was based, is, that, as beg
one of the primary texts, it is desirable to know what its authority
may be, and how far readings which may have emanated from it
are rightly retained in other editions. But as the MSS. used by
the editors are wholly unknown, we can only form a judgment as
to their antiquity and value from the text itself; and this we are
able to do very decidedly. Bishop Marsh observes (‘‘ Lectures on
the Criticism of the Bible,” page 96), ‘‘ Wherever modern Greek

MSS.,—MSS. written in the thirteenth, fourteenth, or fifteenth centuries,—differ from the most ancient Greek MSS., and from the

quotations of the early Greek fathers, in such characteristic readings the Complutensian Greek Testament almost invariably agrees
with the modern, in opposition to the ancient MSS.
There

cannot be a doubt, therefore, that the Complutensian text was
formed from modern MSS. alone.”
Although doubts may be felt as to the erudition of the Complutensian editors, it need not be questioned that they really
regarded the MSS. which they used as being ancient and valuable. Such subjects were then but little investigated; and the
work of editing the Greek New Testament was altogether new.
That they were not very skilful in their work, may be seen from
the circumstance that, in Heb. vii. 3, they have blended the title

of the section of the epistle with the words of the text thus, jevev
iepeus eis To Sunvexes, €v @ OTL Kat Tov ABpaap mpoeTinOn. Oewpetite x. T.r.* It also need not be questioned, that the editors
fully intended to use their MSS. fairly; although, from their
reverence for the Latin, they would certainly have regarded any
Greek reading as being defective, if it did not accord with their
—that then the Lexicons, etc., were prepared; but the volume containing this apparatus, and the four which comprise the Old Testament, were all five printed and
finished by July 10,1517. This leaves but little more than eight months for each
volume, to say nothing of the time occupied in preparing the Lexicons, ete. If the
date Jan. 10, 1514, be doubted, as being too early, it makes the expedition used in
printing the other volumes only the greater. But, really, the fact that the other five
parts were printed in so few months each, is an argument that the New Testament
volume was not long in the press.
* Tt may, indeed, be said that this was an oversight on the part of Stunica and his
coadjutors, which must not be judged too severely, as reflecting on their scholarship:
in illustration of which reference may be made to the edition of the Latin and Greek
Codex Laudianus of the Acts, published by Hearne in 1715, who in Acts v. 24 (in the
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valued translation. That they must in general have followed their
Greek MS. (or MSS.) simply, is plain, from the passages being
but few in which such an accusation could be made, as that of
alteration to suit the Latin.
Their estimate of the Latin Vulgate is shown by the astonishing comparison which they use, in connection with the arrangement of the Old Testament; where that version occupies the
central column, with the original Hebrew on the one side, and
the Greek LXX. on the other: this they compare to the position
of Christ as crucified between two thieves,—the unbelieving synagogue of the Jews, and the schismatical Greek church.”
With this feeling of veneration, it can cause no surprise, that
in 1 John v. 7, 8 they should have supplied in the Greek the testimony of the heavenly witnesses; and also that they should have
omitted the concluding clausule of the eighth verse. In both
these changes they evidently thought that they were doing right;
for in the controversy between

Stunica and Erasmus, the latter

inquired by what authority the Complutensian editors had inserted 1 John v.7, and whether they really had MSS. so different
from any that Erasmus himself had seen: to this the answer was
given by Stunica, ‘‘ You must know that the copies of the Greeks
MS. folio 38 b.), inserted a Latin word in the Greek column as two Greek words;
reading thus:
KOLO OTPAaTNYyOS
TOV LEpou
Kat

Ol

OpXLEpets

eBavpacov
MENTE xa duyjropovy,

and im a note ne reflects on the inaccuracy of Mill, who had cited the various reading
without yev're. The word really belongs to the Latin column, which precedes the
Greek: thus,
MIRARI COEPERUNT
E@AYMAZON
ET CONFUNDEBANTUR.MENTE KAI AIHTIIOPOYN,

where the length of the Latin line causes it to run on into the Greek column.
* “Mediam autem inter has Latinam beati Hieronymi translationem, velut inter
synagogam et Orientalem Ecclesiam posuimus ; tanquam duos hinc et inde latrones,
medium autem Jesum, hoc est Romanam sive Latinam ecclesiam collocantes. Heec
enim sola supra firmam petram edificata (reliquis a recta Scripture intelligentia
quandoquidem deviantibus) immobilis semper in veritate permansit.”
Profound, however, as was their reverence for the Romish church, they knew
nothing of those dogmas which were authorised at Trent, thirty years afterwards, for
canonising the Ax*crypha. “ At vero libri extra canonem, quos ecclesia potius ad
Shinai aa puli, quam ad autoritatem ecclesiasticorum dogmatum confirmandum recipit : Greecam tantum habent scripturam,” etc.
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are corrupted; that OURS, however, contain the very truth.”*
This was quite enough for them; and this passage, in this edition,
demands particular attention, because it is in this one place that
the Greek Testaments in common use have been affected by the
Complutensian text.
In omitting the final words of ver. 8, cal ot Tpets eis TO & eiow,
Stunica and his coadjutors were guided by what they considered
to be the judgment of the Lateran council, and the authority of

Thomas Aquinas; for they justify the non-insertion by a note in
their margin; this being one of the very few annotations which
they have subjoimed. On the same grounds as they assign for the
omission in the Greek, these words are left out in Latin MSS.

subsequent to the year 1215.
Besides this passage, however, there are very few places in
which the charge of conforming the Greek to the Latin has been
suggested ; although the variations of the two must have been
prominently brought before the attention of the editors, because
they affix a letter of reference to each word, and they use the
same letter again in the Latin column, to connect the two texts
verbally, where that is practicable. It should be added, that the
Latin Vulgate is given by the Complutensian editors with more
accuracy than had previously been shown in printing it.
Stunica and his fellow-editors have not given the Greek text
with the common accents; but they have marked every word of
two or more syllables with an acute accent on the tone-syllable.
Jn their preface, the editors refer to the peculiar manner in which
they had printed the Greek; and they defend it on the ground
that accents, breathings (which they omit, except in the case of
T), etc., are no parts of the genuine text, and that they are

omitted in the more ancient copies, and consequently they wished
to leave the. sacred text with ‘its majesty and beauty untouched ”:
they add, however, that they have marked the tone-syllable of
each word with a simple apez, “‘ not as the Greek accent, but as a

mark and sign for the guidance of the reader.” So that, if the
‘“‘ grace and majesty of the text” depended on its not being
printed with any grammatical additions, it would be as much
* “Sciendum est, Greecorum codices esse corruptos; nostros vero ipsam veritatem
eontinere.”
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marred by the Complutensian editors as if they had used the
common accents.
The Greek type, in the New Testament, is large and peculiar:

in the LXX., however, they used such characters as were then
common.
The New Testament appeared with the brief title, ‘‘ Nouum
testamentum grece et latine in academia complutensi nouiter impressum”; this is in the lower part of a page, above which (as in
the other volumes) appear the arms of the cardinal.
The Complutensian text never came into general use: before it
was published, another edition had pre-occupied the ground; it
was, however, followed by several impressions at a later period,
especially from the press of Plantin at Antwerp, and at Geneva.
There are passages in which the readings of this edition may
well be compared with those of Erasmus; some in which the

Latin and Greek texts differ will be noticed in speaking of the
Erasmian. text.

APPENDIX

TO SECTION 1.

Tux remarks on the Complutensian MSS. by Dr. James Thomson, and the
catalogue furnished to him by Don José Gutierrez, the librarian at Madrid,
were communicated to the Biblical Review: from that work they were transferred to the pages of at least one other periodical ; and it has been thought
well to insert them in this place because of their importance as bearing on the
history of the Complutensian text; and also in order to bring them before
some who might be unacquainted with them, as appearing only in periodical
publications.
On the catalogue, it may be remarked, that the Greek MS. of part of the

LXX. is in all probability the copy of the MS. of Bessarion, which was
transmitted from Venice to the cardinal; and that the Pentateuch and the
New Testament were probably those parts of the Scripture, for Greek copies
of which the editors were indebted to the papal library.
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POLYGLOT.*
REPRINTED

FROM

THE

BIBLICAL

REVIEW,

NO. XV.

(To the Editors of The Biblical Review.)
London, February 4th, 1847.

DEAR eins
analogous,

take the liberty of forwarding to you a communication

as I conceive, to the objects of your Review,

and I shall feel

obliged by your giving it a place in your periodical at your earliest convenience.
The first edition of the Greek New Testament ever printed, it is well
known, is that contained in the Complutensian Polyglot. It was printed in
1514, but was not issued to the public till 1522. In the meantime Erasmus
printed his edition in 1516, and reprinted it again in 1519 and 1522. The
editions following these, and which were printed in 1527 and 1535, were in
several places affected by the readings in the Complutensian. Stephens’s
edition afterwards, and also the Elzevir, were in like manner affected by the
Complutensian, and hence our Textus Receptus.

From these circumstances,

and in consideration that the Complutensian Bible was the first Polyglot, and
published by a cardinal, it became an object of no little interest to know what
were the manuscripts used in the formation of this edition of the Bible.
In the earlier editions of the valuable work of the Rev. T. Hartwell Horne,
in his “ Introduction to the Critical Study and Knowledge of the Holy Scriptures,” there are some notices given respecting these manuscripts, on the
authority of Michaelis, but of a very discouraging nature. It is said that
when they were sought for, information was given, that they had for a long
time disappeared, having been sold, as waste materials, to be made into skyrockets.
Soon after I returned from South America, in 1825, I became acquainted
with several Spanish refugees then in London, and among these was a learned
Spanish priest, whose name is, I believe, pretty well known in this country,
—I mean Don Lorenzo Villanueva. I remember particularly having mentioned the opinion current respecting these manuscripts to this gentleman,
intimating that it would be desirable that a new search should be made for
them, as probably what had been reported concerning their fate might not be
true. Mr. Villanueva discredited the common report about these manuscripts,
* We are indebted for the following paper to Dr. James Thomson, a highly respected agent
of the Bible Society ; and we feel it due to that gentleman to express our gratitude for so valuable a communication.
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and expressed his belief of their existence still in Alealé, where they had been
deposited, and mentioned some circumstances in favour of his entertaining that
opinion on the subject.

On my return from Mexico, in 1844, I had thoughts of going into Spain
on the part of the Bible Society, and wished to obtain all the information I
could respecting that country. I had then the pleasure of becoming ac-

quainted with Don Pedro Gomez de la-Serna, who had been one of the Secretaries of State during the regency of Espartero, and who came over to this
country with the ex-regent.
This gentleman held for some time the situation
of Rector of the University of Madrid, which is the same establishment that
was formerly at Alcala, it having been some time ago removed from the latter
to the former place. I had thus a favourable opportunity of extending my
inquiries about these manuscripts. Mr. La Serna expressed his view as coincid-

ing with Mr. Villanueva’s, which I had mentioned to him, and indeed expressed
his confident belief as to the existence of the manuscripts entire at the present
day in the archives of that University, the same as they were left there by
Cardinal Ximenes.
He had heard the report that was current about the vandalic destruction of these manuscripts, and felt grieved that his country in
this matter should have been thus maligned. In conversing further on this
subject, it was agreed that he should write to the present Rector of the University, who is his particular friend, in order to make the proper inquiries.
We soon heard from this gentleman, who stated that all the manuscripts were
there, and in good preservation. Subsequently the rector was written to by
his friend here, begging that a catalogue of the manuscripts might be sent;
for it was desirable to know, not only their existence, but also what was the
nature of them, as bearing on the great subject of Biblical criticism. This |
catalogue was sent, and is now in my hands. On mentioning the circum-

stances here noticed to Mr. Hartwell Horne, and inquiring of him what periodical would be the most suitable for giving to the public this definite knowledge
of these interesting manuscripts, he mentioned yours.
It is to be understood, that the manuscripts in this. catalogue are those
which belonged to the cardinal himself.
There were others used besides in
the formation of his Polyglot, which were said to have been sent him from
Rome, and returned after the work was completed. Of these Roman manuscripts nothing is yet known, as to their number or value.
The last edition of Mr. Hartwell Horne’s work, published last year, came
into my hands soon after its issue, and on looking into it in regard to this subject, I found that the common and evil report respecting these manuscripts
had been changed, by a communication from Dr. Bowring, and I afterwards
learned that the two preceding editions contained the same notices. I informed my friend La Serna of this more favourable view, and he was greatly
relieved by it.
It appears to me that it would be suitable to bring forward here all that has
been said against and for these manuscripts, that the whole subject might be
viewed together, many perhaps being little acquainted with the particulars of
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the case, I therefore give you, first, what is found in Marsh’s Michaelis, and
then the notices of Dr. Bowring, after which will follow the catalogue.
Before I close, I would beg leave to express my confident belief, arising
from the intercourse held with the parties concerned, that the freest access
will be given to any one, both to see, and also to examine with every minuteness, these manuscripts.
I remain, Gentlemen,
Respectfully and faithfully yours,
James THOMSON.

See Marsh’s Michaelis on the New Testament, vol. ii. part i. pp. 440, 441:
—1793.
After speaking of the arguments for and against the Complutensian
Polyglot, he says—
“In this situation it was natural for every friend to criticism to wish that the
manuscripts used in this edition, which might be supposed to have been preserved at
Alcala, should be collated anew. But the inconceivable ignorance and stupidity of a
librarian at Alcala, about the year 1749, has rendered it impossible that these wishes
should ever be gratified. Professor Moldenhawer, who was in Spain in 1784, went to
Alcala for the very purpose of discovering those manuscripts; and being able to find
none, suspected that they were designedly kept secret from him, though contrary to
the generous treatment which he had at other times experienced in that country. At
last he discovered that a very illiterate librarian, about thirty-five years before, who
wanted room for some new books, sold the ancient vellum manuscripts to one Toryo,
who dealt in fireworks, as materials for making rockets.”

In a note to this statement he says as follows :—
“'The account which he gives is the following :—‘ As the University of Alcala has a
_ very considerable library, and has existed many centuries, it was reasonable to sup-

pose, that it contained many manuscripts. Gomez declares that they cost 4000 aurei,
and that among them were seven of the Hebrew Bible. In this library it is highly
probable that the Greek manuscripts were deposited which

were used for the Com-

plutensian edition, and of which the German literati have so long wished to have
some intelligence. But all these manuscripts were sold in a lump, about thirty-five
years ago, to a rocket-maker of the name of Toryo, and were put down in the librarian’s account como membranas inutiles.** Martinez, a man of learning, and particularly skilled in the Greek language, heard of it soon after they were sold, and hastened
to save these treasures from destruction; but it was too late, for they were already
destroyed, except a few scattered leaves, which are now preserved in the library.
That the number of manuscripts was very considerable, appears from the following
circumstance. One Rodan assured Bayer, that he had seen the receipt which was
given fo the purchaser, from which it appeared that the money was paid at two different payments. 399

See Monthly Repository, vol. xiv. p. 596, note.
visiting Alcala, in 1819—

Dr. Bowring says, on

“T inquired for the manuscripts of Ximenes Cisneros: they had been cut up for
sky-rockets, to celebrate the arrival of some worthless grandee.”
* As useless parchments.
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In the Monthly Repository, vol. xvi. p. 203, Dr. Bowring writes—
“Hackney, March 29th, 1821:—Having been instrumental in the circulation of a
misstatement, originally, but certainly unintentionally, made by Michaelis, I beg you
will allow me to correct it. That misstatement regarded the destruction of the
manuscripts at Alcala, from which Ximenes’ Polyglot was made.
“Those manuscripts never were employed, though the story has been frequently
repeated, for the purpose of making rockets. The oldest catalogue which exists of
the books at the Alcala University, is of the date of 1745. There is a prologue to it,
complaining of damage done to other manuscripts of less value, but no reference to
any loss of these scriptural documents. In the middle of the last century a famous
firework manufacturer (called Torija) lived at Alcala, but he was a man of letters,
with whom the most eminent of the professors were accustomed to associate; it is
impossible he should have been instrumental in such an act of barbarism. But what
demonstrates the falsity of the supposition is that Alvaro Gomez, who, in the 16th
century, published his work ‘ De rebus gestis Cardinalis Francisci Ximenes de Cisneros, there affirms that the number of Hebrew manuscripts in the University was
only seven, and seven is the number that now remains.
“ The period in which these manuscripts are said to have been so indignantly treated,
was one when the library was under the judicious care of a man of considerable eminence, and when the whole of the manuscripts, amounting to 160, were handsomely
bound. There are at Alcala, indeed, no Greek manuscripts of the whole Bible; but
we are told by Gomez, that Leo the X. lent to Ximenes those he required from the
Vatican, which were returned as soon as the Polyglot was completed. These were
probably taken charge of by Demetrius, the Greek, who was sent into Spain at this
period by the Pope. It must not be forgotten that Ximenes’ character was one of a
strange affection for economy, of which everything at Alcala bears proofs. That
which he could borrow he would not buy. His ambition, proud as it was, was ministered to by his avarice as well as his vanity —JoHn Bowrina.”

“ Catalogo de los Codices manuscritos que se tuvieron presentes a la formacion de la
Biblia Complutense, fielmente sacado del tndice de la Biblioteca de la Universidad
de Alcala, hoy de esta corte, por Don José Gutierrez, oficial delamisma*
Manuscritos Latinos.+

Biblia Latina maxime molis charactere Gothico antiquissimo exarata, cui Complutenses in prologo ad Biblia plus octingentos annos antiquitatis tribuebant, quod
etiam ab illis scriptum legitur ad caleem annotationum in Liram de differentiis
Vet. Testam. ubi sic habent et notandum quod ....
. intelligimus quosdam vetustissimos Codices Gothicis characteribus propter nimiam antiquitatem scriptos, quos
constat esse a temporibus destructionis Hispanis fueruntque reperti in civitate
Toletana et deinde in Libraria Collegii Complutensis collocati: totum Vetus et
Novum Testamentum comprehendit. Sed sunt ibi alia Biblia Latina ejusdem folii
et characteris, ut ab eadem manu conscripta videri possint, nisi quia horum character paulo rotundior est: Codex est ejusdem molis ac preecedens preeter crassitud.
incipiens ab ultimis verbis cap. 7, Proverb. et terminat in Apocalypsi. Principio et
* Catalogue of the Manuscripts which were used in the formation of the Complutensian Polyglot, faithfully copied from the list in the Library of the University of Alcala [Complutum], now
of Madrid, by Don José Gutierrez, Librarian.
+ Latin Manuscripts.
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fine caret, estque ejusdem omnino note cum precedenti. Utrumque Vol. membranaceum.—Dos tomos, en pasta. [Two volumes, bound.|
Biblia Latina duobus voluminibus maxims molis comprehensa: continentur hee et
hoc ordine: Genesis initio carens ad cap. 12. Exodus, 4 Regum defectivus: Isaias,
Hieremise Prophetia: Baruch: cetera Hieremise (cujus Lamentationes iterum scribuntur ad marginem cum notis musicis, quod in aliis quoque libris fit,) Ezequiel,
Prophets minores, Job, Psalmi, Proverbia, Parabole, Ecclesiastes, Cantica, Sapientia, Ecclesiastici queedam, varia particularium dierum Evangelia: totum Novum
Testamentum suo ordine.—Apocalypsis liber defectivus est a cap. 25. Codices
membranacei quorum character crassus est, et quadratus cum frequentibus ad
marginem notis, licet minutiore charactere et alterius recentioris nonnunquam de
horum antiquitate sic Complutenses ad Liram ubi supra: sunt etiam ibi in Bibliotheca Complutensis Collegii alii codices licet non tam antiqui, sed tamen cum illis
antiquissimis mirum in modum concordantes: videntur seeculi XII.—Dos tomos,
en pasta.

Psalterium et Cantica cum glossa, acephalos et ateles. Codex Latinus membranaceus, charactere rotundo eodem cum eo qui est in glossa ad epistolas Pauli ut idem
calamus videtur.— Un tomo, en pasta. [One volume, bound.
Commentaria in Apocalypsim Sancti Joannis. Codex membranaceus, charactere
quadrato descriptus: de auctore nil constat, aut de tempore; videtur tamen esse
satis antiquus.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Pauli Apostoli (S.) Epistole: cum glossa seu expositione marginali et interlineali

characteris minutioris,

Codex membranaceis foliis affabre perpolitis exaratus,

cujus liters initiales miniaturis, et flosculis ornantur. Nil legitur de tempore, sed
est valde antiquus.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Expositio sive Commentaria Historica in Lib. Numerorum a cap. 1, usque ad XTX.
inclusive. Codex papyraceus charactere cursivo veteri exaratus, in quo nihil de
ejus Auct. et vetustate legitur.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Novum Testamentum 4 DD. Complutensibus annotatum, quorum annotationes post
illum seorsim collects reperiuntur: Codex papyraceus cujus character illius temporis est, quo Biblia Complutensia elaborabantur.

Item:

adjunguntur Laurentii

Valle Adnotationes apprime utiles in Latinam Novi Testamenti interpretationem,
ex collatione Grecorum exemplarium Parisiis prelo excusse typis Ascensianis
Anno 1505, cum prologo Desiderii Erasmi Roterdami. Item: aliud opusculum
itidem prelo excussum sine loco et anno cui titulus ; Interpretationes Hebreorum,
Chaldeorum, Greecorumque nominum Novi Testamenti.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Scripture Sacre Vocabulorum Acceptiones, sive significationes varise, que in diversis
sacree pagins locis jacent incognite. Codex membranaceus innominati auctoris,
charactere quadrato antiquo exaratus, in quo nil de tempore constat.— Un tomo, en
pasta.

Expositio sive Commentaria Latina in Psalmos, innominati auctoris. Precedit prologus, qui quidem videtur esse epistola Divi Hieronimi. Codex membranaceus,
charactere quadrato minuto exaratus anno D.N.I. 1269, ut patet ex nota quad. in
primo fol.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Sanctorale maxim molis in tria volumina divisum, sanctorum vitas per ordinem
dierum anni continens: Primum incipit a D. Stephano (nam acephalon est,) et
desinit in vitam 8. Pontii Martyris V. id. Maii: Secundum 4 D. Marcellino, et
Petro, die mensis Julii secunda, et explicit in translatione 8S: Nicolai fine mensis
Augusti: Tertium incipit 4 D. Antonio, cui precedit vitee alterius (forte Divi
AXgydii Abbatis) fragmentum, et finit in translatione 8. Isidori die 25 Decembris ;
litera est initialis, qualis in libris Chori, Ecclesiseque usui deservit ; litters initiales
quee plane maxime sunt, auro, minioque, et aliis coloribus mirifice variegatee exornantur, quarum non pauce avulse sunt propter incuriam, ut nonnulle que in ipso
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operis ordine in Codicibus deesse deprehenduntur; nam codices imperfecti sunt
initio, et calce, preter tertium cui in fine nil deest.—Tres tomos, en pasta. |Three
volumes, bound.]
Manuscritos Hebreos y Griegos.*
Bibliorum vyolumen Greecum incipiens 4 Lib. Judicum, et éxpliciens lib. Machabeorum: Codex membranaceus, charactere cursivo exaratus.. Videtur esse unum
ex transcriptis que ex Bessarionis Codice 4 Venetorum senatu Em™* Cardinali
Ximenio ad Bibliorum editionem missee ;memoratur in Prol. ad Lectorem Bibliorum Complutensium.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Bibliorum yolumina duo Chaldaica cum Latina interpretatione é regione apposita,
quorum primum continet Prophetas: secundum ad Esther, ad Cantica Canticorum
cum notis manu Alphonsi de Zamora ad marginem appositis: opus ab AA. Complutensibus elaboratum, sed in suis Bibliis omissum ; editum autem a Benedicto
Aria Montano in Bibliis Regiis in regione inferiore, qua de causa vide ibi in eorum
prologo. Codices 2 membranacei anno 1517 exarati, ut videre est in notis ad caleem
ipsorum appositis—Dos tomos, en pasta.
Bibliorum yolumen Hebraicum continens Pentateuchum 4 cap. 9. Geneseos cum
Paraphrasi Chaldaica et Rabbinica ad margines: sequuntur varia Veteris Testamenti capitula cum eadem Paraphrasi: ultimum caput ex Ezechiele desumitur nec
finitur, caret enim fine. Codex membranaceus, charactere grandiori, elegante et
quadrato exaratus cum Massora recensione quod ex atramenti diversitate colliquitur. De ejus antiquitate nil inibi legitur, est tamen valde vetus—Un tomo, en
pasta.
‘
Biblia Hebraica charactere quadrato elegantissimo conscripta, ad cujus finem notam
oblongam charactere itidem Hebraico, rudioris tamen forme exhibet in qua legitur
nobilissimos R. Isaac et R. Abraham medicos, honorabilis R. Maimonidis filios,
sacrum hoc volumen sibi pretio comparasse Toleti anno mundi 5040 (Christi 1280).
Codex est membranaceus omnes Veteris Testamenti Libros in Canone Judseorum
receptos, continens, auro aliisque coloribus in initialibus venuste ornatus. Ad
margines invenitur Massora parva et magna diversi, ut videtur, atramenti, literis
minutissimis hine inde in varias figuras et flosculos artificiosissime redactis et contortis, ut fert Judeeorum consuetudo. Id vero maxime reddit hunc codicem commendatione dignum, antiquitatem adeo miram redolere, ut saltem cum antiquioribus
etiam Pentateucho Dominicano Bononiensi merito contendere possit.— Un tomo, en
pasta.

Al final de esta Biblia se lee la siguiente :—*Vota: Rabbi Joseph Erasmo Moyses
Judio convertido 4 nuestra santa feé catholica dixo al ver esta Biblia el ano
1756. ‘Que no tenia semejante, que no habia otra; que no habia precio a su
digna estimacion: que sus notas al margin la hacian tan singular que a cogerlas
los Judios las pusieran entre diamantes.—Ponela de antiguedad como de 1800
anos. Es hombre muy erudito en Hebreo y Biblias. Mui conocido en especial
en Salamanca, donde enseno. Estuvo aqui el atio de 1756.’—Tiene este libro
trescientas trienta y ocho fojas utiles.+
Biblia item Hebraica alia integra nitidissimo quoque charactere exarata cum Massora, et aureis literis in Librorum initiis, ad cujus caleem hee nota Hebraico idio* Hebrew and Greek Manuscripts.
+ At the end of this Bible there is the following :—‘ Note: Rabbi Joseph Erasmus Moses, a
Jew converted to our holy Catholic faith, said, on seeing this Bible in the year 1756, ‘ that there
was none like it, or at all equal to it, that it was above all price, that the notes in the margin
made it so singular, that the Jews, could they obtain it, would enclose it with diamonds.’
He
gave to it an antiquity of 1800 years. This individual was very learned in the Hebrew language,
and skilled in regard to Bibles. He was well known, especially in Salamanca, where he gave instructions. He was in Madrid in 1756.,—This Book contains 338 leaves, in good condition.
3
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mate legitur: Ego Jom tov* filius sapientis Rabbi Isahac sat. Amarilio scripsi
hune librum, qui vocatur Sanctuarium Domini. ..... et perfeci illum in mense
Thebeth anni creationis generis nostri 242 sexti millenarii in Tarasonah—Un
tomo, en pasta.

Zamora (Alphonsi de) Interpretationes Chaldeorum, Hebrxorum atque Grecorum
nominum in tota serie Latini Canonis, tam Veter. quam Novi Testamenti contentorum. Codex autographus.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Zamora (Alphonsi de) Interpretatio Latina ex Hebraico Veteris Testamenti ad verbum interlinealis tribus codicibus, quorum primus continet Genesim, secundus
Exodum, tertius Prophetas majores: Codices papyrac. autographi.—Tves tomos, en
pasta.

Pentateuchum Chaldaicum cum Targ. Codex membranaceus alicubi in papyro @
Zamora suppletus: antiquitas ejus non claret, nam initio et fine carebat nisi a
Zamora perficeretur.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Abraham (Rabbi Aben Ezre) Peruse. in Genesim et Exodum: Codex papyraceus
cum membranis interjectis, charactere Rabbinico exaratus, antiquus, sed nil est
certum.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Kimchi (Rabbi David) Perus. Sepher Jieshaian, sive expositio libri Isais. Codex
papyraceus elegans, charactere Rabbinico exaratus; ad medium ejus legitur nota
scribe quee sic habet: Ego Salomon Ben Abraham ..... scripsi hance expositionem, et conclusi illam ..... in anno 206, minor. supput. Christi 1446. In fine
defectivus est, et in principio ab Alphonso de Zamora quod deerat, suppletus— Un
tomo, en pasta.

Chaiim (Rabbi Ben Samuelis) forte Toletanus ille, de quo Bartol. part. 2, folio 837,
cod. 541). Paraphrasis in Esaiam, Hebraico Idiomate. Codex papyraceus cum
pauculis membranis interjectis, charactere Rabbinico exaratus, et alicubi ab Alphonso de Zamora suppletus, cujus est nota ad calcem ubi dicit se hujus libri defectus supplevisse anno Christi 1532: huic alia antecedit nota, ubi dicitur librum esse
Rabbi Chaiim Ben Samuelis, et scriptum fuisse anno mundi 5291, Christi 1241.
Hujus notee calamus idem est, qui totum librum exaravit.— Un tomo, en pasta.
Pentateuchum Hebraicum in initio et fine ab Alphonso de Zamora suppletus in
papyro: membranaceus codex, charactere quadrato eleganti exaratus sine temporis
nota.— Un tomo, en pasta.
u
Psalterium Greecum: Codex papyraceus incipiens ab ultimo versu primi psalmi (nam
cetera desunt) antiquus, ut ex charactere patet, sed ibi nil certum legitur.— Un
tomo, en pasta.

Los trienta volimenes que espresa este catalogo se hallan todos hoy dia de la
fecha en la Biblioteca de la Universidad Literaria de esta Corte—Madrid seis
de Mayo de mil ochocientos cuarenta y seis.—El oficial de Biblioteca,
JOSE GUTIERREZ.” ¢

* The two words (Jom tov) are copied exactly from the manuscript.
+ The thirty volumes which this Catalogue contains, are all at the present time in the Library

of the University of Literature in this city.—Madrid, 6th May, 1846.
JOSE GUTIERREZ, Librarian.

[This catalogue appears to be verbally incorrect in a few places; it is here
simply reprinted: it supplies more positive information as to the other parts of
the Complutensian edition, than as to the New Testament. ]
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OF ERASMUS.

ALTHOUGH Cardinal Ximenes had caused the first Greek New
Testament to be printed, yet from his deferring its publication
until the whole of his Polyglot should be finished, the first published Greek Testament was given to the world by others. The
enterprise of FROBEN, the printer of Basle, and the editorial care
of ERASMUS, anticipated the work prepared under the patronage
of Ximenes.

The first edition of Erasmus had found its way to Spain while
Cardinal Ximenes was yet living: and although he saw that
his own edition was anticipated, he had the nobility of spirit to
repress the remarks by which Stunica sought to depreciate the
work which a rival scholar had edited. ‘I would (he said) that
all might thus prophesy (referring to Num. xi. 29); produce what
is better, if thou canst; do not condemn the industry of another.”
It appears that Froben, the printer of Basle, wished to anticipate
the edition of the Greek Testament which was (as he heard) in
preparation in Spain. He, therefore, knowing that Erasmus had
paid attention to the Greek MSS. of the sacred volume, caused
application to be made to him, through a friend, proposing that
it should be immediately undertaken at his office.
This was on April 17, 1515. ~It seems as if Erasmus had
before this made some preparations for such a work, as to the
revised Latin translation, which accompanied his Greek Testa-

ment, and the annotations which were subjoined.

All these parts

had, however, yet to be brought into a suitable form for publica-

tion.

Erasmus was in England when the proposition of Froben

was sent to him;

this was reiterated;

and not only did this

energetic printer ask him to undertake the New Testament, but
he also made application to him for his editorial care for various
other works. He seems to have reached Basle in the course of
the summer of 1515; but on Sept. 11, it was as yet undetermined

whether the Latin translation should stand by the side of the
Greek in a parallel column, or should appear in a separate volume;
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for on that day Gerbelius wrote to Erasmus on the subject, strongly
advising that the Greek text should be separate, for convenience
of use and portability. A few days after this, Gicolampadius
joined Erasmus at Basle to assist him in correcting the proof
sheets; for he was at this same time over-occupied in editing the
works of Jerome, as well as other literary labours.
In less than six months from the commencement of the printing, the whole volume was completed.* The date on the back
of the title page is ‘‘ Sexto Calendas Martias, anno M.D.XVI”;
that at the end of the dedication to Pope Leo X. is “*M.D.XVI.
Calendis Februariis”; at the end of the whole volume, is ‘* Mense
Februario, anno M.D.XVI.”; while at the end of the annotations

the date is given ‘‘ M.D.X VI. Kalendis Martij.”
The publication appears to have taken place immediately.
Erasmus mentions in his letters, that copies were at once sent to

various persons besides Pope Leo, to whom it was dedicated. As
the first publication in print of the original text of the Christian
Scriptures, its appearance was an event of no small importance.
We may, indeed, regard it as a mark of the overruling of God’s
providence that just before the Reformation was about to burst
forth, leading so many to inquire into the Scripture doctrine of
justification through faith in the sacrifice of Christ, it was so
ordered that the Scripture in the original language should appear,
so as to lead inquirers to study it in the tongue in which it was
given forth by the inspiration of the Holy Ghost.
|
The first edition of Erasmus was thus printed and published in
extreme haste.t The MSS. used for it are still, for the most
part, preserved in the library at Basle, so that we are not left to
mere conjecture as to their value and antiquity. Erasmus seems
* Nouum instrumentum omne, diligenter ab Erasmo Roterodamo recognitum et
emendatum, non solum ad Grecam ueritatem uerum etiam ad multorum utriusq;
lingusze codicum eorumgq; ueterum simul et emendatorum fidem, postremo ad probatissimorum autorum citationem, emendationem et interpretationem, precipue,
Origenis, Chrysostomi, Cyrilli, Vulgarij, Hieronymi, Cypriani, Ambrosij, Hilarij,
Augustini, una cum annotationibus, que lectorem doceant, quid qua ratione mutatum sit.
+ Wetstein indeed asks, “ At quomodo ipsam festinationem excusavit, aut quis
ipsum eo adegit ut festinaret ?” The fact of the case, however, was that Erasmus
was in Froben’s hands, who would leave no stone unturned to get his edition into the
hands of the public before that which was already finished at Alcala.
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in general to have used them as diligently as the extreme speed
that was needed, allowed.

For the Apocalypse he had but one

mutilated MS., borrowed from Reuchlin, in which the text and

commentary were intermixed almost unintelligibly. And thus
he used here and there the Latin Vulgate for his guide, retranslating into Greek as well as he could. This was the case with
regard to the last six verses, which from the mutilated condition

of his MS. were wholly wanting.
In other places, also, he used the Latin Vulgate to supply what
he supposed to be deficient in his MSS., in the same manner in

which the Complutensian editors had done, only with greater
frequency.

The publication of Erasmus’s first edition excited great attention amongst scholars and theologians. There were many who
hailed its appearance, while others condemned it on every possible ground. If he had been content with publishing the Greek
text, or if he had only subjoined the Latin Vulgate, as then in
common use, all might have been well; but his own revised Latin

version was regarded as such an innovation, that every variation
from what had been commonly read, was regarded as presumption
or even as heresy. In fact the outery with which Jerome had
once been assailed was now renewed against Erasmus. The annotations also by which he justified what were regarded as: his innovations were fresh causes of displeasure to many amongst the

monkish theologians of the day.
He did not insert the testimony of the heavenly witnesses,
1 John vy. 7, and ¢his was a ground of suspicion on the part of
many. It was in vain for him to say that it was not his place, as
an editor, to add to the Greek text which was before him; he was
treated (as other critics have since been) as though it had been
his duty to have invented evidence when he did not find it. The
controversies in which Erasmus was involved, in consequence of
the publication of his Greek Testament, are not without instruc-

tion to us; for we thus see what were the opinions on critical
subjects which were current in that day. He was attacked by
Edward Lee, afterwards Archbishop of York, and also by Stunica,
the Complutensian editor. The ignorance and presumption of the
former, are such as might seem almost incredible. If Erasmus’s
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MSS. did not contain what Lee said ought to have been there,
he should have condemned and rejected them as worthless!
Stunica was an antagonist of a different stamp ;* and he had the
tact to point out the marks of overhaste in the edition of Erasmus, and to object to those things which really required correction.
Especially did Lee and Stunica complain of the omission of
1 John v. 7; and it was in vain for Erasmus to answer that this
was a case not of omission, but simply of non-addition. He showed
that even some Latin copies did not contain the verse; and that
Cyril of Alexandria, in his ‘‘ Thesaurus,” so cited the context of
the passage as to show that he knew nothing of the words in
question. All this availed nothing in a dispute with dogmatic
reasoners.
At length Erasmus promised that if a Greek MS.
were produced which contained the words, he would insert
them.

It was some time, however, before such a MS. made its

appearance. In the course of the discussions on this passage,
the authority of the Codex Vaticanus was appealed to for the first
time in a point of criticism. Erasmus requested his friend,
Paulus Bombasius, at Rome, to examine the Codex Vaticanus for

him as to this passage; and accordingly, in a letter, dated Rome,
June 18, 1521, he sent him a transcript of the introductory
verses of both the 4th and the 5th chapters of St. John’s Ist
Epistle.
|

In the course of these discussions Erasmus expressed an opinion,
that Greek MSS. which contained any such passages must have
been altered from the Latin subsequently to the council of Florence,
in the fifteenth century. This was apparently suggested to have

been a secret agreement of that council.

Much has been made of

this hint of Erasmus by later writers, as if the alteration of Greek
* The manner in which the Complutensian editors speak of the Apocryphal books
has been noticed above. It is rather curious to observe that Erasmus in his reply
to Lee (Ad notationes novas XXYV.), alludes to them with much greater veneration,
as being received fully by the church. It is probable from this that in different
countries, before the council of Trent, they were regarded in very different ways,
and that their canonisation by that council arose (as has been thought) rather from
mistake, than from any other cause. Erasmus speaks of the Apocryphal books of
Esdras (amongst the rest), “quee nunc Ecclesia sine discrimine legit ;’—both of
which books were rejected at Trent.
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MSS. to make them suit the Latin version had been a thing
practised in early ages.*

In proof that Erasmus at times used the Vulgate to amend his
Greek MSS., where he thought them defective, we need only turn
to his annotations for proof.

Thus, Acts ix. 5, 6, we find in the

annotations: ‘ Durum est tibi.) In grecis codicibus id non additur
hoc loco, cum mox sequatur, Surge; sed aliquanto inferius, cum
narratur hee res.” And yet in his text there is the full passage,
answering to the Latin, oxAnpdv cor mpos Kévtpa Raxrivew
Tpéwav te Kal OayBav cimev, Kipie TL we Bérets Trovjoa; Kal 6

KUplos Tpos avTov, avdornOt, instead of the simple reading adXa
avacrnitt.

Again, on Acts viii. 37, the note is, ‘‘ Dixit autem Philippus,
Si credis &c.) et usque ad eum locum. Et jussit stare currum,
non reperi in Graco codice, quanquam arbitror omissum librariorum
incuria. Nam et hec in quodam codice greco asscripta reperi sed

in margine.” And this verse, little as is its claim to be considered
part of Holy Scripture, was inserted by Erasmus, as being supposed to have been incorrectly omitted in his MSS.; and from his
edition, this and similar passages have been perpetuated, just as
if they were undoubtedly genuine. In such cases, we repeatedly
find the Complutensian editors, in spite of their reverence for the
Vulgate, give the Greek as they found it in their copies; although
from their mode of editing they must have been very well aware
of the difference between it and the Latin by the side; where, in
fact, they fill up the Greek column~in such a manner as to make
the variation conspicuous. In such places, if the Complutensian
text had ever acquired a place in common use, the many who now
uphold what they read, traditionally, just because they are accustomed to it, would have been as strenuous in repudiating words
as spurious, as they now are in defending them as genuine.
But let us make whatever deductions are needful, still Erasmus
is entitled to our thanks for the labour which he undertook and
* Some of Stunica’s criticisms on Erasmus are singularly amusing. The Complutensian text had spelled Spain in Rom. xv., Ioravo, as it stands in a few of the later
MSS.; Erasmus had spelled it Sravia; it is scarcely credible that Stunica should
have charged Erasmus with casting an intentional slight upon his country, by taking
away one of the letters with which it is spelled.
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accomplished, in spite of so many hindrances. He furnished the
Greek readers of the Word of God with the first published edition,
_ six years before‘they could have obtained that which had been

prepared under the auspices of Ximenes.
_ The next published edition was that which appeared at Venice
in 1518, at the end of the Aldine LXX.

It was taken from the

first edition of Erasmus, to whom it was dedicated. Of ce it
omitted the text, 1 John v. 7.
In March, 1519, Erasmus’s at edition was published,*
while he himself was absent from Basle: he employed much of
the time which had passed since the appearance of his first edition
in examining MSS., and in revising and improving his own Latin
translation.

To this edition was prefixed a letter of thanks, which Pope
Leo X. had addressed to Erasmus the preceding year, for his
Greek Testament. And yet, in his prefaces, sentiments had been
expressed but little in accordance with papal dogmas. He had
spoken of the importance of Holy Scripture to all Christians; and
had expressed a wish that it might be so translated and used, as
not to be in the hands of the learned merely, but also of the
common people, such (he specifies) as the Scots and Irish. Little
did the Pope think that in encouraging the publication of Holy
Scripture, he was sharpening that weapon which the Spirit of
God was about to use so powerfully against Rome, and Romish
doctrine and practice. Perhaps Erasmus, who was so conscious
of the evils which arose from ignorance of Holy Scripture,
would have recoiled from the work in which he was engaged, if
he could only have seen the use which God would make of the
New Testament, in the hands of the Christian people, even in his
own day.
* Tn the title page of this edition, the extraordinary error was corrected which had
appeared in the title page of the first; in which Vulgarius appeared as the name of
a person; this only having been, by mistake, formed by Erasmus from Bulgaria,
the region of which Theophylact was archbishop.
+ In writing from Louvain, to Pirckheimer, Erasmus says, “‘ Novum Testamentum,
quod pridem Basile preecipitatum, verius quam editum, retexo ac recudo, et ita
recudo, ut aliud opus sit futurum. Absolvetur, ut spero, inter quatuor menses.” This
letter is dated Nov. 2, 1517, in the printed editions: it can, however, hardly admit of
a doubt that the year should be 1518. The arrangement of Erasmus’s letters, as to
years, is all confusion.
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As to this second edition, Erasmus enjoyed comparative leisure;
he was not over-worked in reading proof sheets and copying for
the press, so as to be hardly able to accomplish the work pressing on him. In this edition, others undertook the labour of correcting what he transmitted to Basle.
The places in which the text was altered in this edition were
(according to Mill) Sour hundred; many of these were the errata
which had arisen from over-haste in the execution of the first
edition. It may be doubted whether all the changes were improvements.
The text 1 John v. 7 was still not introduced.
‘Erasmus was not able, however, to bestow on this edition all the
care that he desired; he was hindered, he says, by the state of his
health.
It is not often that we know, with any exactitude, the number
of copies of an edition of any work which were published in early
times:

we are, however, informed in one place by Erasmus, that

the numbers unitedly of his first two editions amounted to three
thousand three hundred: how many of these belonged respectively
to each edition, we do not know. The whole of these, however,
were in circulation by the year 1522, as is shown by Erasmus
then bringing out his third edition. This shows that the demand
for the Greek New Testament was considerable; and that Froben

had shown his judgment, in taking steps to meet a requirement
on the part of theological students.
The revision of the Latin version of Erasmus, in his edition of
1519, raised up against him yet more enemies. In his first edition, he retained, in the beginning of St. John’s Gospel, the
expression of the Vulgate, ‘‘ In principio erat Verbum”:

in 1519,

however, he followed the phraseology of the early Latin fathers,
substituting ‘‘ Sermo” for ‘“‘ Verbum.” This was deemed almost,
if not quite, a heresy; and he had to defend himself, in consequence, against many attacks.*
Erasmus’s third edition appeared in 1522; in this he introduced
the verse 1 John v. 7, in fulfilment of his promise that he would
* Hrasmus gives a curious account of the effect which this change of a word produced in England among some. A bishop (whose name he suppresses) was preaching
at “ Paul’s Cross,” when he went out of his way to attack Erasmus’s new translation.
It was a shameful thing for those who had been so long doctors of divinity, to have
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Between 1519 and

1522, a MS. was brought forward in England, containing the
verse in a particular form; and he inserted it, not as convinced of
its genuineness, but to redeem his promise, and to take away the
handle for calumniating him which had been afforded by his honestly following his MSS. in this passage. The verse in question
continued to hold its place in the other editions of Erasmus, and
in those which were taken from them; it was, however, soon
moulded into a grammatical form, and one which did not so fully
display its origin in the Latin Vulgate as did the MS. from which
it was taken.*

This third edition differed from the text of the preceding (aceording to Mill) in 118 places: several of the amended readings
were such as Erasmus took from the tacit corrections which had
been introduced into the Aldine reprint of his own first edition.
Soon after the appearance of Erasmus’s third edition, the Comto go to school again,—for such to receive instruction from any mere Greekling. At
length his zeal waxed so warm (he said) that he called on the lord mayor of London,
who was present, and on the citizens for aid, that-they would show themselves men,
and not suffer such new translations, which subvert the authority of Holy Scripture,
to obtain farther currency!
* The Codex Britannicus to which Erasmus referred is the Codex Montfortianus,
now in the library of Trinity College, Dublin. His note on the place, in his third
edition, concludes thus: “Verumtamen ne guid dissimulem repertus est apud Anglos
Grecus codex unus in quo habetur quod in Vulgatis deest. Scriptum est enim hune
ad modum, dz: zpeis ciciv of maptupodvtes Ev TH Ovpave, marhp, Adyos, Kal mvEdMa* Kal ODTOL OF
Tpeis Ev eciow. Kai rpeis eioiv maprupotrres év Ti yij Tvedma, Vdwp, Kai alwa et Thy paptupiay TeV

avOpimrwv, etc. Quanquam haud scio an casu factum sit, ut hoc loco non repetatur
quod est in Greecis nostris, cai oi zpeis cis 7d Ev ciow. Ex hoc igitur codice Britannico
reposuimus, quod in nostris dicebatur deesse: ne cui sit ansa calumniandi. Tametsi
suspicor codicem illum ad nostros esse correctum.
Duos consului codices mire
vetustatis Latinos in bibliotheca que Brugis est divi Donatiani. Neuter habebat
testimonium patris, verbi, et spiritus. Ac ne illud quidem in altero addebatur, In
terra. Tantum erat, Et tres sunt qui testimonium dant, spiritus, aqua, et sanguis.”
Accordingly in this form the passage stands in Erasmus’s third edition, only d&yor is
added after mvedua, ot is inserted before the second waprvpodvres, and xot before tdwp
(the two former of these words are thus in the MS.); the discrepancy between the
text and the note probably arose from an oversight in copying. Erasmus did not
omit the end of verse 8.
In his subsequent editions, he inserted the articles before maryp, Adyos and mvedpa
(though he did not make a similar improvement in verse 8) ; and when subsequent
editors had grammatically placed éyov between the article and the substantive, the
verse assumed, in the common editions, the form which it has retained. Its origin,
however, is clear: the Complutensian editors translated it from the modern Latin,
and so did the writer of the Dublin MS.; the latter, however, was too clumsy even to
insert the articles.
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plutensian Polyglot found its way into general circulation. This
edition consisted of six hundred copies; and, though it might do
something towards supplying the demand which had sprung up
for the original Scriptures, yet the number of copies was too
limited for it to be able to supersede in common use the Erasmian
text.

In the Apocalypse, however, it was superior to the mere piecemeal text which Erasmus had been able to give; and thus, when
that critic published his fourth edition in 1527, there were at least
ninety readings in that book alone which had been emended on
the authority of the Complutensian: more corrections might have
been made; but Erasmus seems to have forgotten what all the
places were which he had himself turned into Greek, ten years
before, to supply the defects of his MS. If it is wonderful that
he should have allowed such readings to remain, is it not still
more wonderful that, for three hundred years, they have been

repeated in the common editions, although their origin has been
a matter of common knowledge?
Erasmus has often been blamed for using the Aldine reprint of
his own first edition as if it were a distinct authority. But it
appears from Erasmus's own words, that he was not aware that
such was the case.
Indeed he could not have known it, for some
time at least; for he wrote from Louvain, or Antwerp, to his

friends at Basle, before the appearance of his second edition, requesting them to restere the concluding verses of the Revelation,
in accordance with the Aldine.*

Hence the idea seems to have

been received, that there was MS. authority for what really rests
on none.
Except in the Revelation, Mill says, the fourth edition of Eras-

mus differed only in about
edition differs frony all the
two Latin versions by the
himself, and the Vulgate.

ten places from his third. This fourth
others published by Erasmus, in having
side of the Greek,—that of Erasmus
It was thus thought, that the severe

* “Cum igitur Basileam mitterem recognitum exemplar, scripsi amicis, ut ex editione Aldina restituerent eum locum. Nam mihi nondum emptum erat hoc opus.
Id ita, ut jussi, factum est.”—Erasmi Apologia ad Leum. 1520. This quotation is
taken from Wetstein, Proleg., p. 126; for this Apologia is not included in Erasmus’s
collected works.
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censures cast upon the new translation might be shown to be
undeserved.
at

In the fifth edition of Erasmus, published in 1535, the year
before his death, the text differs scarcely at all from that of the
year 1527 (Mill says only in four places); and as the fifth edition
of Erasmus is the substantial basis of the text which has commonly been used, and as that edition scarcely varies from the
fourth, we may look on the edition of 1527 as containing really that
revision of the text, which has obtained a kind of permanency.
Erasmus’s materials were but few, in comparison with those
which have been since available for purposes of criticism; they
were also comparatively modern; they might, indeed, have been
used to more advantage; but still, while criticism was in its
infancy, it is not too much to say that Erasmus’s name is
entitled to a high place amongst those who have laboured in this
field; and, had he possessed the materials since brought to light,
no one would have valued more than he those ancient MSS. and
versions, on the authority of which the New Testament might now
be edited.
|
He valued the readings of his Greek MSS. far more highly than
those of the Vulgate, in its condition after having suffered from
the hands of ignorant and careless transcribers. Had he, however,
extensively used ancient Latin MSS. (such, for instance, as those
which he mentions that he saw at Bruges), he would have found
that they would give a very different notion of the version of
Jerome from that which could be obtained from those in common
use.

And had he been so situated, as to be able to use the more

ancient Greek MSS. (or those whose text agrees with such),* he
would have found himself in possession of ancient authority, both
Greek and Latin, in a sort of general accordance.
For, whatever may be said of the text which he produced,
Erasmus valued ancient testimony to readings. Thus his note on
Acts xiil. 33 is the following:—‘‘ Quidam codices habebant in
* Only one such MS. appears to have fallen under Erasmus’s own notice. This is
the MS. at Basle numbered 1 in the Gospels. This he thought to be of but little
value, from its readings being so different from the common Greek copies. In fact,
the MS. of the Gospels which he put for copy into the compositors’ hands, is one of
exceedingly little value. It still has the marks of Hrasmus’s corrections, and the
printer’s notices of the beginnings of the folios.
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psalmo secundo, quidam, in psalmo, omisso numero. At Hieronymus palam testatur in Actis hunc psalmum qui apud nos secundus
est, primi titulo citari; et hinc sumit* argumentum, aut primum
illum, Beatus vir, prefationis additur vice, aut illum et proximum, Quare fremuerunt, eundem esse psalmum.t Proinde nos
his autoribus germanam restituimus scripturam.” Thus he gives
the reading of the passage é€v T@ rake TO TpwTw, considering
that the absolute evidence which he possessed was sufficient authority to warrant his changing one word. This may be taken as
an illustration how Erasmus would have formed his conclusions if
ancient evidence had been before him. This is one of the places
in which the commonly received text did not follow Erasmus:
had it been otherwise, this reading would have been certainly
upheld, maintained, and defended by those who now condemn it
as an innovation.t
Thus it was that the Greek New Testament was published in
print, just in the same manner as other ancient works appeared:
in all such cases, the MSS. which came first to hand were used;

and with regard to almost all other works, pains were continually
taken to use such materials as might come to light for correcting
the text, and causing it the more exactly to represent the original
work as first written.
The Greek New Testament, however, soon became, as it were,

stereotyped in men’s minds; so that the readings originally edited
on most insufficient MS. authority, were supposed to possess some
"prescriptive right, just as if (to use Dr. Bentley’s phrase) an
apostle had been the compositor. Dogmatic discussions (of deep
and real importance in themselves) occupied the minds of theologians; and thus textual criticism was neglected, or even shunned,
by those who ought to have cultivated it, as intimately connected

with true reverence for God’s inspired and holy word.
* The above citation is from Erasmus’s first edition, in which, however, this word
is erroneously printed “sumunt” ; it is corrected in the edition of 1522, in which this
note also is expanded.
+ The edition of 1522 here adds, “Idem prodit ferme Hilarius, illud ingenue testatus, hunc primum citari a Paulo.
Quin et divus Augustinus in commentariis
indicat hunc potius esse unum quam primum.”
Tt It is proper to add, for the reader’s information, that mpérw is expressly stated to
be the reading by Origen, and that it is found in the Codex Beze (D). Tertullian
also (Adv. Mare. lib. iv. 22) cites the passage as from the first psalm.
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BEZA, AND

From the time that Erasmus’s editions had obtained their place
in public use, it was long before any real attention was paid to
MS. authorities.
The edition of Colinzus (Paris, 1534) deserves mention because
it was in some places based on MSS. which the editor had
examined:

it was not, however, by any means a critical edition;

that is, one in which the text was throughout examined with
MSS; and thus, in the end of the Apocalypse, there are Erasmian

readings retained. Colinzus did not insert the text 1 John v.7.
This edition seems to have had no influence whatever on those
which succeeded.
In the years 1546 and 1549, Robert Stephens printed at Paris
two beautiful: small editions of the Greek

Testament;

and in

1550 appeared his folio edition, in the margin of which were
given various readings from MSS. which had been collated by
his son Henry Stephens.
The editions of 1546 and 1549 had contained a text blended
from the Complutensian and Erasmian ; in the folio, Erasmus was

almost exclusively followed. The collation of MSS. had probably
been made with Erasmus’s fifth edition, and thus Stephens in his
principal edition used it as the basis of his text. The various readings in the margin are from the Complutensian printed edition, and
from fifteen MSS. It was supposed by some, that in this edition,
Robert Stephens followed MS. authority always; attention to the
book itself would soon have shown that this could not be the case;
for not unfrequently the margin quotes a reading differing from
the text, in which all the cited MSS. agree.
Critical collation was then but a new subject; and thus we
cannot be surprised that Stephens should have merely given a
kind of selection from what the MSS. contained. Mill says, ‘‘We
find in this edition more than seven hundred Complutensian
readings omitted; that is a considerably greater number than
those which are given; for they do not amount to more than five
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And it is not very credible that the

other copies were examined with more care than the Spanish
edition.” Besides this, it may be said, that as the Complutensian
text is often incorrectly cited in Stephens’s margin, we may conclude that the same thing is true of the MSS. which were collated;
for it would be remarkable if manuscripts were examined with
greater accuracy than a printed book.
In fact, the various readings in the margin of Stephens’s folio
edition seem rather to be appended as an ornament to the text,

than as giving it any real and fundamental utility.
This was the first collection of various readings of any extent;
and it was at least suggestive of what might be done by means
of MSS. in emending the text of the Greek Testament. Robert
Stephens, ten years before, in editing the Latin Vulgate, had
made pretty extensive use of MSS.; and in giving the work of
Greek collation into the hands of his son Henry, then aged only
eighteen, he might have had some thoughts of similarly applying
criticism to the Greek text. Circumstances may have led to his
change of purpose; and thus he only gave the variations in the
margin instead of using them himself. He was much harassed
by the doctors of the Sorbonne, even at this time, because of his
corrected Latin editions; and he may have feared to provoke
those severe censors more by publishing an emended Greek text.
The various readings in the margin did not however pass without
remark. The learned theological examiners, like their monkish
predecessors, stuck to the adage, ‘‘ Greecum est, legi non potest”;
and as they could make nothing out of what they found in
Stephens’s margin, they prohibited the edition, because of the
annotations; Stephens told them that there were none, but
various readings: they then desired him to produce the MS.

copy from which the variations were taken; they had again to be
informed that the MSS. were many, not one merely, and that the
library of the king of France was the place from which they had
(mostly) been taken, and to which they had since been returned.
Much inquiry has been made as to what MSS. were used by
Henry Stephens for his collations; several have been identified
(mostly in the French Royal Library), and the MS. which is
marked 8 by Stephens, and which is described as having been
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collated in Italy, is either the Codex Beze, or else a document so

precisely resembling it, as to be an undoubted transcript.
The discussions connected with the passage 1 John v. 7, rendered
it a matter of interest to critics to inquire whether Stephens’s
MSS. could be identified; for in that edition, there is the mark
of omission preceding év T@ ovpave, after which words is a semicircle, indicating that the omission extends thus far; the margin
contains a reference to seven MSS. as being the authorities for
this omission; these seven being the only MSS. which were
collated for that part. Hence some thought that these seven were
witnesses for the whole passage (those three words excepted) which
the Complutensian editors had introduced by translating it from
the Latin, and which

Erasmus had, after some years, inserted

from the Codex Montfortianus. But no such MSS. were ever
found in the Royal Library at Paris, or any where else; and thus
it was supposed by more intelligent critics that the semicircle in
Stephens’s edition had been misplaced, and that it really belonged
after év 77 yy, ver. 8; thus including in the omission all the words
not found in the Greek MSS. The absolute ascertainment of
some of the MSS. in question has proved this to be a fact, so
certainly, that it is vain for any argument to be based on this
note of reference in Stephens’s edition.
Allusions to this passage are of necessity in inquiries as to the
history of the Greek New Testament as printed; because controversies connected with it have led to extensive examinations of
MSS., and to a more accurate apprehension of the channels by
which Holy Scripture, like all other ancient books, has been
transmitted to us.*
Robert Stephens soon after the publication of his folio edition
made his escape from the censors at Paris, and betook himself to

Geneva, where he published a fourth edition containing just the
* Tt may here be mentioned that the only MSS. containing this text in any form,
which have been produced or discovered, are the Codex Montfortianus at Dublin,
brought forward as an authority to compel Erasmus to insert the words; the Codex
Ravianus at Berlin, a transcript from the Complutensian Polyglot, imitating its very
misprints ; a MS. at Naples, where a recent hand has added it in the margin ; and the
Codex Ottobonianus, 298, in the Vatican, a Greek and Latin MS. of the fifteenth
century, in which the Greek is a mere accompaniment of the Latin and in which the
words are quite peculiar (ad rod obpavod, etc.).
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same text as the third; but with this remarkable peculiarity, that
this is the first impression divided into our modern verses. Stephens formed his plan of these divisions for convenience of reference in a Concordance which he projected.* This fourth edition
contains two Latin versions, the Vulgate and that of Erasmus, one

on each side of the Greek text. .
Theodore Beza succeeded Robert Stephens as an editor of the
Greek Testament: he published five editions—in 1565, 1576,
1582, 1589, and 1598. He mostly followed the text of Stephens;

and he not unfrequently mentions various readings, and he occasionally introduces changes into his text on MS. authority.
Two ancient and valuable MSS. were for many years.in Beza’s
possession; one, of the Gospels and Acts in Greek and Latin,
which he afterwards sent to the University of Cambridge, where
it still remains; this is commonly known as the Codex Beze or
Cantabrigiensis: the other contains the Epistles of St. Paul, also
in Greek and Latin. This MS., which is called the Codex Claromontanus (from Clermont, whence it is said that it was brought),
is now in the Bibliothéque du Roi, at Paris.

Besides these MSS. Beza had the use of the collations made
by Henry Stephens for his father, and to which he seems to have
afterwards added the results of farther examinations of MSS.
Beza, however, was not much of a textual critic; he valued
readings more in proportion to their theological importance in
his eyes than to the testimony by which they are upheld. Indeed,
if the places in which he differs from Stephens’s third edition are
examined, there will be found: but little reason for the changes.
All his five editions are accompanied by his Latin translation
(which had previously appeared in 1556), and by the Latin
Vulgate ; ample annotations are subjoined.
Beza’s text was during his life in very general use amongst
Protestants; they seemed to feel that enough had been done to
establish it, and they relied on it as giving them a firm basis.
* Henry Stephens, the elder, the father of Robert, had introduced verse numbering
in the Psalterium Quincuplex which he published in 1509. That is, he affixed nwmbers
to the verse divisions which exist in the Old Testament. Pagninus, in 1528, used
such a notation in the whole Bible; in the New Testament, however, his verses differ

totally from Stephens’s; they are often considerable paragraphs.
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The Romanists, with whom they so often engaged in controversy,
understood, as yet, no principles of criticism, which could be
brought to bear on the position which the Protestants had thus
taken. The same was true of those with whom the Protestants
were engaged in so many discussions relative to the Trinity and
the Godhead of Christ. Beza could argue on 1 John v. 7, as if
the true position of Stephens’s semicircle were an undoubted
proof that seven MSS. at least contained the verse, and his adversaries, understanding the bearing of the case with as little of
correct apprehension as himself, were not able to controvert him.
But Theodore Beza did not suppose that a text ought to be
traditionally adopted, and then, as it were, stereotyped: his notes
gave him the opportunity for expressing his opinions; and he thus
proved that if his attention were properly directed to ancient evi-

dence on a passage, he so weighed it as to consider that it ought
to prevail. Thus the passage in John vil. 1—12, the omission
of which by critical editors has seemed to some such a proof of
temerity, or of want of reverence for Holy Scripture, was differently regarded by Beza: he states the manner in which various
ancient writers knew nothing about it, and the great variation in
MSS.; he then concludes thus :—‘‘As far as I am concerned, I do
not conceal that I justly regard as suspected what the ancients
with such consent either rejected or did not know of. Also such
a variety in the reading causes me to doubt the fidelity of the
whole of that narration.” *
And yet the plan of using a kind of stereotyped text of the
Greek New Testament was practically adopted by Beza in his
first edition, 1565;

and this, by a kind of tacit consent was

admitted as a principle, when the Elzevirs, printers at Leyden,
published their small and convenient editions. The first of these
appeared in 1624.f The editor, if any, is wholly unknown; it is
probable that the printers took the third edition of Robert Ste* Ad me quidem quod attinet, non dissimulo mihi merit suspectum esse quod
veteres illi tanto consensu vel rejecerunt vel ignorarunt. . . . Tanta denique lectionis
varietas facit ut de totius istius narrationis fide dubitem.
+ ‘H Kawy Acodyxn. Novum Testamentum. Ex Regijs alijsque optimis editionibus
cum curd expressum. By the Editio Regia, the third edition of Stephens was intended, printed with the types of the French Royal printing-office.
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phens as their basis, introducing merely a few changes, which they
considered to be corrections, and using for this purpose a copy of
one of Beza’s editions. The text thus formed accords in some
respects with Stephens, and in some with Beza; while sometimes,

whether by accident or design is uncertain, it varies from both.
The Elzevir edition was soon reprinted in an extremely small
form; and in 1633 the publishers themselves brought out their
own second edition, which is considered as their best.* The first
edition had the notation of verses placed in the margin; in this
they were distinguished by the breaks in the text. The preface
speaks of the acceptance which this text had received, and of the
care which had been taken in purging it from typographical
errors. A high ground is assumed as to the text which is thus
presented.

The reader is told, ‘‘ Thou hast the text now received

by all, in which we give nothing altered or corrupted.” t _
From this expression in the preface has arisen the phrase,
“‘Textus Receptus,” as applied to the text of the Greek Testaments in common use, in the supposition that they were accurate
reprints of the Elzevir editions.
Stephens’s text was that followed in the Greek New Testament
in WALTON’S

POLYGLOT,

1657;

it was

also edited without

intentional variation by MILL in 1707: and since that period
Mill’s text has been commonly reprinted in this country, having
thus become our current text: in foreign countries the Elzevir
edition has been regarded as ‘the received text”; although, in
point of fact, in many of those places in which the Stephanic text
differs from that of the Elzevirs (comparatively few as such variations are) the editions published on the Continent as ‘‘ the received
text,” follow such Stephanic readings; and sometimes (as in
1 Pet. iii. 7) they follow neither. ©
After the appearance of the texts of Stephens and Beza, many
Protestants ceased from all inquiry into the authorities on which
the text of the Greek Testament in their hands was based;
* On the title page is said, “Ex Regiis aliisque optimis editionibus, hac nova
expressum: cui quid accesserit, Preefatio docebit.” The Preface, however, gives no
account of what the critical principles or authorities were, which the editors followed.
t “ Textum, ergo habes, nunc ab omnibus receptum; in quo nihil immutatum aut
corruptum damus.”

36

AN

ACCOUNT

‘OF THE

PRINTED

TEXT

they received with a kind of traditional submission what the
publishers presented to them; although they might have well
known that the same care and attention are demanded as to the
text of God’s Holy Word, as are bestowed upon ancient works
of a value infinitely less. But so it was; and those who justly
condemned the proceedings of the Roman Catholic Council of
Trent, in 1545, in declaring the Latin Vulgate version authentic,
and who showed the ignorance and weakness of the Papal decrees
by which in 1590 and 1592 diverse editions of the Vulgate were
declared to be exclusively genuine,—were, in fact, following a

Greek text which they had tacitly adopted as authentic; and they
did this with as little intelligence as did the Romanists in their use
of the Clementine Vulgate.*

§ 4.—-THE EARLIER COLLECTIONS OF CRITICAL
MATERIALS
:— WALTON’S POLYGLOT;
BISHOP
FELL’S GREEK TESTAMENT.
As soon as the Greek Testament was printed, various readings
began to be observed. And thus, little as was then really thought
about true principles of textual criticism, or of their uniform application, something of the kind was practised whenever any variation
in copies was noticed, and a choice had to be made between such
differences.
|
All ancient writings whatever, which have come down to us in
several copies, contain various readings; that is, places in which
one copy differs more or less from another. The causes of such
* We need not wonder that Bentley should have spoken of “the Protestant Pope
Stephens.”
The following citation from Hottinger is given by Wetstein;—“Satisfecit Stephani et Beze industria Ecclesiis Reformatis hactenus omnibus. Quotquot
enim vel in Belgio vel Germania vel Gallia N.T. novas procurarunt editiones, magnorum illorum virorum codices religiose sunt secuti; Casaubonus etiam et Heinsius,
quorum tamen in crisi et antiquitatis studiis magnum est nomen, in illis acquieverunt.”
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various readings are many: but they all bear the same relation
to MSS., which errata and variations made by compositors and
press correctors do to printed books.
It is ¢mpossible (unless human infirmity were overruled by a
miracle) for a writing to be copied again and again without the
introduction of some errors of. transcription. Hence has arisen
the necessity of comparing and considering the various readings
of copies to obtain thereby a correct text. This is what is meant
by textual criticism. This labour of comparison has to be applied

to all ancient works, if we seek to ascertain what was actually
written by their authors. Had the inspired autographs of the
apostles and evangelists been in existence, there would have been
no room, as well as no necessity, for textual criticism.

If we compare the earliest editions of any important classic with
those in common use in the present day, we discover a remarkable
difference: we find other readings adopted, and many passages
convey a much clearer sense. Whence, then, does this difference
arise? Simply from editors having in the succeeding centuries
used a greater range of critical authorities,—from their having
laboriously examined MSS. so as to discover those on which most
reliance ought to be placed,—and their having used the critical
data so obtained, as their authority for a more exact and accurate
text. No one acquainted with the subject would have recourse
to an early edition of a classical writer (Cicero, for instance),
based upon slender and imperfect authority, in preference to a
text of the same author based upon the collations of MSS., and a

careful examination of authorities.
Such too should be the case with regard to the New Testament.
If God had so pleased, he could have preserved its text from all the
casualties of transcriptural error: but the text has not been so pre-

served; it is therefore no reflection on the divine wisdom, no want of
reverence for God’s inspired word, to admit the fact. God did not
see fit to multiply the copies of his Scripture for the use of mankind
by miracle; and just as He left it to the hands of men to copy His
Word in the same manner as other books, so was it left exposed
to the same changes, from want of skill in copyists, from carelessness or misapprehension, as affect all other ancient writings. To
this, however, it should be added (even though it be by anticipa-
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tion), that the providence of God has transmitted to us far more
ample materials for the restoration of the text of the New Testament,
than we have in the case of any other work of similar antiquity.
The sources for textual criticism are MSS., versions, and early
citations, all of which may be used as illustrating and confirming
or correcting one another. Of these materials the original editors
possessed but few. They had some recent Greek MSS.; as to versions they had the Latin Vulgate only; and of early citations some
use, but only on a limited scale, was made by Erasmus.
The various readings printed in the margin of Stephens’s folio
(mentioned in the preceding section) form the first collection of
critical materials presented to the eye of the reader. To these
Beza added a few more in his notes; and a little was done from

time to time just as MSS. or ancient versions were brought under
the notice of scholars. The Syriac version (of which Tremellius
had published a Latin translation) was used. occasionally by Beza.
The publication of various ancient versions, and of more correct
editions of the fathers, increased greatly the amount of critical
materials ready for use.
The first important collection of various readings, drawn from
MSS., is that contained in the sixth volume of Walton’s Polyglot,
1657. In the fifth volume the readings of the Codex Alexandrinus had been given under the Greek text; and the collection in
the sixth volume formed a valuable Apparatus Criticus. Of this one
of the most important parts is a collation of sixteen MSS. made
by the direction of the learned Irish Primate, Archbishop Usher.
Besides these, there are the Stephanic collection, and others which
had been made by various individuals; and also a collection (the
history of which formerly led to much discussion), which has
been commonly called ‘‘the Velezian Readings.” They were first
printed in 1626, by De la Cerda, in his Adversaria Sacra. He
says that the Greek Testament, in the margin of which they
were written, had passed into his hands from Mariana, the Spanish
historian. Mariana says that he did not know how the copy had
come into his possession; but he found in it the various readings
of sixteen Greek MSS. inserted by a former owner, Don Pedro
Faxardo, Marquis of Velez. The marquis seems to have stated
that eight out of the sixteen MSS. which he used, had come from
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Mariana was surprised to find

that the cited readings bore a strong resemblance to the Vulgate, so
that he thought that there might be some imposture in the matter.

In fact, but little doubt was soon felt that the readings in question
were not derived from any Greek MSS. whatever; so that the
empty boast of having used sixteen MSS. passed for what it was
worth, and the readings themselves have long ceased to be cited.*
Walton, however, is not to be blamed for inserting these readings
in his collection. Critical studies were not then sufficiently
advanced to authorise the selection of materials: all that was presented required to be brought together; the quality and value of
the material so obtained might be for after consideration.
In speaking of Walton’s Polyglot, reference must be made to
the versions contained in the 5th volume; which are a valuable

storehouse of materials in that department of criticism. The Prolegomena also contain information of great value.
In 1658, one year after the appearance of Walton’s Polyglot,
the Greek Testament of Curcellzus appeared with various readings
in the margin. The authorities for the readings were not given;
and those drawn from MSS. were intermingled with mere conjectures. And as these conjectures bore on points of dogmatic
theology, this edition of Curcelleus (which was three times
reprinted) had the effect of deterring many from the study of
criticism even as then understood, because it was thought that it
was directed against the authority and integrity of Scripture, and

that it might undermine the most important doctrines. The right
course would have been to meet the false criticism of Curcellzus
by that which is true. It is probable that much of the alarm
expressed in connection with the critical apparatus of Walton’s
Polyglot, arose from the almost simultaneous appearance of Curcelleeus’s edition. It is certain that alarm was expressed; and
that the appearance of the various readings collected by Usher
* Although the Latin origin of these readings was sufficiently plain, yet still there
were points of difficulty. These were cleared up by Bishop Marsh in his letters to
Archdeacon Travis: he showed that the Velezian readings were fabricated to support
not the Latin Vulgate in general, but that version as it stood in the edition of Stephens, 1539-40, Bishop Marsh’s process of induction is so curious and interesting
that it is well worth the attention of the critical inquirer.
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and others was lamented, as if in some way Holy Scripture were
impugned.
|
To allay this feeling, and if possible to diffuse juster notions on
the subject, Dr.

John Fell, Bishop of Oxford, published in 1675

a small edition with the various readings at the foot of the page,
with the authorities by which they were supported ; those taken
from Curcellzus of course had only the abbreviation of his name
as their authority. Besides MSS., the margin contains citations
from the Coptic (Memphitic) and Gothic versions. Bishop Fell

gave the readings of some MSS. previously uncollated; and in his
appendix he added what has been called the Barberini collection
of various readings from twenty MSS. This collation was found
by Poussin in the Barberini Library at Rome, and he published
it at the end of a Catena on St. Mark, in 1673. In it the MSS.
are not cited separately; but merely so many as agreeing in any
particular reading. ‘The collation had been made by Caryophilus
of Crete, about fifty years before. Wetstein suspected that the
whole was a forgery ; but Birch found the manuscript collation of
Caryophilus in the Barberini Library; he also found the permission of Pope Paul V. to use MSS. in the Vatican, including the
celebrated Codex Vaticanus, for the purpose of the intended
edition of Caryophilus.
It seems as if the plan was frustrated
from the want of patronage on the part of Urban VIII., who
succeeded to the papal chair soon after the death of Paul V.; the
short pontificate of Gregory XV. alone intervening. Caryophilus’s
plan was to have formed a Greek text on the united testimony of
Greek MSS. and the Vulgate: when any of his MSS. accorded
with the reading of the Latin, he would have adopted it in his
text.

:

Bishop Fell did not give extracts from the fathers, or cite
them as authorities; because he undervalued their testimony, not

apprehending how they may, by the union of their evidence with
that of MSS. and versions, be of the greatest use: they may often
show what the reading is in whose favour the evidence preponderates. This edition of Bishop Fell, and the encouragement
which he gave to the more extensive critical labours of Dr. John
Mill, were of very great importance in furthering sacred criticism.
Richard Simon, one of the fathers of the Oratoire (or Con-
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of St. Philip Neri) at Paris, in his Histoire Critique du
Testament, enlarged much the knowledge of MSS. and
Though Simon did not himself conduct the student to
satisfactory in the way of result, yet he caused the

character of the MSS.

to be better understood,

and furnished

much information for those who were desirous of inquiring into
the subject.

§ 5—MILL’S

GREEK

TESTAMENT.

In the year 1707, the edition of Dr. Joun MILu appeared; a
work on which that critic had been engaged for thirty years, and
which was completed only a fortnight before his death. Like
Cardinal Ximenes, Mill lived but just to see the labour on which
he had been so long interested brought to its conclusion.
Mill’s edition has been said to commence the age of manhood in
the criticism of the Greek Testament. There is some truth in the
remark; it might rather, perhaps, be termed a promise, the full
accomplishment of which was delayed and deferred through many
circumstances.

It appears as if Mill’s earnest and anxious endeavour had been
to bring together all the critical materials which were accessible;
so that every aid might be presented to the biblical student for
forming a correct judgment as to the text of the Greek Testament.
He gathered together the various readings which had
been previously noticed; he collated such Greek MSS. as were
accessible to himself, and he procured collations of others to be
made by his friends; and he first used the ancient versions in
general and habitually, as well as the writings of the early fathers,
as evidences of the ancient text. Much may have been done by
later editors in collating MSS. with more correctness, and in examining valuable documents wholly unknown to Mill; they may
have done more in obtaining the variations of the ancient versions
with exactitude, and in collecting the citations scattered through
the writings of the fathers; but the real value and importance of
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these sources of criticism were properly estimated by Mill, and to
the best of his opportunities he acted on them.
Dr. Edward Bernard, Savilian professor of mathematics at Oxford, was the first who directed Mill’s mind to the importance of
New Testament criticism. Of this he gives a very interesting
account in his Prolegomena. After he saw the extended scale on
which authorities should be consulted and brought together, he
made all the collections that he could, without at the time con-

sidering what the result might be. Dr. John Fell, Bishop of
Oxford (editor of the Greek Testament of 1675), saw Mill’s collections, and earnestly pressed on him to publish an edition,

according to the plan and extent which he and Dr. Bernard considered to be necessary for the purpose of completeness. This Mill
undertook; and the latter part of his Prolegomena is occupied
with a detail of his literary labours: it shows how the work
grew beneath his hands; what were the encouragements, what the

hindrances, until it reached its completion. Bishop Fell promised
to defray the expenses of the edition; and he desired that it
should be so printed as to excel even Stephens’s third edition in
beauty. It was easier to exceed that impression in the size of
the type, however, than in the real beauty of the characters.

»

Dr. Fell was very anxious for the printing to commence; and
at length the beginning of St. Matthew’s Gospel was set in type,
as a specimen. But, as it proceeded, Mill found point after point
which required re-examination; and the time which he devoted
to the patristic citations was rather irksome to his patron, who did

not apprehend with the same acumen as did Bernard and Mill,
the real value of those citations as critical subsidia. Sheet after
sheet was printed off, but slowly enough, as it seems.

At length,

when the 24th of Matthew was in the press, the death of Bishop
Fell put a stop for a time to the progress of the work. This
shows that it must have commenced before 1686, for in that year
it was that the bishop died.
Mill was retarded by the cessation of the pecuniary aid which he
had received from Bishop Fell: indeed, he appears to have found
difficulty in continuing his work. After many years, the text
and readings of the New Testament were completed; but the
various materials which had reached his hands too late to take
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their proper place, had to be arranged in an appendix. ‘Before
the whole was then ready for publication, Mill had to prepare his
Prolegomena, which contain an historical account of the text;—
and of the principal editions,—of the versions, etc.; each being
described in connection with the time of its publication; while
the notices of MSS. are distributed throughout the Prolegomena

according as each was mentioned when speaking of its collator
or owner.
Of Mill’s editorial labours it may be atid, in the words of Wetstein, ‘‘ This learned man alone did more, in the labour of thirty

years, than all those who had preceded him.” *
In stating the various readings, Mill frequently expressed his
opinions as to their value: in his Prolegomena, however, when
the whole work was completed, he often corrected his previous
judgment; so that it is in that part of his edition that we have to

seek for his matured and deliberate opinion.

He thus showed

his true critical apprehension, that TRUTH is the great object to
be sought, and not the maintenance of a particular opinion because it was once expressed. Evidence must always modify critical
opinions, when that evidence affects the data on which such
opinions were formed; it must be so, at least, on the part of those

who really desire to be guided on any definite principles. Mill
did not desire or attempt to form a new f¢ext; he simply used that
of Stephens’s third edition, correcting the errata, but not making
other intentional changes. When he departs from the Stephanic
text, it seems to have been from not being aware that the Elzevir
editions differed from it in several places: he supposed such variations to amount to but twelve. It is singular that ‘ Mill’s text”
has been, in this country, assumed to be a kind of standard; and
thus it has been imagined, that he had formed a critical text;
and this is what we commonly use; and thus Mill’s supposed
authority has been sometimes quoted against what he maintained
to be the true readings of passages.
But though Mill laid down the plan of a critical edition, and
showed what the sources are from which to obtain a well-supported
text, there were many points in which the execution of his work
* “ Hic vir Cl. unus labore triginta annorum plus prestitit, quam omnes quiipsum
eetate preecesserunt.”
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was of necessity incomplete. These things may be freely mentioned, not to detract from the real merits of that critic, but as
showing what remained for others to complete. “The collation of
Greek MSS. was in that age somewhat rudely performed; it was
not felt to be needful to notice all minute variations, such, for
instance, as those which relate to the order of words; it was not
then customary (nor, indeed, was it till of late years) so to collate
a MS. as to leave no doubt as to what readings it supports, and
what it opposes; and yet, unless this is done, it is impossible to
form a correct judgment as to the balance of evidence. Mill was
unable himself to consult the greater part of the ancient versions,

and as he had no critical assistant for this part of his work, he had
to depend entirely on the Latin translations of the versions in
Walton’s Polyglot; and thus, whenever they are inadequate or
inexact, he was betrayed into error. The patristic citations which
Mill gave, were often less complete than they might be made by a
closer attention to this part of the subject: it should be added,
that this labour has been much facilitated, since the time of Mill,
by the editions of some of the fathers which have since been
published.
In speaking of these defects of Mill’s edition, it is not necessary
to rest upon his not having classified the MSS. the readings of
which he gave: for he had to collect the materials; and until this
should be done, no principles of arrangement could be laid down.
He does however often show in his Prolegomena what his opinion
is of MSS. which have a kind of relationship among themselves,
or with any particular ancient version: he often showed true
critical acumen in his estimate of readings, not in accordance with
what might seem at first sight to be correct.
Michaelis. says
(Marsh’s Introd., ii. 457), ‘¢ His critical judgment prevented him
from adopting a reading as genuine, because it was smooth and
easy; and, in this respect, he has introduced among the critics a
taste which is perfectly just, but contrary to that which prevailed
at the revival of learning.” And this judgment was in a great
measure formed during the progress of his work; for at first he
valued the evidence of numbers in his MSS. more than other
things; but as he became more alive to the value of the united
testimony of authorities of different kinds, he ceased to be swayed
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by the consideration of numerical preponderance.

This may be

seen clearly from his Prolegomena.
In 1710 a second edition of Mill’s Greek Testament was published at Rotterdam, under the editorial care of Ludolph Kiister,
a Westphalian, who had resided for some years in England.
Kiister inserted the greater part of Mill’s appendix in its proper
places under the Greek text; he made the mode of reference to
the various readings more clear; and he added readings from
twelve MSS., which are described in his preface. Some of these
MSS. were ancient and valuable;

and it was in this manner that

public attention was first called to them. Some copies of Kiister’s
were re-issued with a new title-page in 1723, and others again in
1746: this was only part of the unsold stock.
It has been already mentioned that Mill only survived the completion and publication of his edition one fortnight. It was thus
impossible for him to fulfil his intention of publishing the literal
text of some of the most ancient MSS.; and it was many a year

before any others were found fully to undertake that service to
sacred criticism.
Dr. Bentley, in his ‘‘ Epistola ad Johannem Millium” (first
printed in 1691), refers to the publication of these texts as part of
the plan which Mill had proposed to himself. After mentioning
the Alexandrian MS., the Codex Bezz, the Codex Laudianus of

the Acts of the Apostles at Oxford, and the Codex Claromontanus
at Paris, and lamenting the chances of destruction to which they
were exposed, he goes on to speak of Mill’s plan for publishing
them at the same time as his Greek Testament. ‘The edition of
the ancient texts* was at each opening to exhibit the Codex
Alexandrinus, and the Codex Bez in the Gospels; in the Acts,
* “Ty vero, Milli doctissime, qui omniium mortalium maxime in eo studio versatus
es, non patieris hunc laudem tibi preripi; sed maturabis veneranda illa pignora et

monumenta vetustatis a situ et interitu vindicare.

Scimus enim te horum omnium

editionem instituere, que una pagina et in uno conspectu codicem Alex. qui familiam
ducet, et Cantabrigiensem cum versione sua, atque ubi hic deficit, Oxoniensem [i. e.
Laudianum] atque Gallicum [i.e. Claromontanum] representet: que singulas literas
atque apices exemplarium, etiam ubi a librariis peccatum est, accurate et religiose
subsequatur. Nihil illi purpure assuetur discolor aut diversum; nulle interpunctiones, nulle note accentuum, quorum omnis hodie ratio prepostera est atque perversa: adeo ut qui tuam editionem sibi comparaverit, ipsa illa propemodum archetypa
versare manibus atque oculis usurpare videatur. Ea res, olim. ut certum est augurium, et Britanniz nostre splendori erit, et Ecclesie presidio: tuos vero utique
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the Codex Laudianus was also to be introduced, and in St. Paul’s
Epistles there would be the Codices Alexandrinus and Claromontanus. Everything was to be given as left by the copyists,
without any corrections or changes.
It was not long after the publication of Mill’s Greek Testament
that an attempt was made to apply results of criticism, both to the
emendation of the Greek text, and also to a revised English version. This was done by Dr. E>Dwarp WELLS, whose Greek
Testament, with an English translation, notes, and paraphrase,
appeared at Oxford, in separate parts, from 1709 to 1719. This
edition of Wells deserves mention, as being the first attempt to
present a critically-revised Greek text: as such, it is a very respectable work. Its appearance is a proof that textual criticism was
not decried by ail in this country, and that the labours of Mill
were deemed to be of real value.
It might have been expected that thirty years of toil which Mill
had expended, and the means which were thus afforded to the

biblical scholar to form his own judgment, in cases of various
reading, would have been appreciated highly by all who professed
to value Holy Scripture. But it was not so. ‘‘ The great diligence which he displayed in collecting so many thousand readings
exposed him to the attacks of many writers, both in England and
Germany, who formed not only an unfavourable, but unjust opinion of his work.
Not only the clergy in general, but even
professors in the universities, who had no knowledge of criticism,
considered his vast collection of various readings as a work of evil
tendency, and inimical to the Christian nee a ’—( Marsh's Michaelis, ii. 458.)
labores amplissimis preemiis atque immortali gloria compensabit. Macte ista pietate
et diligentia esto. In te omnes ora atque oculos convertimus, te unum in hoe curriculum vocamus: ipsi codices celerem tuam opem implorant et flagitant: quid cessas
per medias laudes et faventium plausus secundo rumore ingredi? ‘Tu vero, ut polliceri de te possum, facies id sedulo; simulatque exibit Novwm tuum Testamentum jam
fere ad umbilicum usque perductum.”—Ep. ad Miillium (p. 362, ed. Dyce)
The first of the ancient MSS. which Mill thus intended to publish, which actually
appeared in a printed edition, was the Codex Laudianus, edited by Hearne, in 1715;
the Codex Alexandrinus was printed by Woide in 1786; Kipling’s edition of the Codex
Bezse was published in 1793; while the Codex Claromontanus did not thus appear
till 1852, when Tischendorf edited it, from his own transcripts and collations and
those of Tregelles.
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The principal opponent of Mill’s edition was Dr. Whitby, whose
attack appeared in 1710: it may be well that Mill, who was thus
aspersed for his long-continued labours, had been removed from
the scenes in which such unjust and ignorant attacks can be felt.
They worked much mischief, however, amongst the living, who

were led to believe, through clamour, that textual criticism is
dangerous in the extreme.*

It is scarcely possible to conceive that Whitby could have
attempted thus to defend the common text, had he really been
conscious how it originated. And yet some will always be found
to listen and applaud, when writers like Whitby charge honest
and reverential criticism with rendering the word of God uncertain, and with being hostile to Christianity.
It was easy for
Whitby to say that, in all cases of important variation, the Stephanic reading may be defended; for it is a rare thing for there to
be a paradox, however glaring, which does not find some one to
maintain it. But if it be asked by what arguments would Whitby
do this, we come to a very different point; for boldness of assertion and invective against an opponent can avail only up to a
certain point. We might in fact seem to be discussing over again
the attacks of Lee upon Erasmus, grounded on his departures
from the Latin readings.
Whitby’s appendix contains ‘* Millius éavrov tipmpodpevos,” in
in which he attacks the changes of opinion on Mill’s part, as to
the value of various readings, which introduce a kind of contradiction between Mill’s margin and his Prolegomena. Now this
accusation is a manifest proof how little Whitby was capable of

apprehending the subject on which he was writing, and how little
he understood what it was to carry on critical labours such as
those of Mill. No doubt that critic had changed his mind, in the
* The title of Whitby’s work was—
“Examen variantium lectionum Johannis Millii, 8.T.P., ubi ostenditur,
“1. Lectionum harum fundamenta incerta plane esse, et ad lectionum textus hodierni convellendam protinus inidonea.
“2. Lectiones variantes, que sunt momenti alicujus, aut sensum textus mutant,
paucissimos esse, atque in iis omnibus lectionem textus defendi posse.
“3, Lectiones variantes levioris momenti, quas toties expendimus, tales esse, in
quibus a lectione recepta rarissime recedendum est.
“4. Millium in hisce variantibus lectionibus colligendis seepius arte non ingenua
usum esse, falsis citationibus abundare, et sibimet ipsi multoties contradicens.”
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course of his work, as to many readings: he gives the results of
his latest consideration in his Prolegomena; and for this he was
thus to be blamed! It is possible that no amount of evidence
would have been sufficient to convince Whitby of a point to
which he was opposed; but it was not so with Mill. Whitby
seems to have valued the evidence of numbers as counterbalancing
all other considerations, except when numbers preponderate against
the common text.
If Mill could be thus charged with making the text of Scripture precarious, by those who professed to reverence its authority,
simply because he presented to their view thirty thousand various
readings, it is no cause for surprise that enemies of revelation,
who knew (what others might have known or remembered) that
Mill did not make the variations, but only stated the previously
existing fact, should have taken up the assertion, and declared
that the text of Scripture zs precarious on this very ground. They
used the ignorance of those who wished to uphold Scripture and
to condemn Mill, against themselves;

so that, on their principles,

they could hardly answer the enemies of revelation.
And thus in 1713 Anthony Collins, in his ‘‘ Discourse of Free
Thinking,” was able to use the arguments of Whitby to some
purpose, in defence of his own rejection of the authority of Scripture. This part of Collins’s book ought to be a warning to those
who raise outcries on subjects of criticism. If Mill had not been
blamed for his endeavours to state existing facts relative to MSS.
of the Greek Testament, and if it had not been said that thirty

thousand various readings are an alarming amount, this line of
argument could not have been put into Collins’s hands.
In consequence,

however,

of Collins’s

book, Dr. BENTLEY

published his reply, under the name of Phileleutherus Lipsiensis;
and while he fully exposed the pretensions of Collins in his general argument, using himself the assumed disguise of a Leipsic ~
doctor, and professing to regard all that was passing in England
from a foreign point of view, he so took up the subject of the
various readings of the Greek Testament, as to place the argument in its true light; and while, on the one hand, he vindicated

the sacred records from material or essential corruption, he showed
_ the importance of paying proper attention to critical studies.
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Bentley had to steer clear between two points,—between those who
wished to represent the text of the New Testament as altogether
uncertain because of the variations of copies, and those who used
this fact of differences to depreciate critical inquiries, and to defend the text as commonly printed against all evidence whatever.
In the section which Bentley devoted to the subject, he showed
that the attention which he had paid to sacred criticism before he
wrote his Epistola ad Millium, twenty-two years previously, still
continued; and that, when soon after this time he issued his proposals for an edition of the Testament in Greek and Latin, he was
not seeking to occupy a field to which he was a stranger.

APPENDIX

TO SECTION 5.

Tue 32nd section of the Ist part of Bentley’s “Remarks upon a late Dis-

course of Free Thinking, in a Letter to F. H., D.D., by Phileleutherus Lipsiensis,” is often partially quoted, when various readings are discussed; and
references to it are not unfrequently made. As the principles laid down in it
are of the utmost value, and as the force of the argument can be but dimly
apprehended from mere partial quotation;the greater part of the section is
here appended: this forms in fact an integral part of the history of the application of criticism to the text of the Greek New Testament.
In the preceding section Bentley had referred to Collins’s accusations of the
English clergy ;amongst others, Dr. Mill had been charged with “ rendering
the Canon of the Scripture uncertain.’ Collins’s object in bringing forward
such points was, that he might allege, that until believers in Revelation were
perfectly agreed, others need not trouble themselves to inquire into its claims.
Dr. Bentley disposes of this charge against Mill in a few remarks, showing
that the Canon of Scripture could not have been complete before all the
books were written, and that this was simply what Mill and others had stated.
He then speaks of the use which Collins had chosen to make of Mill’s labours.
“Yes! but poor Dr. Mizu has still more to answer for; and meets with a
sorry recompense for his long labour of xxx. years. For, if we are to believe
5

50

AN

ACCOUNT

OF

THE

PRINTED

TEXT

not only this wise author, but a wiser doctor* of your own, he was labouring

all that while to prove the text of the Scripture precarious ; having scraped
together such an immense collection of various readings, as amount in the
whole, by a late author’s computation, to above thirty thousand. Now this is
a matter of some consequence, and will well deserve a few reflections.

“T am forced to confess with grief, that several well-meaning priests,} of
greater zeal than knowledge, have often, by their own false alarms and panic,
both frighted others of their own side, and given advantage to their enemies.
What an uproar once was there, as if all were ruined and undone, when
Capellus wrote one book against the antiquity of the Hebrew points, and
another for various lections in the Hebrew text itself! And yet time and
experience has cured them of those imaginary fears ; and the great author in
his grave has now that honour universally, which the few only of his own age
paid him when alive.
“The case is and will be the same with your learned friend Dr. Mii;
whose friendship (while I staid at Oxford) and memory will be ever dear to
me. For what is it that your Wuirsyus so inveighs and exclaims at? The
doctor’s labours, says he, make the whole text precarious, and expose both the
Reformation to the papists, and religion itself to the atheists. God forbid!
we'll still hope better things.
For surely those various readings existed
before in the several exemplars; Dr. Mill did not make and coin them, he
only exhibited them to our view.
If religion, therefore, was true before,
though such various readings were in being, it will be as true, and consequently as safe still, though everybody sees them. Depend on’t, no truth,
no matter of fact fairly laid open, can ever subvert true religion.
“The 30,000 various lections are allowed, then, and confessed : and if more
copies yet are collated, the sum will still mount higher.
And what’s the
inference from this? Why, one Gregory, here quoted, infers that no profane
author whatever has suffered so much by the hand of time as the New Testament has done. Now if this shall be found utterly false ; and if the scriptural
text has no more variations than what must necessarily have happened from
the nature of things, and what are common and in equal proportion in all
classics whatever ;I hope this panic will be removed, and the text be thought
7
as firm as before.

«Tf there had been but one manuscript of the Greek Testament, at the
restoration of learning about two centuries ago, then we had had no various readings at all. And would the text be in a better condition then, than now
we have 30,000? So far-from that, that in the best single copy extant we
should have had some hundreds of faults, and some omissions irreparable.
Besides that the suspicions of fraud and foul play would have been increased
immensely. |
“Tt is good, therefore, you’ll allow, to have more anchors than one; and
* Bentley of course intends Whitby by this reference.
t+ Bentley frequently used Collins's phraseology, in his remarks.
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another MS. to join with the first would give more authority, as well as
security. Now choose that second where you will, there shall still be a thousand
variations from the first; and yet half or more of the faults shall still remain
in them both.
“A

third therefore, and so a fourth, and still on, are desirable, that by a

joint and mutual help all the faults may be mended ; some copy preserving
the true reading in one place, and somie in another. And yet the more copies
you call to assistance, the more do the various readings multiply upon you;
every copy having its peculiar slips, though in a principal passage or two it do
singular service. And this is fact not only in the New Testament, but in

all ancient books whatever.
**Tis a good providence and a great blessing, that so many manuscripts of
the New Testament are still amongst us ; some procured from Egypt, others
from Asia, others found in the Western churches. For the very distances of
places, as well as numbers of the books, demonstrate, that there could be no
collusion, no altering nor interpolating one copy by another, nor all by any of
them.
“In profane authors, (as they are called), whereof one manuscript only
had the luck to be preserved, as Velleius Paterculus amongst the Latins, and
Hesychius among the Greeks, the faults of the scribes are found so numerous,
and the defects so beyond all redress, that, notwithstanding the pains of the
learnedest and acutest critics for two whole centuries, these books still are, and
are like to continue, a mere heap of errors. On the contrary, where the copies
of any author are numerous, though the various readings always increase in
proportion, there the text, by an accurate collation of them made by skilful
and judicious hands, is ever the more correct, and comes nearer to the true
words of the author.
** Were the very originals of ancient books still in being, those alone would
supersede the use of all other copies ; but since that was impossible from the
nature of things, since time and casualties must consume and devour all, the
subsidiary help is from the various transcripts conveyed down to us, when
examined and compared together.
“ Terence is now in one of the best conditions of any of the classic writers;
the oldest and best copy of him is now in the Vatican Library, which comes
nearest to the poet’s own hand; but even that has hundreds of errors, most
of which may be mended out of other exemplars, that are otherwise more
recent and of inferior value.
I myself have collated several; and do affirm

that I have seen 20,000 various lections in that little author, not near so big
as the whole New Testament; and am morally sure, that if half the number
of manuscripts were collated for Terence with that niceness and minuteness
which has been used in twice as many for the New Testament, the number of
the rariations would amount to above 50,000.
“Tn the manuscripts of the New Testament the variations have been noted
with a religious, not to say superstitious, exactness. Every difference, in
spelling, in the smallest particle or article of speech, in the very order or
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collocation of words without real change,* has been studiously registered.
Nor has the text only been ransacked, but all the ancient versions, the Latin
Vulgate, Italic,t Syriac, Ethiopic, Arabic, Coptic, Armenian, Gothic, and
Saxon ; nor these only, but all the dispersed citations of the Greek and Latin
fathers, in the course of 500 years.
What wonder then, if, with all this
scrupulous search in every hole and corner, the varieties rise to 30,000 ? when
in all ancient books of the same bulk, whereof the MSS. are numerous, the
variations are as many or more, and yet no versions to swell the reckoning.
“The editors of profane authors do not use to trouble their readers, or risk
their own reputation, by an useless list of every small slip committed by a
lazy or ignorant scribe. What is thought commendable in an edition of
Scripture, and has the name of fairness and fidelity, would in them be deemed
impertinence and trifling. Hence the reader not versed in ancient MSS. is
deceived into an opinion, that there were no more variations in the copies than
what the editor has communicated. Whereas, if the like scrupulousness was
observed in registering the smallest changes in profane authors, as is allowed,

nay required, in sacred, the now formidable number of 30,000 would appear
a very trifle.
“’Tis manifest that books in verse are not near so obnoxious to variations
as those in prose; the transcriber, if he is not wholly ignorant and stupid,
being guided by the measures, and hindered from such alterations as do not
fall in with the laws of numbers. And yet even in poets the variations
are so very many as can hardly be conceived without use and experience. In
the late edition of Tibullus by the learned writer Mr. Broukhuise [1708],
you have a register of various lections in the close of that book, where you may
see, at the first view, that they are as many as the lines.
The same is visible
in Plautus, set out by Pareus. I myself, during my travels, have had the
opportunity to examine several MSS. of the poet Manilius; and can assure
you that the variations I have met with are twice as many as all the lines of
the book. Our Discourser} here has quoted nine verses out of it, p. 151; in
which, though one of the easiest places, I can show him xiv. various lections,
Add likewise that the MSS. here used were few in comparison: and then do
you imagine what the lections would amount to, if ten times as many (the
case of Dr. Mill) were accurately examined. And yet in these and all other
books the text is not made more precarious on that account, but more certain
and authentic. So that, if I may advise you, when you hear more of this
* When Bentley began to examine Greek MSS. of the New Testament for binigelh,
he learned that many of these points had been neglected by collators.
+ The Italic version was a phrase which Bentley afterwards thoroughly rejected. The
“Ttala” is once mentioned by Augustine, and this word Bentley considered to be a
transcriptural error. There is no occasion for such suspicions ; the word, however,
does not apply to the Ante-hieronymian Latin texts in general, but (as is clear
from the passage in Augustine) to a particular revision of the Old Latin which
was current in Upper Italy.
t ¢ e. Collins, against whom Bentley was writing, although discussing at the same
time the theories and charges of Whitby.
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scarecrow of 30,000, be neither astonished at the sum, nor in any pain for the
text.
“Tis plain to me that your learned Whitbyus, in his
dead friend, was suddenly surprised with a panic; and
cern for the ¢ext, did not reflect at all what that word
present text was first settled almost 200 years ago out
Robert Stephens, a printer and bookseller at Paris;
(generally speaking) accurate edition has been ever since

and followed by all the rest.*

invective against my
under his deep conreally means.
The
of several MSS. by
whose beautiful and
counted the standard,

Now this specific teat, in your doctor’s notion,

seems taken for the sacred original in every word and syllable; and if the
conceit is but spread and propagated, within a few years that printer’s infallibility will be as zealously maintained as an erangelist’s or apostle’s.
* Dr. Mit, were he alive, would confess to your doctor, that this ¢ezt fixed
by a printer is sometimes by the various readings rendered uncertain, nay, is
proved certainly wrong. But then he would subjoin, that the real text of the
sacred writers does not now (since the originals have been so long lost) lie in
any single MS. or edition, but is dispersed in them all. "Tis competently exact
indeed even in the worst MS. now extant; nor is one article of faith or
moral precept either perverted or lost in them; choose as awkwardly as you
can, choose the worst by design, out of the whole lump of readings. But the
lesser matters of diction, and among several synonymous expressions the very
words of the writer, must be found out by the same industry and sagacity that
is used in other books; must not be risked upon the credit of any particular
MS. or edition, but be sought, acknowledged, and challenged, wherever they
are met with.
|
** Stephens followed what he found in the King of France’s copies, Acts
XXVil. 14, dvepos rupwvKds, 6 Kadovpevos EYPOKAYAQN ; and he is followed

by your translators, there arose against it a tempestuous wind called EVROCLYDON.
This reading, perhaps, your learned doctor would not have
now be made precarious: but if that printer had had the use of your
Alexandrian MS., which exhibits here EYPAKYAQN, it’s very likely he would

have given it the preference in his text; and then the doctor, upon his own
principle, must have stickled for this.
“The wind euroclydon was never heard of but here; it’s compounded of

edpos KAvSer, the wind and the waves; and it seems plain a priori from the
disparity of those two ideas, that they could not be joined in one compound ;
nor is there any other example of the like composition.
“‘ But edpaxvdAoyr, or, as the Vulgar Latin here has it, euro-aquilo (approved
by Grotius and others) is so apposite to the context, and to all the circumstances of the place, that it may fairly challenge admittance as the word of
* This is said according to what was then the common.opinion relative to Stephens’s
text ; when it was thought that it was edited from MSS., instead of following almost
absolutely Erasmus’s fifth edition: the only use made of MSS. was to take various
readings from them to place in the margin.
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St. Luke.* ’Tis true, according to Vitruvius, Seneca, and Pliny, who make
eurus to blow from the winter solstice, and aquilo between the summer solstice
and the north point, there can be no such wind or word as euro-aquilo, because
the solanus or apheliotes from the cardinal point of east comes between them.
But eurus is here to be taken, as Gellius, ii. 22, and the Latin poets use it,
for the middle equinoctial east, the same as solanus ;and then in the table of
the xii. winds according to the ancients, between the two cardinal winds
septentrio and eurus, there are two at stated distances, aguilo and kaxias. ‘The
Latins had no known name for xaixias: Quem ab oriente solstitiali excitatum
Greci katxiay vocant, apud nos sine nomine est, says Seneca, Nat. Quest. v. 16.
Kauxias, therefore, blowing between aguilo and eurus, the Roman seamen (for
want of a specific word) might express the same wind by the compound name

euro-aquilo, in the same analogy as the Greeks call edpdvoros the middle wind
between eurus and notus, and as you say now south-east and north-east. Since
therefore we have now found that euro-aquilo was the Roman mariners’ word
for the Greek xa:xias, there will soon appear a just reason why St. Luke
calls it dveyos rupwvkos, a tempestuous wind, vorticosus, a whirling wind; for
that’s the peculiar character of xatxias in those climates; as appears from
several authors, and from that known proverbial verse,
"Edkov ef abriv as 6 Katkias védn.
So that, with submission, I think our Luther’s and the Danish version have
done more right than your English to the sacred text, by translating it norpost, north-east ;though, according to the present compass, divided into xxxii.,
euro-aquilo answers nearest to OST-NORD-osT, east-north-east ; which is the
very wind that would directly drive a ship from Crete to the African Syrtis
according to the pilot’s fears, in the 17th verse.
“The Alexandrian copy, then, though it has vastly increased the number

of readings, as you see in your Polyglot and Dr. Mill’s edition, has been of
excellent use here ;and so in many other places; retrieving to us the true
original, where other copies failed. And what damage if all the other copies
of near the same antiquity, which Mr. Montfaucon has discovered, and Dr.
Mill never saw, were sometime collated as exactly, and all the varieties published, let the thousands grow never so many ?
** When the doctor is so alarmed at the vast sum of 30,000 he seems to take it
for granted, that within that number the very original is every where found;
and the only complaint is, that true are so blended with false, that they can
hardly be discovered.
If that were the only difficulty, some abler heads
than ours would soon find a remedy: in the mean time I can assure him, that if
that be the case, the New Testament has suffered less injury by the hand of
time than any profane author, there being not one ancient book besides it in
the world, that, with all the help of various lections (be they 50,000, if you
* It has since been found that this is the reading of the Codex Vaticanus a prima
manu.

OF THE GREEK

NEW

TESTAMENT.

55

will) does not stand in further want of emendation by true critic;* nor is
one good edition of any that has not inserted into the text (though every
reader knows it not) what no manuscript vouches.

‘«*Tis plain indeed that if emendations are true, they must have once been
in some manuscripts, at least in the author’s original ;but it does not follow,
that because no manuscript now exhibits them, none more ancient ever did.
Slips and errors (while the art of printing was unknown) grew presently and
apace, even while the author was alive. Martial tells us himself, how one of
his admirers was so curious, that he sent a copy of his poems, which he had
bought, to be emended by his own hand. (Martial vii. 11.) And we certainly
know from Gellius (i, 21; ix. 14), that even so early as Hadrian’s time, and
before, the common copies of Virgil had several mistakes.
“ Not frighted, therefore, with the present 30,000, I, for my part, and (as I
believe) many others, would not lament, if out of the old manuscripts yet
untouched 10,000 more were faithfully collected: some of which without
question would render the text more beautiful, just, and exact, though of no
consequence to the main of religion; nay, perhaps wholly synonymous in the
view of common readers, and quite insensible in any modern version.
*

*

*

%

*

*

%

“« But to return to our Discourser, and to close up this long remark : it is fact
undeniable, that the sacred books have suffered no more alterations than com* The word “critic” is used by Bentley and some of his contemporaries (e. g.
Bp. Hare) for Ars Critica, after the analogy of Logic, Music, Rhetoric, Arithmetic.
It seems to have fallen into disuse from the inconvenience that the same word stands
in English for him who exercises the art or excels in it, Criticus.
And thus Criticism
has been adopted as the current term, and not Critic, to express the art.
Of late an endeavour has been made to force upon the English tongue the words
Patristik, Symbolik, Dogmatik,by some of those translators from the German, who,
even if they are skilled in the language which they seek to transfuse, are at least.unaware of the proprieties of that into which they profess to translate. Some of these
have sought to revive the word Critic in the sense in which it has gone out of use.
The analogies observed in the formation of Pnewmatics, or Criticism, would be far
better to be followed, if new technical terms must be introduced: although it may be
observed that new technical terms, if not well explained, are commonly a veil for
indefiniteness of thought and absolute mysticism.
+ Bentley here gives specimens of conjectural criticism as applied to the text of
the New Testament. He soon, however, rejected the notion of introducing any conjectural emendations into the text, and was satisfied that the joint testimony of MSS.
versions and early citations present us with such materials for critical application as
we have not for any profane work whatever.
The conjectures inserted in Wetstein’s Greek Testament as those which Bentley
communicated to his friends, are such as few will probably think to have really proceeded from that Critic. There seems to have been some mistake or misapprehension
on Wetstein’s part. In the first edition of his Prolegomena in 1730, Wetstein inserted
these conjectures without giving any name in connection with them: he seems to
have failed in memory, when twenty-two years afterwards he ascribed them all to
Bentley.
;
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mon and classic authors; it has been the common sense of men of letters, that
numbers of manuscripts do not make a text precarious, but are useful, nay,

necessary to its establishment and certainty.

And as Scaliger, Casaubon,

Heinsius, &c., when they designed to publish a correct edition of an author,
first laboured to procure all the manuscripts they could hear of, as the only
means that promised laudable success ; so Stephanus, Junius,* Curcellzus,
Walton, Fell, and Mill proceeded in the same method. All these, except
Stephens the printer, were christian priests; and what, pray, were they doing
with all this pains and labour? Why, according to our wise author, they were
confounding their own scheme. Very magisterial and decisive! And yet the
comfort is, that in his courteous distribution of all mankind into knaves and
fools, he can neither accuse the clergy here as playing their priestcraft, nor,
without involving with them the most learned of the daity, turn them over to
the second row of crackbrained and idiots.
‘The result of the whole is, that either a posteriori all ancient books, as
well as the sacred, must now be laid aside as uncertain and precarious ; or else
to say a priori, that all the transcripts of sacred books should have been
privileged against the common fate, and exempted from all slips and errors
whatever. Which of these our writer and his new sect will close with I
cannot foresee: there’s in each of them such a gust of the paradox and perverse, that they equally suit with a modern free-thinker’s palate; and therefore I shall here bestow a short reflection on both.
‘Tf all the old authors are abandoned by him, there is one compendious
answer to this Discourse of Free-thinking. For what becomes of the boasted
passages out of Cicero, Plutarch, and his long list of ancient free-thinkers, if
the text of each is precarious ? those passages, as they came from the author’s
hands, might be for superstition, which are now cited against it. Thus our
writer will be found felo de se; unless the coroner, to save his effects, favours
him with his own titles of fool and madman.
“But I have too much value for the ancients to play booty about their
works, for the sake of a short answer fo a fool according to his folly. All
those passages, and all the rest of their remains, are sufficiently pure and
genuine to make us sure of the writer’s design. If a corrupt line or dubious
reading chances to intervene, it does not darken the whole context, nor make
an author’s opinion or his purpose precarious. ‘Terence, for instance, has as
many variations as any book whatever, in proportion to its bulk; and yet,
with all its interpolations, omissions, additions, or glosses, (choose the worst
of them on purpose), you cannot deface the contrivance and plot of one play;
no, not of one single scene; but its sense, design, and subserviency to the last
issue and conclusion, shall be visible and plain thorow all the mist of various
lections. And so it is with the Sacred Text: make your 30,000 as many
more, if numbers of copies can ever reach that sum: all the better to a
* ¢.e, Patrick Young, librarian to King Charles I, the earliest collator of the Cod.
Alex.
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knowing and serious reader, who is thereby more richly furnished to select
what he sees genuine. But even put them into the hands of a knave or a
fool, and yet with the most sinistrous and absurd choice, he shall not extinguish the light of any one chapter, nor so disguise Christianity but that

every feature of it will still be the same.
* And this has already prevented the last shift and objection, that sacred
books, at least, books imposed upon the world as divine laws and revelations,
should have been exempted from the injuries of time, and sacred from the
least change. For what need of that perpetual miracle, if, with all the present
changes, the whole Scripture is perfect and sufficient to all the great ends and
purposes of its first writing ? What a scheme would these men make! What
worthy rules would they prescribe to Providence! That in millions of copies
transcribed in so many ages and nations, all the notaries and writers, who
made it their trade and livelihood, should be infallible and impeccable? That
their pens should spontaneously write true, or be supernaturally guided,
though the scribes were nodding oy dreaming ? Would not this exceed all the
miracles of both Old and New Testament?
And, pray, to what great use
or design? ‘To give satisfaction to a few obstinate and untractable wretches;
to those who are not convinced by Moses and the prophets, but want one from
the dead to come and convert them.
Such men mistake the methods of
Providence, and the very fundamentals of religion ; which draws its votaries
by the cords of a man, by rational, ingenuous, and moral motives; not by
conviction mathematical; not by new evidence miraculous, to silence every
doubt and whim that impiety and folly can suggest. And yet all this would
have no effect upon such spirits and dispositions: if they now believe not
Christ and his apostles, neither would they believe if their own schemes were
complied with.’”’—Bentley’s Works, Dyce’s edition, iij. 347-361.

§ 6—BENTLEY’S

PROPOSED

EDITION.

MENTION has been already made of the early attention which
Bentley paid to the subject of New Testament criticism; this possession of accurate knowledge of the facts which bear upon it
enabled him to meet the scepticism of Collins, by which he had
sought to cast a veil of uncertainty upon those records which
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Christians have ever regarded as the foundations of their hopes.
It is not surprising that he should have sought to take up the
subject at the place where Mill had left it, and to go onward with
the attempt to present a settled text of the sacred volume.
The public manner in which he had shown the causelessness
of the outcry which was occasioned by the fact that various readings exist, directed attention to himself as the person who was
especially suited to undertake and execute such an edition. Dr.
(afterwards Bishop) Hare in his ‘‘ Clergyman’s Thanks to Phileleutherus,”* publicly called on Bentley to carry out a work for
which his scholarship rendered him so peculiarly competent.
In the beginning of 1716, Wetstein, then a young man, came to

England, and showed Bentley the collations which he had made
of MSS. at Paris. Wetstein appears to have been wholly unaware

of the attention which Bentley had previously paid to sacred
criticism, for he says that this was the first time that he contemplated such a scheme. So far from this being the case, he had
already himself ‘collated the whole of the Alexandrian MS.; and
the interest which he felt in the extracts which Wetstein had
made from the Codex Ephraemi, seems to have arisen from finding
how very often they confirmed the readings of that MS. Indeed
Bentley knew what MSS. of great antiquity had come to light
since the collations made by Mill and his friends, so that he was
competent at this time to have instructed Wetstein on the whole

subject. In 1723, Conyers Middleton complained that Bentley
had detained MSS. from the public library at Cambridge, some
for eleven years, some eight, and some for shorter periods; these

MSS. appear to have been connected with his Greek Testament
collations.

Amongst other MSS. was the Codex

Beze;

which,

after having kept it for seven years, Bentley returned in 1722.
Thus it is clear that Bentley did not commence his preparations
subsequently to Wetstein’s visit, in 1716.
When Bentley saw the collections which Wetstein had made,
he pressed. him to publish them, offering his assistance.

Wetstein,

* The date of Hare’s pamphlet is March, 1713; this may very probably mean 1714,
according to our present reckoning; the 25th of March was then commonly counted
the beginning of the year in this country, until the adoption of the New Style in
1752.
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however, preferred to transfer these extracts to Bentley, who purchased his services for a time, and sent him to Paris to makea

more complete collation of the Codex Ephraemi.
Bentley unfolded his plan of proceeding in a letter to Dr.
Wake, Archbishop of apes April 16, 1716, while Wetstein
was still in England.
In this letter he refers to the alarm which had been needlessly
raised on the subject of various readings; and he expresses his
satisfaction that he hears that what he wrote on the subject in
answer to Collins, had ‘‘made several good men more easy in that
matter than they had been before.” He then gives some account
of his studies in (what may be called) comparative criticism.* He
found (he says) a wonderful resemblance and agreement between
the oldest Latin and Greek MSS. ; and by means of this agreement he was able (he believed) to restore the text of the New
Testament to what it had been at the time of the Council of Nice
in the best copies then current. He even says enthusiastically,
‘¢so that there shall not be 20 words, or even particles, difference.”
He had found (he says) in collating one or two of St. Paul’s
Epistles in the Codex Alexandrinus, that the transpositions of
words, etc., had not been noticed by Mill and other collators; this
led him to recollate the entire MS. He then refers to the Codex
Ephraemi, and to the confirmation which the readings extracted
by Wetstein often gave to the Alexandrian copy.
He then speaks of the history of -Jerome’s translation ; which
(he considers) must at first have accurately represented in Latin
the best Greek MSS. then obtainable. But finding how different
the modern Clementine Vulgate is from the oldest Greek readings,
he examined the oldest MSS. which he could see of that version,
and then was well pleased to-discover that there was often a
precise accordance between the Latin and the Greek.
Bentley next speaks briefly of the formation of the common
* The introduction of such a term as this scarcely demands an apology.
Few
secular writers of antiquity admit of comparative criticism of the text, for they have
in general come down to us in MSS. of one language only. Not so the New Testament; for there a new element of textual criticism must be considered; and it is our
ability to use comparative criticism that enables us to form a more correct judgment
of the absolute and relative value of different MSS. and versions.
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text of the Greek Testament. These sentences, both as to the
current Greek and Latin copies, are well worthy of attention :—
‘‘The New Testament has been under a hard fate since the

invention of printing.
‘“‘ After the Complutenses and Erasmus, who had but very
ordinary MSS., it became the property of booksellers. Robert
Stephens’s edition, set out and regulated by himself alone, is now
become the standard. That text stands, as if an apostle was his
compositor.
‘¢No heathen author has had such ill fortune. Terence, Ovid,
etc., for the first century after printing, went about with 20,000
errors in them.
But when learned men undertook them, and
from the oldest MSS. set out correct editions, those errors fell and

vanished. But if they had kept to the first published text, and
set the various lections only in the margin, those classic authors
would be as clogged with variations as Dr. Mill’s Testament is.
‘¢ Popes Sixtus and Clement, at a vast expense, had an assembly
of learned divines to recense and adjust the Latin Vulgate, and then
enacted their new edition authentic: but I find, though I have
not discovered anything done dolo malo, they were quite unequal
to the affair. They were mere theologi, had no experience in
MSS., nor made use of good Greek copies, and followed books of
500 years before those of double age.

Nay, I believe, they took

these new ones for the older of the two; for it is not everybody
knows the age of a manuscript.
“«* * * To conclude: in a word, I find that by taking 2000

errors out of the Pope’s Vulgate, and as many out of the Protestant Pope Stephens’s, I can set out an edition of each in columns,
without using any book under 900 years old, that shall so exactly
agree word for word, and, what at first amazed me, order for
order, that no two tallies, nor two indentures, can agree better.
‘“‘T affirm that these so placed will prove each other to a
demonstration; for I alter not a letter of my own head, with the
authority of these old witnesses.”
Earnestly for a time did Bentley prosecute his design; great
pains were taken to procure accurate collations of the oldest Greek
and Latin MSS. It is to be lamented that the proposed edition
never appeared. The delays which arose from the strange conten-
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tions in which Bentley was involved, and the outcry which was
raised by well-meaning prejudice, so far prevailed as to delay the
work, until it was impossible for Bentley himself to superintend its

publication. And thus all that was accomplished was the acquirement of a mass of materials.
It was very soon reported that Bentley was engaged in such an
edition ; and before the end of the year in which he had informed
Archbishop Wake what he had in hand, some took alarm in the

belief that he would not insert 1 John v. 7. This was made the
subject of a kind of an anonymous argumentative remonstrance
to Bentley; who replied (Jan. 1, 1716-17) that the decision as to
that verse must depend on ancient evidence, the same as all other
passages. In the following lst of May, Bentley, who was little
accustomed to withhold his opinions, delivered his probationary
lecture as candidate for the Regius Professorship of Divinity ; in
this lecture he gave his decided judgment for the rejection of the

verse in question.

In such a case boldness is prudence; if the

verse is not owned as part of Holy Writ by competent authorities,
it is needful to speak out, even though the equanimity of subjective dogmatists be ruffled, and though they may raise an anticipative feeling of condemnation against the honest critic.
Amongst other steps taken by Bentley, was that of sending
John Walker, Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, to Paris to
collate MSS. for him. On his return, in 1720, Bentley issued
his Proposals for his Greek and Latin New Testament, accompanied by the last chapter of the Revelation, as a specimen.
The whole of Bentley’s Proposals were comprised in eight
paragraphs: the jirst spoke of the actual condition of the printed
Greek Text and the Latin Vulgate, and the importance of the
service of revising both, on the authority of MSS. of more than
a thousand years old. The second related to the view which
Bentley took of certain passages in St. Jerome ‘where he
declares, that (without making a new version) he adjusted and
reformed the whole Latin Vulgate to the best Greek exemplars;
that is to say, to those of the famous Origen,” and also of the
passage containing Jerome’s statement that the order even of
the words is important in translations of Holy Scripture.
From these passages he concluded that the oldest Greek and
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Latin copies ought to agree both in words and in their order,
‘and upon making the essay (he says) he has succeeded in his
conjecture beyond his expectation or even his hopes.” In the
third paragraph he states his belief that the mass of various readings may, from his collations, be so reduced in number as to
leave only about two hundred places in which the true text of a
passage can be a matter of doubt. In the fourth, he says, that he
uses as subsidiary, in order to confirm the readings which he
adopts, “the old versions, Syriac, Coptic, Gothic, and Ethiopic,

and of all the fathers, Greeks and Latins, within the first five
centuries; and he gives in his notes all the various readings
(now known) within the said five centuries.
So that the
reader has under one view what the first ages of the Church
knew of the text; and what has crept into any copies since
is of no value or authority.” In the fifth paragraph, Bentley
disclaims the use of conjecture altogether in the text itself of
the sacred volume;

the notes are to contain all the evidence on

which every word rests; and also the common readings of Stephens’s Greek and Clement the VIIIth’s Latin are to be plainly
exhibited. In the sixth, the reader is told that any conjectures of
the editor will be given, as such, in the Prolegomena, in which
also there was promised a full account of the MSS., etc., used.
The seventh paragraph informed the reader of the terms of subscription; the price charged being rendered needful by the great
expense incurred: ‘the lowest subscription for smaller paper
must be three guineas, one advanced in present; and for the great
paper five guineas, two advanced.”
The concluding paragraph
promised that the edition should be put to press as soon as a
sufficient sum was contributed by subscribers. John Walker was
to be the superintendent of the impression, and the profit or loss
was to be equally shared by him and Dr. Bentley.
The specimen was so arranged as to exhibit the general plan of
the edition. As the collations were by no means complete or
brought into order, the MSS. were not cited by name, but ‘‘ Anglici duo,” ‘ Gallici tres,”* etc., were inserted in that part of the
* Tt is rather curious that Wetstein, who had had good opportunities for knowing
Bentley’s plan, and how he had himself explained these references, took them for
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page, as showing how the authorities would be cited, rather than
as giving references to actual MSS.
Almost as soon as Bentley’s proposals and specimen appeared,
they were severely attacked in an anonymous pamphlet, written
by Conyers Middleton. This was replied to in a tone of great
severity in a pamphlet also anonymous, but which has been commonly attributed to Bentley, and which was undoubtedly, in part
at least, his. In this reply, however, Bentley is always referred to
in the third person, and remarks on Dr. Mill and his edition are

introduced, such as apparently Bentley would not have made; this
was probably a mere device. In general learning, and in acquaintance with textual criticism in particular, Middleton was no match
for Bentley ; he repeats the merest assertions, such as might have
proceeded from Whitby, to exalt the early editors, to decry eriticism, and yet to applaud the labours of Mill, in order to depreciate those of Bentley. One thing is deeply to be regretted, that
such a subject was discussed in such a manner on both sides :* for
the solemn reverence due to God’s holy word was utterly forgotten, and the question of the text of the New Testament was made
a mere point. of intellectual gladiatorship. Middleton did not in
general understand the really weak points of Bentley’s plan, and
he spent his strength in assailing what was well-established.
Bentley gives important information on the subject before him,
and he well defends those true principles of criticism which Middleton had assailed. And yet the spirit of such advocacy was
utterly unsuited to the cause.f ‘‘ Non tali auxilio.”
actual existing MSS; and thus in his Prolegomena to the Apocalypse he inserts in his
list of MSS.—
“20 et 21, Duo Codices Gallicani, qui citantur in specimine Capitis ultimi Apocalypseos a R. Bentlejo edito.”
From Wetstein these supposed MSS. were transferred to Griesbach’s list. Scholz,
however, not doubting that these MSS. were amongst the others at Paris which he
had seen, excludes them from his list, and substitutes for them two Codices Vallicelliani, D. 20 and B. 86: however, he has never cited these Vallicellian MSS.; the only
places in which 20 or 21 occur in his notes are taken from Wetstein.
Why Wetstein should have referred to Bentley for two MSS. only from France does
not appear. Bentley sometimes cites “ Gallici tres,” “Gallici guatuor.”
* Bentley seems to have thought that Middleton’s pamphlet had proceeded from
Dr. John Colbatch, Professor of Casuistry at Cambridge, with whom he had at this
time a fierce feud. Much of his reply is based on this supposition.
+ “It is painful to narrate the animosity and virulence which displayed themselves
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Bentley mentions, in reply to a remark of his opponent on the
manner in which the citations of authorities stand in his specimen,
what the kind of notation was that he had adopted ;—that id
distinguishing the MSS. by letters, A, B, C, etc., and a, 6, y
this is, in fact, the system which was adopted by Wetstein, al
which has still continued in use.
He showed good discrimination in his use of patristic citations,
receiving them for as much as they were worth, remembering
that they, too, might have suffered from the hands of copyists;
and thus in many instances they possess but little value in evidence. The case is wholly different when a father cites words
expressly, or where a peculiar reading is found in the quotation
which also accords with other ancient authorities. In small and
unimportant points the citations of ‘‘fathers” have been indubitably modernized by transcribers, who adapted what they copied
to what was familiar to their own ears; while in readings of
marked peculiarity they could not do this, because the verbal

difference was so much greater.
Bentley might well be annoyed at being attacked in. such a
manner by anticipation; and if he had replied in a different tone
and temper, all candid readers would have felt that he was the

agorieved party. We can easily understand how Bentley should
conclude his answer thus :—‘‘If they will need attack an edition
before it’s begun, let them put their names to their work. If
they do not, they shall have no answer ; and if they do, they will
need none.” However frequently the former of these sentences
may be applied, few could be Bentletan enough to use the latter.
Conyers Middleton replied to Bentley's answer in a much
longer and abler pamphlet than his former; its whole character,
in fact, was very superior to his previous attack. But still it did
not really bear on the critical points at issue; and one unhappy consequence was, that the feeling was increased in this country that
it is unsafe to apply criticism to the text of the New Testament;
that it is often better to retain readings traditionally, without
evidence, than to revise them in accordance with good and sufficient testimony.
on such a subject as a new edition of the Gospel of Peace.”—Bishop Monk’s Life of
Bentley, ii, 130.
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Other publications attacked Bentley’s proposed edition; and it
is certain that the scheme was retarded,—that the expected permission to obtain the paper free from duty was not granted,—and
that it was commonly believed that such an alarm had been excited as frustrated the edition.
Bentley’s time and thoughts were unhappily much engaged by
the feuds in which he had involved himself at Cambridge; and
yet, in spite of these hindrances, and the great opposition
raised, he continued to collect materials for his work, and to

receive subscriptions: the sum thus paid him in advance was two
thousand guineas.
The most important critical authority of which Bentley obtained
a collation for his intended edition is the Codex Vaticanus: of this
most important document he procured first a collation made for
him by an Italian named Mico, and he afterwards (as appears by
his published correspondence) obtained a more accurate comparison
of some parts of the MS. from his nephew Dr. Thomas Bentley,
and then from the Abbate Rulotta a collation of the corrections
found in the MS. This was sent him in 1729; so that up to that
time he had. his Greek Testament still in hand.
While Bentley was prosecuting this design, discussions were
carried on as to the genuineness of the verse 1 John v. 7, as if
all criticism of Scripture must be directed to that one point, as if
no principles of evidence could be good unless they established its
authenticity, and as if none could be holders of the Christian faith
on the subject of the Trinity, unless this verse were maintained to
be part of divine Scripture. These discussions, conducted in such
a manner, could not really further Biblical studies: it is in vain to
determine a priori what must be received as God’s Word, and
then to condemn all the evidence which would contradict such
pre-devised conclusions. All this, however, made many feel that a
critical text of the New Testament would bea very dangerous book.
The maintainers of orthodox truth who decried criticism, were
punished for the line of conduct which they pursued; for in 1729
DANIEL Mace published his Greek Testament, with an English
translation, in which he boldly and arbitrarily changed passages,
with evidence or without it, in accordance with his own subjec6

66

AN

ACCOUNT

OF

THE

PRINTED

TEXT

tive notions. He was a man apparently of some ingenuity, of no
real or accurate scholarship, and possessed of but little principle;
he so contrived to use remarks in Mill’s Prolegomena, as to have
apparently the sanction of the name of that critic for his mode of
editing passages.
In 1732 he was answered by Dr. Leonard
Twells, whose work met with great approbation at the time: a
fact which does not speak highly for the knowledge of criticism

then commonly possessed.
After the year 1729, we do not find any further notices of
Bentley’s continued labour for the publication of his Greek Testament.

Hofmann, in his edition of Pritius’s Introduction, in

1737, says that it was an understood thing that Bentley had prepared the edition, but that he had left it to be published after
his death.*
In 1742, when that event occurred, Bentley left
his books, etc., to his nephew, of. the same name as himself:
‘‘ probably expecting that he would give to the world his edition
of the New Testament, and others of his unpublished lucubrations. But that gentleman never edited any posthumous works of
his uncle, and returned the money of the subscribers to the New
Testament.” f

After the death of Bentley’s nephew, many of his collections for his projected edition found their way to the library of
Trinity College, Cambridge, where they are still preserved. There
appears to be much more completed towards giving a revised text
of the Latin Vulgate than of the original Greek.
The most
precious of the collations, that of the Codex Vaticanus, was tran-

scribed for publication by Woide; and after his death was edited
by Ford, in 1799. It is the most exact and complete collation of ©
that MS. which is accessible to biblical scholars.
This proposed edition, although never published, is of no small
importance in the history of the text of the New Testament. For
the time had arrived when it was possible to use some discrimination in the choice and the application of Greek MSS. to purposes
* “Tandem ipse Clar. Bentleius, futura forsitan adversa prudenter preesagiens, promissam Novi Testamenti editionem vivus edere recusat, laborem hunc filio unico
eique doctissimo relicturus” (p. 406). Probably, in this description of Bentley’s son,
Hofmann confounded him with his nephew Thomas Bentley, or with Richard Bentley, to whom he left his books.
+ Bishop Monk’s Life of Bentley, ii, 415.
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of criticism. Bentley saw that the ancient MSS. are the witnesses
to the ancient text; and after this had been proved from the general accordance of such documents with the ancient versions, and

the early citations, he was ready to discard from consideration, on
a question of evidence, the whole mass of the modern copies.

This limited the field of inquiry, and reduced it within tangible
and practicable bounds.
It is on many accounts to be regretted that the edition itself
never appeared, for it would have given the readings of all the
ancient MSS. then known,—those of many ancient versions, together with early citations; and as to the Latin Vulgate, it would
have presented a body of critical materials, such as have never
been brought together. The Greek text would probably (or certainly) have been that of the Greek MSS. which resemble the
oldest copies of the Vulgate; but this, though an ancient text,
would not have been sufficient to meet the requirements of criticism. It would have been the text, not of the whole body of
Christian readers in the third and fourth centuries, but rather that
only which was current in the West. Bentley formed two hasty
conclusions: first, that Jerome revised the Latin versions previously current by the Greek MSS. of Origen; whereas the work
of Jerome, having been executed at Rome, was adapted rather to
such MSS. as were current there in ancient times; and also

Jerome

himself says that he did not emend all that might have been
corrected, and in his Commentaries he appeals to MSS. against
what he had adopted at Rome. ‘he second.of Bentley’s hasty
conclusions was that, prior to the time of Jerome, there had not

existed one known and received Latin version, which having been
variously altered and revised, produced the confusion which that
father sought to remedy.
In spite of these drawbacks, Bentley’s edition would have been
a valuable contribution towards the establishment of a settled text:
it would at least have shaken the foundations of the traditional
‘“‘textus receptus”; and it might well have formed the basis of
further labours.
|
After Bentley’s time, it was long before New Testament critics
adopted the principle of selecting from amongst the mass of materials those which are really valuable, and worthy of adoption:
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many indeed still shrink from this, as though it were an arbitrary
proceeding, instead of being, as it really is, a principle based upon
the soundest induction.
The labours of Bentley in this field have been long comparatively little known or understood in his own country;* and thus
attention has often been paid to topics of comparatively little
moment in the history of criticism, while those of such importance have been overlooked.
With Bentley’s death the period closes, in which the textual
criticism of the New Testament peculiarly belonged to scholars in
this country.

The names

of Usher, Walton, Fell, Mill, and

Bentley, are a list of those that had continued such studies
amongst us for more than a century; so that the field might well
be esteemed especially ours. From the time of Bentley’s death
well nigh a century had passed away, before attempts were again
made to revive the textual criticism of the New Testament in this
its former abode.

§ 7.—BENGEL’S

GREEK

TESTAMENT.

WHILE Bentley was delaying the completion and publication of
his projected edition, there were two others occupied in similar
pursuits,—Bengel and Wetstein.
* Michaelis gave a considerable account of Bentley’s labours, whick was wholly
omitted by Bishop Marsh in his translation, who inserted instead the following note,
for the information of Bentley’s countrymen:—* Here follows in the German original
a long account of Bentley’s intended edition of the Greek Testament, and of the
controversy which was conducted between him and Middleton on that occasion.
But as the subject itself is of LITTLE IMPORTANCE, because Bentley’s plan was never
put into execution ; and as those whose curiosity may lead them to inquire into the
history of Bentley’s proposals, and the opposition with which they met from Middleton, may derive better information from the publications of the time, than can be
expected from the work of a foreigner, I have taken the liberty to omit the whole
description. Those who wish to see a short account of this intended edition may
consult Wetstein’s Prolegomena, p. 153.”—Marsh’s Michaelis, ii. 877.
The translation of the Introduction of Michaelis was long the storehouse of materials for all who in this country studied subjects of this kind. The omission of all
that related to Bentley’s edition has caused it to be but little known, except to those
into whose hands the pamphlets of a hundred and thirty years ago have fallen.
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Of these BENGEL was the first to publish the edition which he
had prepared: it appeared at Tiibingen in 1734.

It is always refreshing to see that critical studies, in connection
with God’s word, have been carried on by those who themselves
knew the real spiritual value of that sacred volume on which they
were engaged; and this gives an especial interest to Bengel’s
labours.
John Albert Bengel was born in Wiirtemberg in 1687: during
his period of study at Tiibingen, 1703-7, the various readings in
the Greek New

Testament

interested him much;

for, having

learned to value the New Testament as being the declaration of
God’s revealed will, he was anzious to be satisfied that he could
know the precise form and terms in which it has been given forth.
Could it be true, that God had not guarded his own inspired
word from material error? One cause of Bengel’s difficulty was,
that prior to the appearance of Mill’s edition, there were only
such partial collections of various readings, as raised in his mind
the feeling of anxious doubt. At length, however, patient study
led him to the conclusion that the various readings are less numerous than might have been expected, and that they do not shake
any article of the Evangelic doctrine.
Thus Bengel was gradually led to see the need of a Greek text, based on really sound
principles of criticism applied to exact and complete collations.
It is well that, at this time, those in Germany who maintained
orthodox and Evangelic truth were not opposed to the application
of criticism to the sacred text.*
At first Bengel gathered materials wholly for his own use, but
others encouraged him to go on and complete his work for public
benefit.f He thus made application in many quarters for collations,
* Tn 1702 the celebrated Augustus Herman Francke, of Halle, had re-edited Bishop
Fell’s Greek Testament of 1675.
.
+ In Burk’s Memoir of Bengel, (Walker’s translation, p. 227,) it is stated that
Whitby and Le Clere were amongst the number of those “who sent him repeated
exhortations to proceed.” If this be correct as to Whitby, he could have but little
understood what Bengel had in hand; for Bengel’s labours were as much opposed to
Whitby’s opinions, as were those of Mill ;—nay, they were more opposed; for Bengel
intended to revise the text itself. Ie Clerc would probably have encouraged any one
to undertake a work which might oppose the projected edition of Bentley, whom he
disliked much, in consequence of the manner in which that great critic had exposed
his pretensions in those departments of learning in which he knew less than nothing.
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and he met with a response so far as to issue, in 1725, his “‘ Pro-

dromus Novi Testamenti Greci recté cautéque adornandi,” in
which he gave a general notion of the edition which he afterwards published. This work itself made its appearance in 1734:

the Text, except in the Revelation, never departs from that which
had previously been given in the same printed edition; in the
margin, however, he placed those readings which he accepted as
genuine, with a mark by which he indicated their value; he also
gave in the same part of his page other readings, the value of
which he considered to be sufficiently great for him to draw
particular attention to them.
The various readings and critical remarks upon them were
separately given in the Apparatus Criticus at the end of the volume.
He did not profess to give all the readings of the collated MSS.,
but only those which he judged to be of some importance ;
but one part of his plan, which was long neglected by more
recent editors, was of great value; he gave the evidence FOR as

well as AGAINST each reading, clearly stated. The great principle of
distinction between various readings was expressed by Bengel
according to his own judgment, in four words, Proclivi scriptiont
prestat ardua,—a principle then little understood, and which has
been practically opposed by many who have discussed such subjects in later times. But surely in cases of equal evidence, the
more difficult reading,—the reading which a copyist would not
be likely to introduce,—stands on a higher ground, as to
evidence, than one which presents something altogether easy. In

the adoption of this rule, Bengel carried out an idea which is
often to be found in Mill’s Prolegomena: he likewise agreed with
Mill in attaching a high value to the Latin versions as witnesses of
the true text.
It is to be regretted that Bengel was not better furnished with
accurate collations of ancient Greek MSS; for with his critical

principles they would have led him much further than he ever
went towards forming a text resting simply on authority. He
must himself have desired such aids; for it was the hope of receiving them that delayed him some years from publishing. In
1726, Bengel wrote thus with regard to his Greek Testament.
‘* Tt is already in such forwardness, that if other circumstances shall

OF THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT.
permit, I may soon send it to the press.

71

What principally holds

me back is the delay of Bentley’s promised edition of the Greek
Testament, a specimen of which was given many months since in
the English ‘ Library.’ Bentley possesses invaluable advantages ;
but he has prepossessions of his own, which may prove very
detrimental to the received Text. All danger, however, of this
kind, I hope I have the means of obviating.”* Thus there was
some delay in waiting for Bentley’s announced edition ; and when

this was hopeless, the publication of the first edition of Wetstein’s
Prolegomena in 1730 led Bengel to see the necessity of reexamining both authorities and principles, before he put his
edition to press.
Thus the delay from 1725 to 1734 may be
well accounted for..

Bengel clearly observed the difference existing in MSS. and
versions, so that he saw that in a general manner they belonged
to two different families. The one embraces the most ancient
documents whether MSS. or versions, the other comprises the
greater part of those that are more recent. It was thus that the
ground plan of a division into Alexandrian and Byzantine families
was laid down: these were termed by him, African and Asiatic.t
This critic, like his predecessors, had to pass through misrepresentation on account of his work: his own orthodoxy and godliness were unquestionable; but the Greek Testament, with the
text revised in some measure, and with further corrections in the

margin, was considered dangerous. One of his opposers, Kohlreif,
* publicly challenged him to a most uncritical measure; namely,
to hush the enemies of criticism by admitting that even the
various lections were given by inspiration, in order to meet the
necessities of various readers” ! t
Wetstein was the most able of Bengel’s opponents; he immediately reviewed the new edition with much severity; he endeavoured to disparage the critical principles on which Bengel formed
his choice of readings, by plainly asserting that we ought to adopt
* Letter to Marthius of Presburg. Walker’s translation of Burk’s Memoir of
Bengel, p. 437.
+ The former of these would in most respects coincide with those MSS. which
Bentley most highly valued, to the rejection of others in general.
t Walker’s translation of Burk’s Memoir, p. 245.
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those which are supported by the greatest number of MSS. The
attacks on Bengel continued till his death in 1752: one of the
latest proceeded from Wetstein, who inserted new remarks on the
subject in the Prolegomena which accompanied the first volume
of his Greek Testament in 1751. This, however, Bengel never
saw.
It was well that some valued the labours of this critic: amongst
others was Count Zinzendorf, who

used Bengel’s text as the

basis of the German translation of the New Testament that he executed. The pains taken by Bengel to regulate the punctuation of
the New Testament, and to divide it into paragraphs, were appreciated by some; and in these respects he was followed by John
Gambold in the edition of Mill’s text, which appeared at Oxford in
1742; and these divisions have been very frequently adopted in this
country, as for instance, in the Greek Testament, edited by Bishop
Lloyd, in 1828, at Oxford, and frequently reprinted.

In 1745, the

king of Denmark caused the authorised Danish version to be revised;
and the text of Bengel was used as the standard for that purpose.
Bengel felt that the attacks to which he was exposed were not
made so much against himself personally, as against the genuine
text of the New Testament; he thus bore the violent language
with which he was assailed, with much

equanimity,

while he

replied firmly and temperately to those who attacked him.
In one of his replies (in 1747) he said, ‘‘Oh that this may
be the last occasion of my standing in the gap to vindicate the
precious original text of the New Testament!
The children of
peace cannot love contention; it is wearying and painful to them
to be obliged to contend even for the truth itself.”
Bengel’s text was repeatedly reprinted; and he continued up to
the time of his death to augment and correct his Apparatus Criticus; the enlarged edition of which was published in 1763, under
the care of Philip David Burk.*
It is cheering to the mind of every Christian to observe the
* This is not the place to speak of Bengel’s other works; it should, however, be
borne in mind, that the revision of the sacred text was only one part of the labour
of this critic.
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spirit in which Bengel acts and speaks in connection with his critical labours. The revision of the text of the word of God was
with him no mere affair of learning or literary skill; but, knowing

the preciousness of that volume on which he was engaged, he
felt that he had to act in the consciousness of solemn responsibility
before God in editing His word:—and he knew that God could
give the needed intelligence and diligence, and thus he looked
to Him that the work on which he was engaged might be to the

glory of Christ.

§ 8—WETSTEIN’S

GREEK

TESTAMENT.

Tue Greek Testament edited by WETSTEIN, in 1751-2, greatly
enlarged the boundaries of the critical horizon by the accession of
new materials, from which more accurate judgments might be
formed on many points.
He commenced his critical studies when quite young. He was
related to the senior partner in the firm of Wetstein and Smith,
publishers and printers at Amsterdam; who, in the year 1711,
had brought out an edition of the Greek Testament, in which a

selection of the various readings given by Mill and Kiister were
repeated, and at the-end an attempt was made to repudiate the
greater part of them as not worthy of notice, by means of the
application of certain canons of Gerard von Maestricht, the editor.
Wetstein’s relation to this publisher was intimately connected with
his becoming the editor of a Greek Testament.
In 1713, Wetstein, then just twenty, defended a dissertation at
Basle, which he had written on the various readings of the Greek
Testament. His relative, J. L. Frey, who presided on the occasion, encouraged him after this to examine

MSS. in different

libraries with more accuracy than had been previously done.
And thus, after a while, he went to Paris, and made extracts
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from MSS. in the library there; he then came to England in the
beginning of 1716, where he showed his collations to Bentley,
who for a while employed him to compare MSS. at Paris, and to
whom he sold his collations.
In 1719, Wetstein was requested by his relatives, the publishers
at Amsterdam, who had heard before this of Bentley’s proposed
edition, to transmit to them without delay, for publication, the various readings which he had collected: it was, however, at length
agreed between the relatives that they should be reserved for a
second edition of the Greek Testament of Gerard von Maestricht,
which they had published in 1711.
About 1724, Frey requested Wetstein to make a selection of
those various readings which he judged the more important; he
accordingly wrote such readings as he judged preferable to the
common text in the margin of a Greek Testament. Frey pressed
on him to undertake the publication of the text so revised. This
appears to be the first time that it occurred to Wetstein to do
more than edit the various readings which he had collected. He
hesitated for some time; but in 1728, his brother Peter Wetstein

being at Amsterdam, the subject was mentioned to the publishers
there, and they pressed for a specimen of the edition, with Prolegomena. It was desired (Hug says) to anticipate the forthcoming
edition of Bengel. With this request Wetstein complied; and at
once he obtained from Frey copies of the fathers, out of which he
gathered various readings; then he examined the early editions,
and began to bring the mass of various readings which he had
himself collected into some order.
In the beginning of 1729, Wetstein says that Frey’s whole conduct towards him was altered; and from that time he did nothing

but oppose both him and the work on which he was engaged.
On the 17th of September in that year, a petition was presented
to the town-council of Basle, from the theological faculty in the
university, and the parochial clergy, that J. J. Wetstein, deacon
of St. Leonard’s, be prohibited from publishing his criticisms on
the Greek Testament, as it was a useless, needless, and dangerous

work. The town-council did not grant the petition; but the
opposition of Frey and others continued unabated.
The real
reason of this alarm, though it can hardly be gathered from Wet-
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stein’s ex parte statement, was the certainty that this critic had
adopted Arian sentiments, and that he was endeavouring covertly
to introduce them in his public preaching and academical lectures.
On these accounts disciplinary proceedings commenced against
him, which led to his leaving Basle, and taking up his abode at
Amsterdam, in 1733. He says, however, that the opposition of
the Basle theologians prevented the publication of his Greek Testament for nearly twenty years more.
In 1730, the Prolegomena which he had transmitted from Basle
were published anonymously at Amsterdam: they gave an outline
of his proposed edition, and an account of the critical authorities
which he had consulted. On many grounds, it is to be regretted
that Wetstein did not then publish his edition; because the critical principles which he afterwards adopted rendered him less able
to form a fair judgment of the value of the oldest authorities.
He was, however, constantly accumulating more materials;

so

that, in each year, the work grew and extended under his hands.
In 1735, he wrote the Preface to a new edition of Gerard von

Maestricht’s Greek Testament, which was published by Wetstein
and Smith: in this he referred to the edition of Bengel; and,
indeed, the labours of that critic had no small effect on Wetstein;
for opposition to him led him to repudiate many of the critical
principles which he had previously held.
Originally Wetstein had thought of using the text of the Codex
Alexandrinus as his basis, all other authorities being compared
with it: he afterwards judged that it would be best to give a text,
such as was supported by what was (in his opinion) the best evidence; but at length he determined to retain the common text,
and to place immediately below it, in a distinct manner, the readings which he thought to be true.* But, in fact, the changes
which he thus proposed were not many, and not very important.
Twenty years before, he would have applied critical authorities
much more steadily and uniformly. In 1763, Bowyer published
* This plan of not changing the text itself, was adopted, it is said (Marsh’s Michaelis, ii. 475), at the request of the Remonstrants (Arminians), whom Wetstein had
joined on quitting Basle. He succeeded Le Clere as rector of the Remonstrants’
High School at Amsterdam. Le Clerc’s latitudinarian sentiments on Scripture inspiration, on the Godhead of Christ, and other subjects, are well known. In all these
points, Wetstein seems to have been his disciple.
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an edition of the Greek Testament in London, in which Wet-

stein’s suggested readings were adopted in the text itself; anda
list of these (with the exception of those in the Revelation, where
they are numerous) is given at the end, the number of them being
three hundred and thirty-five only: of these not a few relate to
very minute points.
After such long preparations, and so many hindrances, Wetstein’s edition appeared at Amsterdam in two volumes folio; the
former in 1751, the latter in the following year. The upper part
of each page contains the text itself; below this stand those variations from it (if any) approved of by Wetstein; then the various
readings are placed; and as he had examined so many documents
which no one had previously collated, the part of the page which
these fill is often considerable.
The lower part of the page is
occupied with a mass of passages from classical authors (both
Greek and Latin), Talmudical and Rabbinical extracts, ete., which

in Wetstein’s opinion illustrate some passage in the sacred text, or
elucidate the use of some word, or present instances of a similar
grammatical construction. The greatest variety is found in this
collection; while some parts are useful, others are such as only
excite surprise at their being found on the same page as the text
of the New Testament. Occasional remarks show that Wetstein
was not at all concerned to conceal his non-acceptance of the doctrine of the proper Godhead of Christ.
In the arrangement of the books, the Acts is placed after St.
Paul’s Epistles; this is done that it may accompany the Catholic
Epistles, with which it is found in many MSS.
Ample Prolegomena precede the first volume; in these, various
subjects are discussed which relate to the work in general; and
the MSS., etc., are described which are cited as critical authorities
in the four Gospels. Brief Prolegomena introduce the other three
parts of the work,—the Pauline Epistles,—the Acts and Catholic
Epistles,—and the Apocalypse.
The notation of MSS. is that which is still in common use:
the ancient MSS. (those in uncial letters) are distinguished by
Roman capitals, A, B, C, etce.; the other MSS. by Arabic nume-

rals. The notation recommences in each of the four parts; and
this is an inconvenience in two ways; for the same mark may
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mean a valuable MS. in one part, and one of small importance in
another; and also the same MS. is cited with one reference in one

part, and with another reference in another: much confusion has
arisen from both these causes, especially from the latter.
Bishop Marsh says of Wetstein, what that critic had said of
Mill, that he accomplished more than all his predecessors put
together. If this character be too high, it is but little more than
the truth; and this must be borne in mind in considering the
edition; because otherwise it might seem as if a work, which has

been so often and so severely scrutinised, could hardly possess that
importance in sacred criticism which is admitted to belong to this.
Never before had there been so methodical an account presented
to the biblical student, of the MSS. versions and fathers, by
whose aid the text of the New Testament may be revised, as that
which is contained in the Prolegomena. ‘The description of the
early editions has also a far more scholar-like completeness than
any which had preceded it.
;
Wetstein’s own labours had been considerable in the collation
of MSS.; they have indeed been often overstated by those who
took every MS. in his list as an authority which he had himself
examined: the actual number of the MSS. of the Gospels which
he had himself collated in the course of thirty-five years was about
twenty, and about an equal number in the other parts of the New
Testament.
Besides this, he had, with great industry, collected
the collations of Mill and others, and had re-examined not a few

of the versions and fathers. And thus his notes present the
general storehouse of critical collations and examinations up to
the time of the publication of his edition.
To say that this part of his work might not have been much
improved, would be to exhibit a want of apprehension on the
whole subject; but none who understands the difficulties connected with such a work, can do other than render a tribute to

Wetstein’s patient industry.
The Prolegomena contain, however, besides what is valuable,
some strange theories. It had been long noticed that some of the
Greek MSS. which have a Latin version written with them, present a remarkable resemblance to the readings of the Latin Testament.
Hence arose a suspicion that in such MSS. the Greek
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text had been adapted to the Latin, and thus the name Codices
Latinizantes arose. Also a suspicion had been thrown out by
Erasmus that, at the council of Florence in 1439, it had been
agreed that the Greeks who then united with the church of Rome,
should alter or correct their copies to suit the Vulgate; the term
Fadus cum Grecis was applied to this supposed compact; and if
any MSS. much resembled the Latin in their readings, it was
thought that this supposed compact might explain it: to this it
would have been a sufficient answer that the MSS. charged with
Latinising are ancient; whereas Erasmus only applied the notion
to any which might have been posterior to the Florentine council.
Wetstein, however, carried his charge of Latinising much farther
than had been done by others; for he applied it to every one of
the more ancient MSS.
Bentley had valued highly the MSS. which may agree with
the old copies of the version of Jerome; and on such he had
especially employed Wetstein’s labours; indeed the collation
which he made of the Codex Ephraemi at Paris, was not only the
work of the greatest toil and patience of any part of his edition,
but it was also about the most important. After the cessation of
Bentley’s intimacy with Wetstein, the latter, who seems to have

expected a continuance of employment, looked upon MSS. of that
class with a less favourable eye than before. But it was not until
the publication of Bengel’s Greek Testament, when public attention was particularly called to the high value which he set on the
Latin versions and the oldest Greek MSS., that Wetstein, who
involved himself in critical controversies with him, formed a less
and less favourable opinion of the oldest MSS.; every thing
which agreed with the Latin was now affirmed to be interpolation from that version. This, if true, would affect not only these
MSS., but also the greater part of the ancient versions as well.
It might well be asked, how or when did Latin versions come
into existence? and how could Latin streams thus universally
affect Greek sources? And again, how could early Greek fathers
have followed the readings adopted from the Latin in subsequent
times ?
To see the effect of a theory, it is only needful to compare the
first edition of Wetstein’s Prolegomena, with that which actually
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accompanied his Greek Testament twenty-one years later: in the
one he speaks of these ancient documents in a very different tone
from that which he afterwards adopted. It is almost incredible
that the same person who formed such a harsh estimate of the
Codex Alexandrinus in the enlarged Prolegomena, could ever

have thought of using it as the basis of his text.

This low value

for the most ancient MSS. seems to have hindered Wetstein from
taking any particular pains to obtain the use of the collation of
the Codex Vaticanus which had been made for Bentley.
Wetstein seems almost to wonder at the result of his own
theory; when he expresses his lamentation that all the most
ancient monuments should be interpolated from the Latin, and
that we have to descend several centuries from the date of the
oldest copies before we find any which, on his principles, could
be used for establishing a pure text. He observed certain phenomena very accurately; but he accounted for them with as little
accuracy as the inventors of some of the old systems of astronomy
explained the motions of the heavenly bodies.
Many parts of Wetstein’s Prolegomena are encumbered with
his attacks on others, and by the details of his contentions with
Frey and Iselin. These portions are so mixed up by him with
the details of the history of his edition, that they cannot be passed
by without notice; although, even by Wetstein’s own showing,

they leave an unpleasant impression as regards himself. No one
who values Holy Scripture, and who desires rightly to appreciate
sound learning applied to the revision of its text, can do other
than desire not to find the New Testament accompanied by remarks in such a tone as many of those of Wetstein.*
Certain Animadversiones et Cautiones on the subject of the
text of the New Testament, and the examination of various read-

ings, were subjoined to Wetstein’s second volume. He laid
down, that the New Testament should be edited as correctly
as possible; that all critical aids should be employed to that
end; that the prescription of the common text should have
no authority whatever; that editors must form their own judg* “ Doctrinam ei concedo, et literas, et diligentiam, et multiplicem lectionem: sed
mansuetudinem, humanitatem, candorem in Prolegomenis ejus desidero.” Woide,
quoted approvingly by Bp. Marsh. Trans. of Michaelis, ii. 873.
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ment as to accents, breathings, punctuation, and orthography;
that conjectural emendations are never to be hastily admitted or
rejected; that the distinction of readings into those more and
those less weighty is useless; between two readings, the one
which is better sounding, or more clear, or better Greek, is not
to be at once chosen, but more

often the contrary; a

readiug

which exhibits an unusual expression, but which is in otherrespects suitable to the matter in hand,is preferable to another,
which, although equally suitable, has expressions such as are not
peculiar; of two readings the fuller and more ample is not at once
to be accepted, but rather the contrary ; if of two readings one is
found in the same words elsewhere, and the other is not, the former
is by no means to be preferred to the latter; a reading altogether
conformable to the style of each writer, ceteris paribus, is to be
preferred ; of two various readings, that which seems the more
orthodox is not to be forthwith preferred; of two various readings in Greek copies, that which accords with the ancient versions
is not easily to be looked on as the worse; patristic testimonies
have very great weight in proving the true reading in the New
Testament; the silence of the fathers as to readings of importance
in the controversies of their own times makes such readings
suspected ; great care must be taken in not adopting the errata
of collectors of various readings or of printers; the reading which
is proved to be the more ancient, ceteris paribus, must be preferred; the reading of the majority of MSS., ceteris paribus, must
be preferred; there is no reason why we should not receive a
reading into the text, not only if it is suitably attested, but even
when it is doubtful which reading is preferable.
Wetstein illustrates his axioms by pretty copious remarks and
examples: it is evident that he did not consider that any classi/ication of authorities could form a part of his system, and that
thus they were all before him as one labyrinth, through which
there was no definite guiding clue. Many of these axioms are
such as all critics must approve, and some pretty nearly accord
with Bengel’s rule, Proclivi scriptiont prestat ardua; while others,
such as that which sanctions the introduction of conjecture in the
text, and that which attributes so great a value to numbers, are of

a different kind.

Had Wetstein applied his own rules to the
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recension of the text, he would have done much more than he

actually performed in that department.
But, while he stigmatised the oldest Greek MSS. because of their often agreeing with
the Latin versions, and supposed that this accordance was the
result of interpolation, he was hardly consistent in maintaining
that the agreement of MSS. and versions was an important testimony to the true reading; and so, too, it was not easy to uphold
the authority of the most ancient readings, when the evidence of
the most ancient MSS. had been thus set aside. Some of Wetstein’s remarks on the citations found in the writings of the fathers,
as edited, are excellent: he was fully aware how habitually these
quotations have been modernised by copyists and editors: so that

he fully agreed with Bentley, that these citations must be examined first, and then a judgment formed as to what the cited
reading actually was.
‘The consent of the editions of the
fathers with the common text of the New Testament is often
deservedly suspected; and, as often as some ancient MS. accords

with the reading of a father, differing from the common editions,
and from himself as edited, this is to be taken for the genuine

reading of that father (and, so far, for that of the sacred writer),
and is to be preferred to that commonly edited.”
Wetstein’s Prolegomena were reprinted by Semler in 1764, who
added his own notes and remarks: he also edited the supplementary observations of Wetstein with large additions in 1766. The
theories of Wetstein on the subject of what were called Latinising
MSS., as well as on other points, found in Semler a critic well
able to discuss them, and often to show their fallacy.

It was,

however, long before some of these theories lost their hold on the
minds of biblical students. The edition of Wetstein received far
more attention than did the critical principles which he laid down,
which might have modified much of what preceded.
The notes of Semler brought forward much that was of importance—much that has been almost essential to the biblical student.
A new edition of Wetstein’s Greek Testament was undertaken,
about a quarter of a century ago, by J. A. Lotze of Amsterdam:
the first part, containing the Prolegomena castigated, and the
7
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supplementary remarks on critical principles, was published at
Rotterdam in 1831.

Lotze retained the greater part of the notes

of Semler, to which he added others of his own.

Those parts of Wetstein’s Prolegomena which relate to his own
contentions with Frey and Iselin, or which speak severely of Bengel and his critical labours, were wholly omitted by Lotze. On
some accounts none would regret their absence, but for one reason
they are almost ecessary; because it is only in these parts that
the history of Wetstein’s own edition can be found. This may be

taken as a sample of the judgment exercised by Lotze in the preparation for this edition: no other portion appeared, as the decease
of the new editor hindered the teat from being reprinted ; and,
however much it may be desired that students should have access
to Wetstein’s edition at a more moderate cost, it is no cause for
regret, from the specimen afforded by the Prolegomena, that it
was not re-edited by Lotze. The misprints, false references from
one part to another, oversights and errors in judgment manifest in

the reprinted Prolegomena, fully justify this opinion.*
Succeeding editors have selected from Wetstein: Griesbach did
this avowedly, adding also other readings; and Scholz, following
Griesbach, used what he had extracted as the basis of his own

additions; but the critical materials found in Wetstein, have
never, as a whole, been reprinted.
* Semler’s editorial care in republishing Wetstein’s Prolegomena is not to be commended. He added good notes, but all the rest seems to have been left to his printer;
hence remarkable mistakes have required correction in the preface, in which, however,
Semler speaks as if he had revised the proof-sheets himself. This is scarcely possible.
Some of the errata noticed by Wetstein are not corrected; nor are they in Lotze’s
edition, who even uses one of them as the basis of an annotation. The fact stands
thus :—Wetstein, in his account of different editions, mentions that published by his
relatives at Amsterdam in 1711, and speaks of what was done in connection with it
“a D. Georgio a Mastricht Syndico Bremensi” (Prol. p.177) ; among the errata (p. 967)
the word “ Georgio” is corrected to “ Gerardo” (as it might be from the following
page); but Lotze retains “Georgio,” and gives a note on Gerard von Maestricht’s
edition, as if it had been wholly neglected by Wetstein; and yet the very next page
of Wetstein might have set Lotze right.
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AND

WETSTEIN left New Testament criticism with a vast mass of
materials accumulated ; with many MSS. and versions examined
partially; and with a kind of idea of indefinite vastness thrown
over the whole subject. The hints on the classification of MSS.,
which had been given by Bentley and Bengel, were no longer
heeded; and in many minds there was a kind of fear lest any
material variation from the common text would prove eventually
to rest upon fallacious grounds. Wetstein had so widened the
field for study, that it was some time before the authorities and
various readings which he had amassed were so understood and
appreciated, that an independent judgment could be formed.
And besides, there were certain received opinions amongst the
critics which were now rudely overturned: the high value which,
from the time of Usher and Walton to that of Bentley and
Bengel, had been ascribed to the Alexandrian and other most

ancient MSS. was denied;

and they were peremptorily con-

demned as ‘ Latinising.”
It was, therefore, of importance that the true character of the
most ancient MSS. should be shown,—that authorities should (if

possible) be arranged in an intelligible order, and that they should
be steadily, consistently, and critically used in. the emendation ‘of
the text.
The scholar who undertook this task was GRIESBACH. With
him, in fact, texts which might be called really critical begin; so
that if any one wishes to give the results of critical inquiries as
applied to the common text, he would begin with that formed by
Griesbach. The first edition published by that scholar was one
commenced in 1774, in which the Gospels were brought into a
kind of synopsis: this part of the work was reprinted in the
common order three years later, and that volume, with the previously printed Epistles, &. (1775), forms what is called Griesbach’s first edition. For this the critical materials were in great
part selected from those of Wetstein;

they were not, however,
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confined to what had been found in that edition; for Griesbach

during his travels had examined many MSS. and collated a few.
He had also made extensive use of the old Latin Texts published
by Blanchini and by Sabatier, and he had collected the citations
found in the writings of Origen with much care.
He differed entirely from the judgment of Wetstein against
the most ancient Greek MSS.; and on this subject accorded in
opinion with Bentley, Bengel, and Semler: he also approved of
the judgment of Bengel as to a twofold division of the Greek
MSS. into families,—one African and one Byzantine; but, like
Semler, he divided the former into two parts; so as in fact to
maintain that there are three classes of text—two ancient, and one

more recent. ‘These three classes would respectively correspond
to the three sources from which Bentley speaks of MSS. having
come to us—from Egypt, from the West, and from Asia. The
names assigned by Griesbach to the three classes of text which he
sought thus to establish, were Western, Alexandrian, and Con-

stantinopolitan. The first of these contained (he considered) the
text which in the early periods had been in circulation, and which,
through the errors of copyists, required much correction; the
Alexandrian was, in his opinion, an

attempt to revise the old

corrupt text, and the Constantinopolitan flowed (in his opinion)
from the other two.
Thus, although the second only was an
actual revision, the term recension was applied to each of the three,
and under that name they are commonly discussed. ‘The origin of
the Western and Alexandrian recensions was differently explained,
—only, on this theory, both existed as distinct in the latter part
of the second century.
The critical authorities were ranged by Griesbach under his
three recensions; and each was valued, not so much for its absolute

evidence as for contributing its testimony as to what the reading
is of the recension to which it belongs. Thus, in forming his text —
he placed more reliance upon union of recensions in attesting a
reading, than upon other external evidences.
In his first edition of the New Testament, many readings were
given in the margin with marks to indicate the recension, or the
mixture of recensions to which he considered them to belong.
Although his later critical edition is more complete, and in all
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respects more valuable, yet if his system of recensions in its application is the subject of examination, this first edition is necessary.
Griesbach showed great apprehension of the value of absolute
evidence to the antiquity of readings; and thus he was able to
form a judgment of the character of MSS. which had previously
been condemned (as by Wetstein), or had attracted but little
notice. In the form in which the Lord’s Prayer occurs in Luke
xi., Griesbach, in his first edition, followed the evidence of the

distinct statements of Origen, confirmed by some of the ancient
versions, although he could then show no ancient MS. as authority
for some of the omissions. His judgment was remarkably confirmed a few years afterwards, when the readings of the most
ancient of our MSS., the Codex Vaticanus, were published; for
it was found that all these omissions are confirmed by that document. ‘This is an illustration of the independent channels through
which the antiquity (and often the genuineness) of a reading, may
become a matter of demonstration. Had not Griesbach been fettered by his recension-theory, he would in all his editions have
adhered far more closely than he did to ancient evidence. As it
is, in all his editions there is a correction of the text in many
places ; suggested corrections in others, placed in the margin, or
noted (in the case of omissions) in the text itself. He did not put
forth an edition resting simply on authority.

Soon after the appearance of Griesbach’s first edition, other
collations were instituted. C. F. MarrHzr published at Riga,
in twelve volumes, 1782-88, the New Testament in Greek and
Latin. The Greek was based on MSS. which he had himself
collated at Moscow, where he was a Professor. for some years.

Having access to MSS. which had not been previously collated, he
was induced to take up a work
fitness on the ground of previous
in which he expresses himself
towards Griesbach ; and the want

for which he had no peculiar
studies. The tone and manner
are very unpleasant, especially
of acquaintance with the labours

of previous collators, which he manifests, often leads him into

great mistakes. In his earlier volumes he speaks of Wetstein’s
edition very contemptuously; but after he had seen the book
itself, and found that the opinions (or prejudices) of that editor
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led him to estimate very lightly the most ancient MSS. which

Griesbach most highly valued, he changed his tone, and upheld
Wetstein to depreciate Griesbach. Matthzi appears to have collated the Moscow MSS. with much diligence, so that the reader
is rarely in doubt as to the evidence of a MS. for or against any
particular lection. The Latin Vulgate is given in this edition

from a MS. (the Codex Demidovianus) with which Matthzi met
in Russia.

All ideas of systems of recension or classification were wholly
rejected by Matthzi; and he never loses an opportunity of pouring ridicule on Griesbach and his critical principles. In doing
this he applies the most offensive epithets to all the most ancient

MSS., and he endeavours to decry the citations given in the
writings of the fathers, as if they were worth nothing. He even
imagined that MSS. had been habitually corrupted by having
their text altered and adapted to what was found in certain fathers.
All MSS. which did not fall in a general way into a kind of
accordance with those in common use in later times, were utterly
condemned by Matthei.
All of those from which he edited

his Greek Testament belonged to Griesbach’s Constantinopolitan
family.
-Matthei published a second edition, without the critical authorities, in three volumes, 1803-7.

|

It is painful and wearisome to see so much learning and patience
as Matthezi had, combined with so offensive a mode of speaking of
those to whom he was opposed. This will always make his discursive notes unpleasant to the student; and this long hindered
scholars in general from paying much attention to his arguments
against Griesbach’s system of recensions. It should be observed
that the tone and manner in which Griesbach speaks of Matthzi is
always courteous, and devoid of a spirit of retaliation.
In 1786-7, ALTER published the text of a MS. in the imperial
library at Vienna: this was accompanied with the collations of

other MSS. in the same depository.
The Danish Professors BirncH, ADLER, and MOLDENHAUER,

for several years, were occupied in collating MSS. principally in
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Italy and Spain, at the expense of the King of Denmark. The
results of their labours appeared, as far as the four Gospels are
concerned, in 1788, under the editorial care of Birch. The read-

ings of the Codex Vaticanus were now for the first time published ;
in part from Birch’s collation, and in the Gospels of Luke and
John from that made for Bentley.*

A fire in the royal printing-

house at Copenhagen having prevented the completion of this
edition, Birch published the various readings collected from the

Acts and Epistles in 1798; those for the Apocalypse in 1800;
and in 1801, those which had accompanied the text of the edition
of the Gospels were reprinted separately in the same form as the
rest.

Thus, in the course of a few years, there was a new body of
eritical materials published, which was far larger than that which
had been collected by Wetstein from his own labours and those
of his predecessors; and, besides this, many of the newly-examined documents were collated with more accuracy than had
hitherto been customary.
And besides the new collations of MSS., the text of some few
of the more important documents was printed: Hearne had thus

edited the Greek and Latin Codex Laudianus (E) of the Acts in
1715; and, in the period now under consideration, Woide edited

the New Testament part of the Codex Alexandrinus (A) in 1786,
and the Codex Beze (D) of the Gospels and Acts was similarly

published by Kipling in 1793; also the Greek and Latin Codex
Boernerianus (G) of St. Paul’s Epistles was edited by Matthei in

1791.

Montfaucon, in his Bibliotheca Coisliniana, had given

the text of the fragments of an ancient MS. of St. Paul’s Epistles
(H) and to the list of edited fragments had since been added two

Wolfenbiittel palimpsests (P and Q), containing parts of the
Gospels, published by Knittel in 1763, and the very ancient Greek
and Thebaic Borgian fragments (T) of part of St. John’s Gospel
which appeared at Rome in 1789.

And thus it was that in the twenty years which elapsed between
the first edition of Griesbach and the first volume of his second,
* The whole of Bentley’s collation of this MS. was published at Oxford in 1799.
-+ This is sometimes said to have been reprinted in 1818; but there was only one
impression: a new title-page was prefixed to the unsold copies with this false date.
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the materials had increased to double the quantity previously
known.* From these accumulations it was the place of a wise
critic judiciously to select what was worthy of especial consideration.
|
The first volume of Griesbach’s second edition appeared in
1796. The preface is valuable, as giving not only his own principles of criticism, but also an account of much which bears on

the history of the text. The general plan of this edition resembles that of the first, amplified, corrected, and improved; various
degrees of probability as to various readings are indicated as before;
but no attempt is made to enter minutely into the refinements of
theory as to the additions and peculiarities of the recensions.
One of Griesbach’s principles was, that if a reading were supported by two out of the three recensions, the evidence in its

favour was exceedingly great.

This might be almost the same as

saying, if the most ancient MSS. agree (for these MSS. make up
his Alexandrian and Western recensions), their evidence is preponderating; if they disagree, then if the later MSS. (Constantinopolitan) agree with one of these classes, their combination must
prevail. This, however, would not always hold good, even on
Griesbach’s principles; for he considered that no document contained one recension pure and unmixed; and thus those of the most
ancient classes, when their readings are in accordance with the more
recent, may often in such places possess no independent testimony.
The following is a brief synopsis of some of the general principles of criticism laid down by Griesbach:—No reading must be
considered preferable, unless it has the support of at least some
ancient testimonies.t As to readings, looked at in themselves, a
shorter is to be preferred before one that is more verbose;} so.also
is that which is more difficult and obscure,—that which is more
_* Birch probably did more than any other scholar in the collation of MSS. of the
Greek Testament.
+ “Opus non erit, ut ssepe seepius repetamus, lectiones, quas in se spectatas potiores
esse judicamus, tum demum ceteris esse preeferendas, si nonnullorum saltim testium
vetustorum suffragiis commendentur.” (Proleg., p. lxi., zo¢e.)
-t It can hardly be too habitually remembered, in criticism, that copyists were
always more accustomed to add than to omit. Those who know nothing of criticism
or of ancient books, biblical or classical, often imagine the contrary ; but such is not
the fact. Of course careless transcribers may omit; but, in general, texts, like snowballs. grow in course of transmission.
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harsh,—that which contains something unusual,—that which is
less emphatic (unless emphasis may be expected); in all these
cases, however, and others which are laid down, such as those
favouring ‘‘ monkish piety,” seeming glosses, etc., weight of evidence may cause the wld
less preferable reading to be

accepted as genuine.
Griesbach gives many remarks on the weight of evidence to be
attributed to different testimonies; and, as might be expected, he
treats at considerable length on the value of. his different recensions, and the manner in which their evidence should be estimated.

These considerations are such as would necessarily modify considerably the critical principles of general application which he had
before laid down, and they therefore would affect the text which
he formed. Some of these considerations, however, apart from all

theories of recensions, are useful in forming an estimate of any
individual document; for if it has peculiarities, such as a tendency

to omit, or to insert, or to bring parallel passages into close verbal
agreement, or anything else of the kind, then, in such cases, its
evidence is of far less weight than it would have had, if it had
not been characterised by such peculiarities.

In the places in vihisk Griesbach differs from the‘common text,
he generally gives a reading which
many cases not the best supported.
unquestionable ; that he led the way
by others is equally certain ; and yet

is better attested, though in
That he improved the text is
for the same thing to be done
his own theoretical system had

very little to do with the benefit which resulted from his labours.
- The concluding volume of Griesbach’s second critical edition

was published in 1806, after having been for several years in the
press. In the preceding year he published a manual edition, containing the text and the more important various readings, but

without any statement of the authorities.*

This edition contains,

.* Griesbach’s manual edition has been reprinted, but without care as to accuracy ;
the edition of Leipsic, 1805, is the only one which can be trusted as giving Ais text;
besides a short list of errata, the volume ought to be accompanied by a longer list,
relating mostly to the Revelation.
In 1827, Dr. David Schulz published a new and much-improved edition of the first
volume of Griesbach’s critical text and various readings. Its value is considerably
greater than the original work,
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generally speaking, the most matured judgment of Griesbach as
to the formation of the text; and thus in the places in which it
differs from his critical edition, it is entitled to general preference,
as giving his critical judgment.

The system of recensions laid down by Griesbach occasioned
much discussion; and while some opposed it altogether, others
embraced and defended it, and others modified it, or made it the
starting-point of theories of their own.
Of those who thus
formed new systems, the Roman-Catholic Professor Hue, of Freiburg, was the one entitled, as a biblical scholar, to the greatest
attention. He considered that the text was, in the early periods,
left without revision; and that its then state, with various corruptions, is that found in the Codex Bez: to this he gave the name
of xown éxdoors: this old text, replete with errors of transcribers,
was (he supposed) revised about the same time by Origen in
Palestine, by Hesychius in Egypt, and by Lucian at Antioch.
To these recensions he ascribed the MSS. which have come down

tous. The only basis for the supposed fact of these three revisions is, that some ancient writers mention the copies of Origen,
of Hesychius, and of Lucian:

they say, however, not one word

about systematic revision, and they do not hint (what Hug assumed) that the recension of Hesychius was adopted in Egypt,
as the text of the New Testament, and that of Lucian in Asia.
There is some ground for supposing that they did something with
regard to the Septuagint, which was adopted in those countries;
but although certain MSS. of the Gospels were called after those
two men, they seem to have been only received and used by a
few, and they could not have been revisions of the xow7 éxdoaus,
if (as seems from Jerome) they contained various additions from
parallel places.* It was easier for Hug to show the weak points
of Griesbach’s theory, than for him to establish another on its
ruins: indeed, if Griesbach erred in assuming certain points as

facts, Hug did the same to a far greater degree.

The untenable

* “Pretermitto eos codices quos a Luciano et Hesychio nuncupatos paucorum
hominum adserit perversa contentio: quibus utique nec in veteri instrumento post
septuaginta interpretes emendare quid licuit, nec in novo profuit emendasse, cum
multarum gentium linguis scriptura ante translata doceat falsa esse que addita sunt.”
—Hieron. ad Damasum.
,
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point of Griesbach’s system, even supposing that it had some
historic basis, was the impossibility of drawing an actual line of
distinction between his Alexandrian and Western recensions:
together they might be clearly seen to stand in opposition to the
mass of Byzantine documents; amongst themselves there are certain differences (especially in St. Paul’s Epistles); but the precise
distinction, so as to afford a warrant for exact classification, is not

to be found. Indeed, Griesbach himself virtually gave up his
system as to this point, in the last work which he lived to publish.
In the second part of his Commentarius Criticus, in 1811 (the
year before his death), he showed that the readings of Origen

do not accord at all precisely with the Alexandrian recension to
which he had attributed them, and that thus the boundary-line
between Alexandrian and Western authority was not definable.
Soon after Griesbach’s death, Archbishop Laurence took up the
subject in his Remarks on Griesbach’s systematic classification of
MSS.; and he very fully demonstrated, that the final —
of

that critic had been the correct one.
And yet the influence which Griesbach’s labours exercised
upon criticism was most important. There are many who, when
they hear that his system of recensions has been thoroughly demolished, think that all reference to his labours may be cast aside
as being now unworthy of attention. This procedure savours both
of ignorance and temerity. Even though facts have been accounted for wrongly, they still remain facts. Astronomical observations by a Ptolemzan may be highly valued, as good and
useful, by those who know the truth of the Copernican system.
Facts in chemistry stand good, even though the first observers of
those facts explained them on systems now obsolete and exploded.

The facts to which Griesbach gave a prominence should thus be
distinguished from the theories which he deduced from them.
Griesbach’s critical studies commenced at a time when Wetstein’s influence had cast discredit on all the most ancient MSS.,

and when every document which accorded with the most ancient
authorities was deemed unworthy of a voice in criticism. Against
this peremptory and arbitrary procedure Griesbach protested.
He sought in some measure to restore the- ancient documents to
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the consideration which they had received from Bentley and from
Bengel. He showed that the MSS. charged with Latinising were
such as contained the readings cited by Origen; and all this was
labour well bestowed, even though he went too far in drawing
distinctions amongst the documents themselves whose text is
ancient. Within a few years after the time when Griesbach endeavoured to vindicate the character of the most ancient MSS.,
and to show their true value, documents were collated or came to -

light which marvellously confirmed his judgment. A collation
of the Codex Vaticanus was published for the first time, and it
was remarkable to find that it accorded so much with the characteristics of the class of MSS. which Griesbach had styled Alexandrian; so too the text of the Borgian fragment (T) of St. John,
published by Georgi; and when the Dublin palimpsest of St. Matthew came to light, it was a text of just the same character.
Thus were the facts confirmed, which Griesbach had previously
deduced from such data as he could obtain: the result, apart from
all theories of recensions, is, the value attaching to the ancient -

documents as the witnesses of the ancient text.

§ 10—SCHOLZ’S

GREEK

TESTAMENT.

THE late Professor J. M. A. ScHouz, of Bonn, who had been a
pupil of Hug, after spending several years in the collation and
examination of MSS., and several more in arranging his materials,

published his critical edition in two volumes in 1830-36.

He

had formerly been the proposer of a recension-theory according
to which all documents were divided into jive families; two
African (Alexandrian and Western), one Asiatic, one Byzantine,
and one Cyprian. This theory he afterwards rejected ; and, in

its stead, he reverted to the two families, as they had been defined
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Instead, however, of deeming the

Alexandrian documents the more important, Scholz took exactly

the opposite view: he maintained that the true text should be
sought mainly amongst the Constantinopolitan documents.
These principles were defended with a certain degree of

ingenuity.

Scholz alleged that his favourite family of MSS.

always presented one uniform text,—a text, which, having been
preserved in general purity before Constantinople received its
imperial supremacy, still preserved it (in spite of some Alexandrian intermixture in the fourth century); and thus, in the patriarchate of Constantinople, this text was | (he supposed) retained
and transmitted.
In support of this theory, he referred to the known discrepancies of the MSS. and versions of the Alexandrian family from one
another ; and in contrast he maintained the general unity of the
Constantinopolitan MSS. as to the text which they present. It
is true that there was a difficulty arising from the fact that none
of the most ancient MSS. belong to the Constantinopolitan class;
but this Scholz sought to obviate by pointing out that MSS.,
which were approved and kept in constant use, would necessarily
be worn out. It might, however, be asked, how it happens that
several documents of the Alexandrian family remain, and none
of the oldest class of any other, not even in fragments? Scholz
endeavoured to strengthen his cause by pressing into his service
some of the ancient versions; but they only serve his purpose in
places where they happen to differ from the Alexandrian text;
an examination of their divergencies from the Constantinopolitan
documents would show that they accord far less with it. The
older fathers do Scholz but little service ; so that he is forced to

descend to about the fifth century before he finds those who use
the text which he prefers.
The result of Scholz’s classification is, that he calls Alexandrian
the most ancient MSS., the old Latin version, and the Vulgate of

Jerome, the two Egyptian versions, and the Athiopic. This class
of text was also used by Clement of Alexandria and Origen, as
well as later writers.
He considers the later MSS. in general to be Constantinopolitan,
together with the old Syriac version (in part), the later Syriac,
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the Gothic, Georgian, and Sclavonic versions, as well as certain
fathers from the fourth century and onward. (He cites indeed
some earlier fathers, whose evidence really proves nothing.)

Now taking his own classification (which as to the old Syriac
is not very correct), it comes to this, that the witnesses against

his favoured family of authorities are formidable both from numbers and character; for all the oldest MSS.

extant, and most of

the more ancient versions, are opposed to his conclusions.

It is a

rather significant fact to see the later of the versions ranging themselves unequivocally on the same side as the later MSS.

One part of Scholz’s labours must be definitely stated before
further considering his principles. He examined many MSS. in
the course of his travels, and he collated some; he described the
places in which many are preserved, which were previously un-

known to critics; so that the list of MSS. which he gives is nearly
double in number that which had accompanied the edition of
Griesbach. He has thus been an exploring traveller; and the
general report which he brings back of the regions in which he
has journeyed, is one highly favourable to the Constantinopolitan
views which he had imbibed.
But it sometimes happens that an exploring collector is by no
means the most competent person to classify and catalogue the
objects which he brings home with him: his own estimate of
their value may be far higher than that of an experienced man of

science, whose time has been occupied rather with studying than
with wandering. And so it has been with Scholz; his estimate
of the number of MSS. which he has seen, as containing the true
text, is far higher than sober criticism can admit.

And further,

the readings which Scholz gives from the MSS. which he has
collated are (in the cases in which others have tested them) dy no
means accurate; his Greek Testament abounds in errata, and these

of an extraordinary kind; so that even if his collations, as made
by himself, were exact, his readers have not the benefit of their

accuracy ; for, as printed they can be depended on but little.
Scholz is entitled to the respect due to a laborious scholar,
devoted for years to one object: he has rendered no small service

in pointing out where MSS. are preserved; and those who come
after him may find from his list some documents worthy of their
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It must be observed

that the greater part of the documents which none had consulted
before Scholz, have a place in the Hst which he gives, but no
readings are cited from them in his collection of various lections :
he calls the greater number of them Constantinopolitan (as doubtless they are), and rests on the supposed uniformity of text as

giving the weight of numbers in favour of what he advocated.
And thus in many discussed passages in which Griesbach had
varied from the common text in following ancient authorities,
Scholz, relying on numbers, followed the more recent documents,
and thus adhered to the received text or to RA not differing
from it greatly.

And hence the text of Scholz was highly valued by many who
feared innovation: they were willing to believe that a deep truth
lay at the basis of the system; and they acquiesced in his estimate
of authorities. Others, too, who were themselves dissatisfied with
Griesbach’s system of recensions, or who knew that competent

scholars had raised objections with regard to it, were willing to
assent to the twofold division of MSS., etc., proposed by Scholz;
and this was often the case without inquiry and accurate investi-

gation into the correctness of his arrangement of documents and
authorities under the respective classes. Scholz’s twofold division
was supposed by some to be a new discovery of his own: they
overlooked Bengel’s distribution of documents into families, and
the entirely different estimate whoop he had formed of their
respective authority.
In this manner the critical principles of Scholz found many
advocates in this country: not so much amongst those who had
really studied the subject, as amongst the very numerous class
who deprecate all application of criticism to the sacred text.
When Scholz relied on the great uniformity of text found (as
he said) in the Greek documents written during the last nine

centuries within the limits of the patriarchate of Constantinople,
as though this uniformity guaranteed its genuineness, appeal was

made to the Latin MSS., in which uniformity was far more
manifest in those of a comparatively modern date, than in any

class of Greek copies; and yet it was a notorious fact, that the
later Latin MSS. accord in readings repudiated by the more
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ancient, and which are totally different from what that version
was as it left the hands of Jerome. So that by analogy the uniformity of later Greek copies proved nothing whatever. Also the
mass of these Greek MSS. were written at Constantinople or on
Mount Athos; so that it would not be very remarkable if they
followed a few exemplars closely resembling one another. There
was a difficulty always, however, to be reconciled, if possible, to

Scholz’s theory, that the Constantinopolitan text was preserved and
maintained. by a kind of Church authority ; and this difficulty was
the fact that some manifestly Alexandrian MSS. were written for

Church use in Constantinople in the later period: this is a good
disproof of the existence of a received text in the eastern imperial
capital.

But the alleged uniformity of the later documents of Scholz’s
approved family is not quite a fact;* so that the argument, if
it be worth anything, drawn from the supposed agreement, fails
utterly and entirely. Many amongst them may be generally
alike, but there is no settled and established standard to which
the copies as'a matter of course conform.
Thus beyond the point of the twofold division of classes, Scholz
cannot be safely followed ; for he substituted theories for proofs;

and in advancing forward with his Constantinopolitan forces, he
seems.to have forgotten how he had left the Alexandrian authorities behind him, holding a sort of quiet possession of the text of
the first four centuries. .
|
|
In thé text itself, Scholz seems often to depart from his own
principles: this arises partly from the extensive use which he
made of the previous labours of Griesbach, and partly from the
difficulty of always combatting a mass of evidence sufficient to
rebut his hypothesis. He does not follow Griesbach in adopting
any signs of greater or less probability, so that all stands on the
same ground of acceptance.
_
In the margin he gave not only the readings of the common
text which he had changed, but he also placed there a mass of
readings which he terms Alexandrian; many of which are the
* In full proof of this, see Mr. Scrivener’s recently-published collation of the
Gospels. There is great want of uniformity in very many MSS., Church Lectionaries
and others, of the Constantinopolitan class,
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-best attested of all by ancient evidence. He also gives there those
Constantinopolitan readings which he does not accept. It must
be owned, however, that both these terms are used in this margin
in a manner rather arbitrary, and that Scholz’s text is not nearly
as Constantinopolitan as might have been expected from his principles: this is particularly observable in the second volume.
Tt is rather singular that a Roman Catholic should adopt a
critical system peculiarly opposed to the text of the Latin Vulgate ;
—a, system in fact which would stigmatise that version, even when
fresh from the hand of Jerome, as following incorrect or even

corrupted copies of the Greek text.
Scholz’s edition was received with greater approbation in this
country than elsewhere; indeed the publication of the second
volume was aided considerably, even if the whole cost was not
defrayed, by subscriptions in England. This evidently sprung
from a feeling that Scholz’s labours were on the side of conservative criticism; whereas such criticism, if rightly understood and
applied to the word of God, will seek to uphold what the Apostles
and Evangelists actually wrote, in their own words, and not as
their writings are found in the later copies.
If Scholz’s text is compared with that of Griesbach, it will be
seen that it is a retrograde step in the application of criticism ; and
thus though he maintained a truer system of families than Gries-

bach did, yet his results are even less satisfactory, because he
applied a theory to the classification of authorities by which their
respective value was precisely reversed.
’

§ 11—LACHMANN’S EDITIONS.
Ty 1831 a small edition appeared with this title,—‘‘ Novum Testamentum Greece. Ex recensione Caroli Lachmann.”
There was
no Preface; and the only indication of the critical principles on
which it was edited (besides what could be gathered from the text
8
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itself), was a brief notice at the end, preceding a list of the places
in which it differed from the common text.
This notice stated, that the plan of the edition had been explained in a German periodical of the preceding year; and that it
was sufficient there to say that the editor had never followed his
own judgment, but the custom of the most ancient oriental
churches. That when this was not uniform, he had preferred
what (as far as could be ascertained) was supported by African
and Italian consent: that where there was great uncertainty, this
was indicated in part by enclosing words within brackets, and in
part by placing a different reading in the margin ;—the so-called
textus receptus being allowed no place.*
It need be no cause for surprise that Lachmann’s edition was
long but little comprehended in this country. The exposition of
his principles in a foreign periodical rendered it out of the question
for many (or indeed for most) of those into whose hands the edition
might come, to. be in possession of the information which would
enable them to appreciate it. And as, in his brief notice to the
reader, he divided all the MSS. of which he spoke into eastern
and western, and as others had used the terms oriental or Asiatic,

as denoting the mass of the more recent MSS., such as contained
the text which had, perhaps, originally come into use in the
regions from Antioch to Constantinople, the mistake was made of
imagining Lachmann to be an adherent of the general principle of
Scholz. Of course, if the text of the edition had been studied, the
mistake would never have been made; but few, indeed, there

were who were inclined to form a judgment in this laborious
manner ; considering that they were not informed on what MSS.
the edition was based, or on what principles they were applied.
It is to be regretted that Lachmann had not, by giving a few
* The following is the whole of this notice in Lachmann’s own words :—“De ratione et consilio huius editionis loco commodiore expositum est (theol.
Studien und Kritiken, 1830, p. 817—845). hie satis erit dixisse, editorem nusquam
iudicium suum, sed consuetudinem antiquissimarum orientis ecclesiarum secutum esse.
hance quoties minus constantem fuisse animadvertit, quantum fieri potuit ea quee
Italorum et Afrorum consensu comprobarentur pretulit: ubi pervagatam omnium
auctorum discrepantiam deprehendit, partim uncis partim in marginibus indicavit.
quo factum est ut vulgate et his proximis duobus seculis vecepte lectionis ratio
haberi non posset. huius diversitatis hic in fine libri adiecta est, quoniam ea res
doctis iudicibus necessaria esse videbatur.”
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explanatory remarks, obviated the possibility of such mistakes ;
for he would thus have caused his labours to be appreciated at an
earlier period by those whose studies would have led them to
value them the most.
This small edition was actually the result of very close labour
and study, carried on during five years. Lachmann determined
to cast aside the received text altogether. and to edit in such a
manner as if it had never existed. His object was to give the
Greek Testament in that form in which the most ancient documents have transmitted it, according as these documents are
known: his plan was, in fact, this—such and such evidence ought
to lead to such and such results. And thus he professed implicitly
to follow ancient copies so far as then existing collations rendered
them accessible; the oldest Greek MSS. are the basis, compared
with the citations of Origen; the readings of the old Latin (as
found in unrevised MSS.) and the citations of Latin fathers were
his subsidiary aids: and thus the text was formed;

not giving

what he would necessarily consider to be the ¢rue text, but the
transmitted text of about the fourth century.
This he considered
would be a basis for criticism, delivering it in fact from the readings of the sixteenth century, and bringing us to a period a thousand years and more nearer to the time when the sacred books were
written.
Where the principal authorities agree in an error, a
certain unquestionable error, still Lachmann would follow them in

editing ; not as supposing, however, that such errors proceeded
from the writers themselves, but as regarding such errors to have

been parts of the ¢extus traditus of the fourth century.
Let Lachmann’s critical principles be approved or not, still to
him must be conceded this, that he led the way in casting aside

the so-called textus receptus, and boldly placing the New Testament wholly and entirely on the basis of actual authority.
It
would have been well if he had made his object intelligible to
those around him; for, even in Germany, this was but little un-

derstood, and thus reviewers misstated his plan and purpose, and
described his edition in such a manner as to show that they did
not comprehend what he had intended, or what he had performed.
Even De Wette supposed that Lachmann’s time and labour had
been wasted, and this was to him a cause of deep trial.
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Two things were needful, besides a full exposition of Lach-

mann’s views, before it could be considered that the text was
really placed on the basis of the fourth century: care ought to
have been taken to procure collations of the ancient MSS. as
accurately as possible; and also the Latin versions were not suflicient as subsidiary witnesses. A wider scope of ancient evidence
should have been taken.
As Lachmann’s object was gradually better apprehended, a
wish was expressed by many that he would formally undertake
an edition with a full statement of the authorities on which he
relied in forming his text. At length, in 1837, Lachmann obtained the aid of Philip Buttmann the younger, whose part of the
labour was to arrange the authorities for the Greek text only. On
this he was occupied for seven years; part of which time was after
the appearance of the first volume of Lachmann’s larger edition.
In 1839, Lachmann and Buttmann went together to Fulda, that

they might unitedly copy and examine the very ancient Latin
Codex Fuldensis for the use of the forthcoming edition. In this
MS. the Gospels are thrown into a sort of combined narrative:
the object kept in view being not to omit any part of any of
the four histories: the consequence of this procedure is that a
Diatessarén is formed, always tautological, and often (from the
sentences not combining) quite contradictory. The Codex Fuldensis has, however, a peculiar value as an authority for the Latin
text.

In collating this MS. Buttmann read aloud, while Lach-

mann noted the various readings in a copy of the Latin Vulgate.
In the year 1842, the first volume of Lachmann’s larger edition

appeared.
1831

The variations in the ¢ezt from the small edition of

are not many;

and as they have sometimes

been made a

ground of unintelligent remark, it will be well in a few words to

explain the characteristic difference between the two. The text
of the small edition is wholly based on the sources which were (in
Lachmann’s sense of the word) oriental; and, where these differ
-among themselves, the readings were adopted ‘ que Italorum et
Afrorum consensu comprobarentur.” In the larger edition, Lachmann used the combined evidence (in his sense) of eastern and
western authorities.
The upper part of each page of the larger edition contains
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in this, brackets are

used, as before, to indicate words of doubtful authority; and
immediately below the text readings are sometimes placed, as to
which the authorities fluctuate. The middle part of the page
contains the authorities,—the Greek arranged by Buttmann, the

Latin by Lachmann himself; in this part the reference to the text
is merely by lines, and the want of distinctness in the arrangement
is a sore hindrance to the usefulness of the work ; it is probable
that these notes were perfectly clear to those who arranged them,
because they had the subject and the authorities altogether familiar to their minds; but it is not so with regard to others; and

thus it has been to some a study to understand how the balance of
authorities is denoted in this edition. LLachmann’s own arrangement of the Latin readings derived from different sources, in his

own hand-writing, were as clear and comprehensible as could possibly be wished.
The lower part of the page is occupied with the Latin version
of Jerome, edited mostly on the authority of the Codices Ful-

densis and Amiatinus ; this latter MS. is one of great antiquity and
value, now preserved in the Laurentian library at Florence.*

In this edition, then, much was accomplished of that which
Bentley had purposed so long before: there are certain differences
of plan between that which each of these critics designed, and
yet there is a general resemblance.
Both maintained that the oldest authorities are to be relied on
as the witnesses to the genuine ancient text; and both relied on
the combined evidence of Greek and Latin readings. There was
this difference between the materials with which they were furnished,—that while Bentley had taken all practicable measures for
obtaining the accurate collation of the oldest Greek MSS. (and as
to one—the Codex Vaticanus—he was more successful than any
one since has been), his Latin authorities were limited to the
ancient MSS. of Jerome’s translation ;whereas, the publication of
the texts of that Latin version, which in its various forms was in
* The Codex Amiatinus is of the sixth century, as also is the Fuldensis. Lachmann
was only able to use the very imperfect and inaccurate collation of the Codex Amiatinus which had been published by Fleck. The text of this MS. has been edited by
Professor Tischendorf (Leipsic, 1851), from his own and 8. P. Tregelles’s transcripts
and collations.
:
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circulation before the time of Jerome, has furnished a new body of
evidence ; and on those Latin texts which appeared to him to be
the most unaltered, Lachmann relied as being a valuable class of

witnesses. Bentley can hardly be blamed for not having understood their value; for, while they remained buried in libraries to
which (in some cases) access was almost denied, it was impossible
for a true judgment to be formed of their contents; nor could it
as yet have been demonstrated that the Ante-hieronymian Latin
was one version subsequently altered and revised: the notion was
prevalent that the many forms of Latin text were so many separate versions ; and this notion was by no means corrected by those
who used the term Jtala, and the one passage in Augustine in
which it occurs, as though the one original Latin version was
thereby denoted.
In Lachmann’s preface there is much that is valuable on the
subject of the Latin texts, and the mode in which alterations had
been introduced. He accedes to the opinion of Cardinal Wiseman,

which had been held long before by Wetstein and others, that the
old Latin was a version made in northern Africa.* He shows
how the text had been modernised into the form in which some
MSS. (such as the Codex Brixianus) exhibit it ;—a form far more
resembling the later Greek MSS., than that did in which this

Latin version had previously existed. He, therefore, rejects altogether from his consideration as witnesses those texts of the old
Latin, in which the version has thus been changed.
One class of Latin text does not come forward in Lachmann’s

consideration at all ;—that in which the readings are introduced
which agree with the Alexandrian family (in Griesbach’s classification) far more than the old Latin did originally. Of this class
there were then only fragments published ; so that Lachmann was
unable so to take them into consideration as to form a judgment
on their nature.
The Latin texts, then, which have been transmitted to us con-

sist of, i. the old Latin version (as found in the Codices Vercellensis, Veronensis, and Colbertinus) ; ij. the same version revised with
what may be called a Byzantine tendency; (the Codex Brixianus,
* Wetstein says (in speaking of Mill), “Italicee versioni, h. e. indoctis, nescio quibus Interpretibus, certe Idiotis Afris plus tribueret,” etc. Proleg. 176,
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etc.); iij. the old Latin made more Alexandrine (Codex Bobbianus, etc.), and, iv. the version or revision of Jerome. Other MSS.
contain some admixture of this last with readings from what had
preceded it.
The mode in which Lachmann states the various degrees
of weight which attach to different readings is the following:
(i.) nothing is better attested than that in which all authorities
accord : (ij.) the agreement has rather less moment, if part of the
authorities are silent or defective: (iij.) the evidence for a reading

when it is that of witnesses of different regions, is greater than that
of witnesses of some particular locality differing either from negligence or from set purpose: (iv.) but the testimonies must be considered to be doubtfully balanced when witnesses from regions
wide apart stand opposed to others equally separated in locality:
(v.) readings are uncertain which are in one form in one region,
and differently in another region with great uniformity: (vi.) lastly,
readings are of weak authority, as to which not even the same
region presents an uniform testimony.
To discuss the subject fully, it would be needful to examine
these principles in all their bearings, and also to inquire how they
were practically applied by Lachmann himself. A few remarks,
however, must here suffice.

There

are

general

truths, which

ought to be admitted by all who examine the subject, enunciated
in these principles; while at the same time they are connected
with points questionable in themselves, and still more so in
their application.
For the value of particular witnesses, as
learned from the general character of their testimony, ought to
have a greater weight assigned to it, than these principles admit;
and thus, in difficult places, certain authorities of weight may be
safely followed, even though it be true that others of different
regions present a different testimony: this is especially the case
-with regard to such readings as were liable to alteration from the
hands of transcribers from the nature of the case. Lachmann
does not take these into consideration, because such points do not
fall within his plan of giving the text as transmitted and simply
as resting on authority: it may, however, be well said, that his

plan might have been suitably extended, so as to embrace these
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additional considerations; and thus in cases of uncertainty from
the variety of reading, he might have relied upon such grounds in forming his selection. He says, indeed, that upon his principles, choice is excluded; this may be true to a certain degree,
while absolutely it is hardly possible: for at times a certain degree
of judgment must almost necessarily be exercised; and therefore
it would have been an extension of his plan, not a departure from
it, to have brought into view those grounds of judgment which
might give a determining value to the evidence on some one side
in doubtful cases.

As it is, Lachmann’s plan was to place in his text whatever
reading was the highest in the scale according to his scheme of
numerical value; and to indicate uncertainty by inclosing words
in the text within brackets, or by giving another reading in the
margin.
The authorities which Lachmann admitted were very few in
number: thus in the Gospels he used the collations of but four
Greek MSS., and four fragments, and two of these MSS. were
considerably mutilated. The only version admitted (as has been
said) was the Latin, in its twofold form,—as prior to the time of

Jerome, and as revised by him: the only fathers whose writings
were employed were Irenzus and Origen, and the Latins, Cyprian, —
Hilary of Poictiers, and Lucifer. In consequence of this restriction there are passages in which two MSS. or perhaps only one
contain the sacred text; and thus an error in such a copy or copies
is assumed to be the wide-spread reading of the fourth century.
But in connection with such passages it must always be borne in
mind that Lachmann did not profess to give a perfect text; and
thus if a certain unquestionable error was attested by his authorities, they were to be followed in editing; not as supposing that
such error proceeded from the sacred authors, but on the ground
that it belonged to the traditive text of the fourth century.
An instance of this is seen in Ephes. i. 15, where the common
text reads, dxovcas tiv Kal’ bas wiotw év TO Kupip “Incod, Kat
THY ayaTny THY eis TaVTas TOUS dyiovs: here Lachmann omits the
words tiv ayarnv, as not being found in the Alexandrian M6S.,
and (apparently) not in the Vatican. But he gives this, not as
the true passage, as written by St. Paul, but as being (he thinks)
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an early mistake,—an hiatus, in fact, of early copyists. He says
(Proleg., vol. ii., p. xii.) that it is manifest that aydmnv has dropped
from the text, but whether it be that word alone, or more, it is

impossible to say; comparing the passage with Col. i. 4, where
in the clause xal riv aydmny iv éxere, the words ty éxere are not
uniformly read in all the more ancient authorities. Now here the
reason for not giving either dydznv, or else tiv wydrny, in the
text, on the authority of the Codices Claromontanus and Boernerianus (two of Lachmann’s admitted witnesses), supported by the
more recent copies in general, and the other ancient versions, as
well as the Latin,* can only be the supposition that it had been
filled in as a correction in the copies in which it is found. And
yet, when the word certainly belongs to the text as an original
part of it, and when the versions vouch for it, and that without
any other addition, it can hardly be deemed an exercise of mere
choice for it to receive a place in the text, in spite of its omission
in certain ancient and valuable documents.
Thus far, then, Lachmann’s principles (to say nothing at present
of his range of authorities) might be safely extended, without at
all trenching upon his plan of presenting the traditive text of the
early centuries. It was, however, a great and grievous mistake,
on the part of those who criticised Lachmann’s edition, when they
lighted on such passages as Eph. i. 15, as if he had there given
what he believed to be the genuine and original text. Lachmann’s censors (such for instance as Tholuck) who did not apprehend his plan, or had not truly investigated the facts of the case,
copied from one another, in representing Lachmann’s range of
Greek authorities as more

confined than it really was, especially

in his larger edition. Hence the following judgment of Tholuck
is far from correct :—‘‘ Since there are so few codices which are
written in uncial characters, and are preserved entire, Lachmann
has been obliged sometimes to adopt readings which are authorised only by a single codex. Thus he has given the whole text,
from the fourth to the twelfth chapter of 2 Corinthians, according
* This case would come apparently under the fourth head in Lachmann’s statement of weight of evidence; for the documents of the Western region stand opposed
to those considered peculiarly Alexandrian; and thus it seems that, even on those
principles, the reading is only doubtful.
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to no other authority than that of the Codex B, and the whole
text from Hebrews ix. 14 to the end, on the basis of Codex A

merely.” Such statements have misled students; for it has been
supposed that they would not have been advanced, except on
grounds of competent knowledge. But how do the facts stand?
In the passage in 2 Corinthians, the whole, up to chap. x. 8, is
contained in C (Cod. Ephraemi), and the whole of the chapters,
said to rest on B only, are contained in D (Cod. Claromontanus)
and G (Cod. Boernerianus): in the latter part of the Hebrews,
the hiatus in C is from x. 24 to xii. 15, and in D there is there
no defect at all. It is important to state these things explicitly,
because the incorrect assertions have misled, and will still mislead,

those who are unacquainted with critical details.
While maintaining that a critical basis should be laid broad
enough for us not to be obliged to follow certain authorities into
known error, it is of great importance not to put down an attested
reading to be an error without full inquiry and examination. It
may be very natural thus to condemn a reading which differs from
what we are accustomed to see; but we must look well to it, lest,

in stigmatising a reading as devoid of meaning, we only show
that we have not understood it. This is wholly different from
cases of known and certain mistake in MSS.
Matt. xxi. 28-31 affords an illustration of the importance of
not hastily condemning a.reading as unintelligible. In the parable of the two sons bidden by their father to work in his vineyard,
Lachmann retains the common order of the answers and actions,

that is, the first son refuses to work, but afterwards repents and
goes; the second son says that he will go, but does not: but in
the answer of the Jews to the inquiry of Christ,‘‘Which did the
will of his father?”—the answer in Lachmann’s text is 6 darepos,
instead of the 6 mp@rtos of the common text. This was deemed
by De Wette to deprive the passage of all meaning ;* and Tischendorf, who adopted it in the first edition which he published,
afterwards turned to the common reading. In examining the
authorities in this passage, considerable discrepancies will be found;
several have torepos (or an equivalent) in the latter part, while
* He asks, “Was soll der Exeget mit dem blossen Lachmannschen Texte anfangen
in Stellen, wo er sinnlos ist, wie Matt. xxi. 28-31?” —LHinleitung ins N. T., ed. 5, p. 80.
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they avoid all difficulty by inverting the order of the answers, etc.,
of the two sons.

Origen,* however, is an explicit witness, that in

‘the early part of the third century, the answers and actions were
in the same order in which we now have them,—the second son

professing a willingness and not going, the first refusing and
afterwards going. Hippolytus, an elder contemporary of Origen,
is an equally explicit witness, that the answer of the Jews to our
Lord was the latter, not the former.t| Now, I fully believe that
Lachmann gives the true reading of the passage, and that in some
documents the order of the answers has been changed so as to
avoid a supposed difficulty, and that, in others, the word apa@ros
has been introduced instead of totepos, for a similar reason.
Transcribers felt persuaded, that the answer of the Jews must
have been that the son who really went into the vineyard was he
who did the father’s will; when, however,

documents

avoid a

difficulty in different paths, they give a very plain hint as to the
true state of the case as a matter of evidence. Jerome appears to
have translated ‘“novissimus,” a rendering which elsewhere answers
to tatepos : this, too, had been the Latin reading prior to the
time of Jerome (as shown in the Codices Vercellensis, Veronensis, Corbeiensis, and the Evangelium Palatinum, published by
Tischendorf) ; the best copies of Jerome’s translation (such as the
Codices Amiatinus, Fuldensis, and Forojuliensis) also retain it.
Jerome, in his Commentary, seems to have felt the difficulty, and

he appeals to other copies which read ‘“ primus” (such as the
revised text contained in the Codex Brixianus): he seems, however, to have had but little confidence in the copies that read

differently; for he tries to explain his own reading, novissimus, by
attributing this answer to the obstinacy of the Jews.
But what is to be said to this seemingly contradictory reading?
The youngest son professed his readiness to obey, and then does not
act according to his father’s will, and yet the answer is 6 totepos.
I believe that 6 dorepos refers not to the order in which the two

sons have been mentioned, but to the previous expression about
* Ed. De la Rue, iij. 770.
+ The words of Hippolytus

are,

cai év 7d. evayyedte tov roujoavta 7d OéAnua TOD TaTpds

cimev 0 €oxatos. (Ed. Fabric., tom. ij., p. 80.)
in some MSS. of this passage.

éoxaros is the equivalent for varepos
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the elder son, dotrepov dé petapednGels arirOev, ‘afterwards
he repented and went.” ‘‘ Which of the two did his father’s

will?” 6torepos.

He who afterwards [repented and went].

This

answers the charge that the reading of Lachmann is void of
sense.
Lachmann, indeed, in the Prolegomena to his second vol., p. v.,

suggests that this clause not being noticed in the Commentary of
Origen on St. Matthew, as it has come down to us, was unknown
to that father, and that therefore it was not in his copy: and thus,
though Lachmann thought that the words might be very well
explained in that manner just stated, he considered it more probable that the clause, Xéyovowv, “O borepos. Réyet avdtois 6 ‘Incods
was an after-insertion: probably he would not have thrown out
this suggestion had he taken into consideration the statement of
Hippolytus, to say nothing now of the combined evidence of
MSS. andversions.
In some places Lachmann really follows none of the Greek
authorities on which he avowedly relies. This may be seen repeatedly in the latter chapters of the Apocalypse: in such cases —
he considered that the combined testimony of the other authorities
was sufficient to warrant the introduction of the readings which
he adopts: it would, however, on any principles of criticism, have

been well if the Greek copies which contain the reading as he
gives it, had been mentioned.
In some places in his larger edition, Lachmann introduces a
critical correction of the authorities, the actual reading of which
he had given in his smaller. Thus in Rev. xviii. 3, the reading
of the oldest authorities is, 67s ék tod Ovupod Tis topvelas adris
réntoKxay TavTa Ta &Ovn, ‘* because by reason of the wrath of
her fornication all the nations have fallen” (see Jerem. li. 4 and
49). And thus the passage stood in Lachmann’s earlier edition.
In the larger, however, the word wémtwxav is corrected into
ménwKav ; no authority is cited for this change, and it seems to
be on the ground of the reading of the version of Jerome and the
supposed nature of the case. But still choice is introduced instead
of the simple following of authorities. But there was no need
to depart from the best attested and most ancient reading, for
it has sufficient witnesses. émtTwxay is supported by A and C,
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while B (Cod. Basilianus) and ten others have the cognate reading
mevroxacw; and this is the meaning found in the Memphitic
and Aithiopic versions. The most ancient reading has been variously changed in later documents; thus the oldest copies of Je-

rome’s version (e. g. the Codices Amiatinus and Fuldensis) read,
‘quia de ira fornicationis ejus biberunt omnes gentes” (the
modern Vulgate has ‘‘de vino ire fornicationis”),—reading the
Greek as if they had Lachmann’s text before them, or as if 7émtwxav had been misapprehended.
In some documents (most
indeed) rod ofvou is inserted before tod uyod (as in Rev. xiv. 8),

and thus the reading of the common text seems to have sprung
up, ‘* because by reason of the wine of the’ wrath of her fornication all the nations have drunk” (as found also in the modern
Clementine Vulgate). The omission of tod oivov is sufficiently
warranted ; and thus the ancient reading in all its parts may be
retained without correction, on grounds of inferential reasoning.
And, in fact, what is the line of argument? whether it be most
likely that translators and recent copyists mistook émrrwxay for
métwxav (which they judged to be the sense of the passage),* or
whether the transcribers of the more ancient Greek MSS. were
unitedly mistaken, and that the two mutually confirming and
corroborating readings 7rémrrwxav and remrwxacw were alike mere
mistake: the reading thence arising being also somewhat the
more difficult of the two.
It may be asked, without any desire to be censorious, whether
Lachmann has not in this and similar passages shown some
tendency to indulge in sudbjectiveness? It is difficult not to do
this, at least in some measure, and thus it can be no cause

for

surprise if traces of this feeling are found in every critical work.
In Acts xiii. 33, Lachmann reads @s cal év 76 Yraryod yéypaTTat TO TpeT@, on which Tischendorf remarks that he has given
this reading sine teste. The argument on the reading, however,

divides itself into two parts; 1. the order of the words; and ij. the
* The following is the note of Lachmann referring to rémwxay révra ra é6vy in his
text: “memrwxay (sie rémwxe ¢) wavta ta 6m ACs, om. h.”

By themark “s” Lachmann

designates the Elzevir text; by “2,” he signifies the citations of the Apocalypse found
in the writings of Primasius. Thus the version of Jerome at the foot of the page,
was the only authority for the word given in the text.
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numeral to be adopted, whether Sevrép or pate. i. then, as to
order, Lachmann follows A BC and other authorities; as to the
numeral he gives that which Origen expressly mentions as being
the reading of the passage,* and which is found in D, although
in a different order. Thus it is hardly correct to say that Lachmann has edited the passage sine teste, as there is separate evidence
in favour of each part: this is not the place for fully discussing
the best form of the reading of this passage ; it should, however,
be noticed that the reading pét@ was edited by Erasmus (relying on the express authority of Jerome), by Griesbach, and by

Tischendorf himself.

In fact, it can hardly be doubted but that

devrépw has been a correction, to avoid a supposed difficulty, by
accommodating the passage to the present order and division of
the Psalms.
This passage affords a good specimen of the cases in which an
absolute and express early testimony to a particular reading possesses a paramount importance :—there are other passages in which
Lachmann might suitably have given more weight to this kind of
testimony. It may also be noticed that, in balancing conflicting
witnesses to readings, in those passages which were liable to
alteration from parallel texts, a less amount of evidence may preponderate in favour of those readings which represent those passages as not precisely the same in their phraseology.
The contrast which Lachmann drew between his own mode
of editing and that of Griesbach was, that Griesbach’s inquiry had
been, ‘Is there any necessity for departing from the common
reading ?” while his own was, ‘ Is there any necessity for departing from the best attested reading ?” To this it might suitably
be added, Ought we not to use all means for obtaining evidence
as accurately as possible ? And, Ought we not, if relying on
ancient evidence, to take it in its widest extent ?
The printing of Lachmann’s second volume (to some passages
of which allusion has already been made) was completed, as to
the text, in 1845;

it was not, however, published till 1850,

* The words of Origen on Ps. ii. are the following :—Avoiv évruxévtes EBparkois avreypahors, év wey TS Erép@ eUpomev apyyv Sevtépov Wadrpod tadra* év 58 TG érépw ouvyimreTo TS TPMTY. Kai
év tals mpdtect 88 Tav amogTéAwy Td, Yids wou el ad, eyo Oymepoy yeyévynkd ce, édéyeTo elvat TOD
mpwrod Wadruwod. as yap yéypamtat, dyno, év mpoTy WoAue xrA. Ed. de la Rue, ij., 537—8.
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about a year before the death of the editor. Two reasons occasioned this delay: it had been Lachmann’s intention to have
written pretty full remarks on various passages, and on the application of criticism (i. e. the exercise of a critical judgment, not
a mere adherence to authorities) for their correction ; and this
intention (though never carried out) caused delay: but the great
obstacle in Lachmann’s mind was the want of apprehension which
his friend De Wette showed as to his object and design: it was
this, in fact, that hindered him from giving the second volume
to the public so long as De Wette lived. That scholar seems,
indeed, not to have at all apprehended what Lachmann meant; and
thus, although more fitted mentally than most scholars of Germany
for understanding Lachmann’s edition, it was always so described
by him as to lead to misapprehension on the part of others. De
Wette would always have used exegetic clearness, as though it
had a primary importance in forming a judgment of the true text ;
and he was in so many respects a true pupil of Griesbach, that he
shrunk from an entire revertence to the really oldest authorities.
Although Lachmann never wrote the full remarks on passages
which he had once intended to have done, he prefixed to his
second volume a few notes on readings which had called forth the
observations of De Wette and others. In these notes he gives
occasionally his own conjectures as to the true readings of passages,
using the traditive reading of the oldest documents as his basis of
argument. These in general call for no further notice here; for
they belong, not to Lachmann’s principles as an editor, but to his
own personal opinions; and though it may be freely admitted
that all ancient books may contain errors of copyists, so old as to
precede all documentary means of their restoration, yet when we
have such united witnesses as we possess to the text of the New
Testament, it would be useless and rash in the extreme to depart
from what has been transmitted, in search of something which we

may suppose or imagine. But in the midst of Lachmann’s conjectures, there are good and valuable remarks introduced : thus,
on Acts xiil. 32, he speaks of those who prefer to see the text
‘skinned over and plaistered,” rather than with the wounds
visible : that is, that some would prefer the text as it has passed
through the hands of copyists and non-critical editors, with the
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wounds (if such there be) of the earliest copies and versions concealed by a sort of artificial vail, to that which gives the text
as transmitted, a text which may be the basis of true exposition,
and from which what is genuine may be gathered on grounds of
evidence, which never can be the case if the concealment of modi-

fied and modernised phraseology be adopted and canonised. The
reading which led to these remarks is cal seis buds ebaryryerstopela THY pos TOs TraTépas érrayyeNlav yevouevnv, 6tt TavTnv 6
Geos éxtremAjpwxev Tois Téxvois 7)4@v, where the common text
has tots Téxvos aUT@V Hiv, a reading which seems to have only

sprung up as an amendment, a ‘skinning over and bandaging”
of tots téxvous juav as found in the ancient authorities :—“ filiis
nostris,” as it stands in the Vulgate, both in the ancient and
modern copies : now here the first question is, not whether we can
give an exposition of the ancient text, but whether this is to be
received, as supported by authority, in preference to that which
seems to show its more recent origin. We may well pause before
we pronounce a reading void of meaning, when we find that
ancient copyists in various lands have transmitted it, and ancient

translators have equally allowed it a place in their versions.
Those who remember how Erasmus was assailed by Edward
Lee, and how Mill was criticised by Daniel Whitby, can feel no
surprise that Lachmann should have been similarly treated by
critics who had as little intelligence as those two writers as to the
subjects which they had undertaken to discuss. If Lachmann’s
edition only is known, it may seem as if he dealt hard words
against his censors; but if the nature of the attacks on him were

at all considered, the contumely with which he was assailed, the
names of reproach (such as simia Bentleii) which were invented in
order to make him appear ridiculous, then those who have complained of his tone as “‘ bitter and arrogant,”* would at least be
obliged to own that he treated his assailants with gentleness and
courtesy, in comparison with their mode of acting towards him.
He did not spare the pretentious spirit of sciolists who wrote on
subjects of which they were ignorant, but he often dealt with
those whose opinions he was discussing in a tone of pleasantry,
* Scrivener’s Supplement to the Authorised English Version.

Introduction, p. 23.
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which others have misunderstood or misrepresented. It is much:
to be wished that those who have undertaken to criticise the spirit
and manner of Lachmann’s remarks, would, as a measure of even-

handed justice, bestow a due and fully-expressed condemnation
on the mis-statements, misrepresentations, and unseemly language
of those who set themselves up to be his censors.
Lachmann’s edition and its critical principles may be discussed
without any of these unbecoming accessories; and praise and dispraise may be meted out according to the measure of what is

judged to be due.

It would be well for those who take the place

of judgment to remember the words of Bishop Marsh : ‘ Critical
editions are intended only for men who are acquainted with the
subject : and those, who are ignorant of it, should be initiated in
the science, before they presume to form a judgment.” (Marsh’s
Michaelis, ij., p. 887.) Lachmann did not object to intelligent discussion of his plans and principles, although he was not willing to
be set down as a rash and ill-informed editor.
The simple truth is, that Lachmann’s

text was looked on as a

kind of WHOLESALE INNOVATION, and ¢his was enough to give
offence to the whole generation of adherents of what they had
traditionally received. Much might have been done by a simple
and full exposition of his plan and object; but Lachmann unfortunately neglected at the first to do this ; and afterwards, in remembering how Bengel was treated a century ago, he abstained

from replying to his censors, well knowing how fruitless such a
labour had been in the case of that critic.
Let any objections be raised to the plan, let inconsistencies be
pointed out in the execution, let corrections

of varied kinds be

suggested, still the fact will remain, that the first Greek Testament, since the invention of printing, edited wholly on ancient
authority, irrespective of modern traditions, ts due to CHARLES

LACHMANN.
It is in vain to call such a labour “ wholesale innovation,” or
to say that it manifests ‘‘ want of reverence for Holy Scripture” ;
for it is not innovation to revert to the first sources, it is not irre-

verence for the text of God’s word to give it forth on the best
and most attested basis. It is not cancelling words and sentences
_ when they are not inserted, because the oldest and best authori9
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ties know nothing of them. Honest criticism has to do with
facts as they are, with evidence as it has been transmitted, and
not with some subjective notion in our own minds of what is true
and right,—a notion which has no better basis than recent, illgrounded tradition.
The pains which Lachmann took in editing the Latin version
of Jerome, subjoined to his Greek text, deserves more notice than

can be given to it in this place.

The principal authorities were

the Codices Fuldensis (collated by himself and Buttmann) and
Amiatinus (or Laurentianus) at Florence: of this unhappily he
had only the very incorrect collation published by Fleck. With
some other aid from MSS., he revised the whole of the version of
Jerome; and although it requires no small measure of application
and attention fully to understand the authorities as given (when
they are mentioned), and though at first sight it may be difficult
to know precisely what the Codex Fuldensis itself reads,—yet in
result Lachmann’s recension of the Latin New Testament of
Jerome is of great value, and worthy of the labour bestowed. In
the Prolegomena to his second volume he says that he had intended to give the means of forming a more accurate judgment of
the manner in which the Gospels are arranged in a kind of combined narrative in the Codex Fuldensis, but the want of interest

in the revision of the Latin text, which he had found (he says)
to be general, induced him to desist. Perhaps his Latin text
would have been more valued if he had subjoined to it the variations of the Clementine Vulgate; for then it would have been
at once visible to the reader how much had been done for its
emendation on MS. authority. Some, however, who were by no
means disposed to bestow too much praise on Lachmann, appreciated this part of his work. Mr. Scrivener (Supplement to the
English Version, p. 25) says of the attention paid by Lachmann
to the Latin translations, that on them ‘‘he has bestowed such
diligent care as entitles him to the gratitude of the biblical
student.”
Lachmann’s punctuation of the Greek text must not pass un~
noticed; for he took great pains to improve it; and though
minute punctuation is rarely of very much importance (because

OF

THE

GREEK

NEW

TESTAMENT.

115

passages in general are not ambiguous in their connection), yet
all care should be taken so to place the pauses as to render them
subservient to the sense, or, at all events so as not to contradict it,

or hinder it from being apprehended.

‘This part of Lachmann’s

edition was deservedly commended by Tischendorf, who in other
things was not too lavish in his praises:

‘‘ In latino pariter atque

in graeco edendo textu, ille primus quod sciam eiusmodi interpunctionem adhibuit quae et intellectui textus prodesset et antiqui
sermonis conveniret rationi.”*

However little of real appreciation Lachmann met with, and
however much there was to discourage him, from the manner in
which his labours were received, he looked to a different judgment from scholars of another generation. He says in the last
sentence of the Prolegomena to his second volume, ‘“‘I may be
allowed to hope that my object, undertaken with diligence and
with confidence of Divine aid, and brought to a completion to
the best of my ability, will be approved by posterity from the
utility being known, more than has been the case from this age.”t
Had Lachmann always been thus moderate in his hopes, he would
have been saved from some deep disappointments ; but probably
the manner in which he found that he was misapprehended caused
him gradually to be less sanguine in his expectations.}
* Proleg. in Cod. Amiat., p. xxiij.
+ “Mihi quidem sperare licet fore ut consilia nostra, alacriter et cum opis divinae
fiducia suscepta, et pro viribus nostris ad finem perducta, utilitate cognita a posteris
magis quam ab hoc saeculo probentur; qui si nos operam pie ac modeste collocasse
iudicabunt, tantum nobis quantum a mortalibus expectari possit nacti esse videbimur.”
t For two reasons have I sought to give a clear and comprehensible notion of
Lachmann’s text and the principles on which it is formed: i. because of the misapprehensions which still exist as to the plan; and ij. because of the points of similarity to what I believe to be the true principles of editing the sacred text: so that if
I did not give Lachmann full credit for what he has done, I might seem to claim an
originality to which I have no title.
As to the jirst point, some may say that they learn nothing from what I have stated
above, that they have not been able to gather for themselves from Lachmann’s papers
in the Studien und Kritiken, and from the introductory pages of his Prolegomena.
If so, I am glad that such readers have paid more close attention than most have
done ; for the fact is plain that Lachmann’s plan has zof been generally understood ;
for else the extensive misrepresentations would have been impossible.
And as to the second point, I intend elsewhere to give (as I have often done already
in print) a statement of the particulars in which I differ from Lachmann as to critical principles, and also of the entirely different path through which I arrived at some-
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THE first of the editions published by Professor TISCHENDORF,
of Leipsic, appeared in 1841, in a small volume, containing the

text, some of the authorities, and Prolegomena, partly explaining
what the same results. The similarity is sufficient to make me feel desirous of not
claiming anything which is not my own:—a thing of which Lachmann when living
would have been the last to accuse me. Lachmann it was who first entered the
domain of textual criticism, in the direction and through the channel of access, which
Bentley pointed out a hundred and twenty years before.
I do not wish to overlook the points on which Lachmann’s plan and its execution
were capable of amendment, nor do I desire to conceal them from others; but I do
wish to protest against the arbitrary manner in which censors have condemned him
without a hearing, without taking the pains to know the facts of the case. It is easy
to speak of his “daring and mistaken theory” (Scrivener’s Supplement, p. 30), to say
that he “unfairly insinuates” that the “received text” is adhered to from mere
traditional feeling (ib., p. 32):—for the real questions still remain behind, “ What
is the evidence which we possess as to the actual text of the New Testament in the
earliest ages?” and, “How can we reasonably suppose that readings are ancient, when
they not only have zo ancient vouchers, but all the ancient witnesses contradict
them?”
Some have taken offence at Lachmann’s “tone and manner”: no doubt he did
speak strongly of mistakes and ignorance on the part of those whose pretensions were
high ; some of his expressions might be rather rough; but he spoke of his own mistakes in terms quite as severe ; thus, if he made a mere oversight, he did not speak of
it as unimportant; it was pudenda negligentia : and if any think it remarkable that
he should have sometimes spoken of his censors in strong terms, let such suspend
their expressions of condemnation until they have read and well considered the misstatements, the perverse arguments, the uncourteous and reproachful language employed by the censors themselves. I own that I have but little patience with those
who direct their attention exclusively to the manner in which an assailed person
repels an attack, and have their eyes wholly blind as to the attack itself, and the tone
and manner in which it is made. True fairness would lead us to say that even if
there be something reprehensible in the mode of defence, yet the assault itself merits
far more strong condemnation. Bentley’s observations on a similar subject in the
Preface to his Dissertation on Phalaris are well worthy of remembrance: “I will
“ here crave the reader’s leave.to make one general apology for anything either in my
“ Dissertation or my Defence of it, that may seem too severe. I desire but this favour
“ or justice rather, that he would suppose my case to be his own: and then if he will
“ say sincerely, that he should have answered so many calumnies with fewer marks
“ of resentment, I am content to lie under his censure. But it’s a difficult thing, for
“ a person unconcerned, and out of the reach of harm, to be a fair arbitrator here.
“ He will be apt to think the injured party too angry; because he cannot have as
“ great a passion in seeing the ill usage, as the other has in feeling it... . "T'was an
“ excellent saying of Solon’s, and worthy of the wisest of the famous Seven; who
“ when he was asked, Has jxtora adixotev oi dvOpwra;

What would rid the world of in-
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the principles adopted by the editor, and partly discussing (together with some other subjects) the different systems of recensions
brought forward, with an especial reference to the theories of
Scholz, and the manner in which his Greek Testament was edited.
In many respects, it was at once evident that Lachmann’s
smaller edition (1831) had exercised a considerable influence on
“juries?

If the by-standers, says he, would have the same resentment with those that

“ suffer the wrong ; Ei époiws &x@owro rors aduxoupevors oi py adixovpevor.

If the reader will

“ but follow that great man’s advice, and have an equal sense of my ill-usage as if it
“had fallen upon himself, I dare then challenge him to think, if he can, that I have
“used too much severity.” (Dyce’s edition, i., p. xlviij.)
But perhaps Lachmann, after all, treated his censors with moderation. Just as
Galileo had to do with inquisitors who wandered into the domain of facts in science,
so Lachmann fell into the hands of reviewers who thought themselves competent to
express a judgment on facts in grammar. And thus when he spoke of iva décy (Rev.
viii. 3, of the common text) as being the subjunctive future (coniunctivum futuri
temporis), a reviewer castigated him for his ignorance that there was no such tense
as the subjunctive future (“das futurum hat ja keinen conjunctiv”): that is to say,
the existence of such a tense lay as much beyond the limits of his grammatical apprehension, as the motion of the earth was beyond the philosophical knowledge of the
inquisitors. And yet facts remain facts: if (as Pascal says) phenomena prove that
the earth does move, all inquisitorial decrees can neither keep zé from moving, nor
themselves from moving along with it: if there are subjunctive futures actually used
by Greek authors, all the decrees of reviewers cannot annihilate them; and if writers
of grammars do not recognise such forms, they only show that there is something in the
flexion of the Greek verb more extended than their rules and examples. Grammatical forms are not used by authors because they had anterior existence in grammars ;
but grammars ought to recognise and explain forms, because of their actual existence
and use. Galileo was treated by the inquisitors as if he had been responsible for
making the earth move, and as if it had previously obeyed their dogmas and stood
still: just so critics have been condemned as if they had invented the various readings
of which they show the existence ;and Lachmann was even held responsible by his
reviewers for the fact that a certain tense is found in books, of which some grammars
make no mention. Would such censors deny that iva Sécy does occur in Rev. viii. 3,
of the common text, and that xov@jowno is found in 1 Cor. xiii.3? And if these forms
exist, why may no one say what part of the verbs they are, without fear of censure,
and without being liable to condemnation for pointing out the narrow limits of inquisitorial circumspicience ?
It is a kind of misfortune for such a man as Lachmann to fall into the hands of
reviewers whose knowledge was so much less than his, and who thought that nothing
could exist beyond the horizon of their own vision. Lachmann asked not that he
might be followed as a leader, but that what he had performed might be examined
and weighed; and then, as need might be, approved, corrected, and enlarged. “Id
praecipue officio meo contineri existimavi, ut adulescentes probos et candidos, in
quorum studiis fortuna ac spes ecclesiae et litterarum posita est, ea docerem quae
multo labore et anxia sedulitate quaesita viderer mihi quam verissima repperisse ; non
ut illi me tanquam ducem sectarentur aut in his quae tradidissem adquiescerent, sed
singula ut ipsi investigarent, investigata perpenderent, perpensa probarent corrigerent
augerent,”
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the mind of Tischendorf, in leading him often to adopt readings
on ancient authority: there was, however, throughout the edition
a considerable fluctuation. Indeed, as Tischendorf’s labours as a
collator were subsequent to the appearance of this edition, and as
in the course of years his critical principles became more definitely
formed, it is useless to recur to this first edition as though it could
be regarded as containing Tischendorf’s text: it merely occupies
a place in the history of the printed editions.*
The next editions which Tischendorf superintended were three
which appeared at Paris, in 1842. One of these had the Latin
Vulgate in a parallel column, and in this the Greek text was conformed to the Clementine Vulgate, whenever this could be done
on any MS. authority whatever. At the end, a table was given
of the variations of Stephens’s third edition, and Griesbach’s
second, from this peculiar recension of the Greek text. There
was a smaller edition, containing the same Greek text as that just
described, but. without the Latin or the table of variations. And
besides these, there was one which generally accorded in text with
that which had appeared at Leipsic in the preceding year; no
critical apparatus was subjoined ; but, at the end, the variations of
Stephens, Elzevir, and Griesbach, were appended. This edition
was not corrected by Tischendorf himself, and it seems to have
been executed very inaccurately.
In 1849 appeared Tischendorf’s second Leipsic edition; the
one in which the text is given as he judged that it ought to be
revised. It exhibits a recension of the Greek text, with a selection of various readings—the result not merely of the labours of
previous collators, but especially those of the editor himself, during
the years which had elapsed since the appearance of his first
edition.
* One of the most curious descriptions of Tischendorf’s plan and object is that
given by Mr. Scrivener: “A desperate effort has recently been made by Tischendorf
(Nov. Test. Lips. 1841) to retrieve the credit of Griesbach’s theory, or at least to vindicate the principal changes which he introduced into the text of Scripture (e. g. Matt.
vi. 13; John vii. 8; Acts xx. 28; 1 Tim. iii. 16).” (Supplement to Eng. Vers., p. 30.)
“Griesbach’s theory” apparently can only apply to recensions, as to which Tischendorf had nothing in common with him; and as to the passages specified (in three at
least of them), the preponderating ancient evidence was valued alike by Griesbach
and Tischendorf (as well as others) and hence identity of reading. In fact, Mr. Scrivener goes on to show that so far from Tischendorf having made a desperate effort to
uphold Griesbach, his text is of a very different complexion.
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Prefixed there are Prolegomena, in which many subjects are
discussed —his own labours in the collation and transcribing of
MSS.; the critical principles which he now adopted; the dialect
of the Greek New Testament; the subject of recensions, etc.
In giving an account of what he had himself done, it becomes
evident that the results could not be comprised in a manual edition, such as this was. It was therefore necessary to adopt some
principle, or plan of selection; and this was done by often giving
the authorities which support his text, and also those which he
considered to merit notice. The manner in which he acted as to
this was very briefly explained in a note (p. xj.). The authorities
are cited with such brevity, that it requires a very considerable
degree of attention for the reader fully and quickly to observe what
authorities support, and what oppose, the readings mentioned. In
the Acts, Epistles, and Revelation, the readings are given less
sparingly than in the Gospels. To many, an edition which presented the full results of Tischendorf’s extended labours, would
have been far more useful and acceptable than any mere manual
could be.

The following are the principles laid down by Tischendorf for
the formation of his text :—
‘** The text is only to be sought from ancient evidence, and
especially from Greek MSS., but without neglecting the testimonies of versions and fathers. Thus the whole conformation of the
text should proceed from the evidences themselves, and not from
what is called the received edition.”
In this sound and important rule, Lachmann’s fundamental
principle is adopted. What the inspired authors actually wrote,
is a matter of testimony; the ancient evidences which have been
transmitted to us present us with the best-accredited grounds on
which we can form a judgment. Tischendorf then adds, that,
where testimonies differ, the most ancient Greek MSS. deserve
especial reliance. Under the term, ‘‘ Codices Greci antiquissimi,”
he includes the documents from the fourth to about the ninth
century. This limit is, however, pretty wide; and these MSS.
themselves he would classify according to their age. This, if fully
carried out, would present several important features in the history of the text; for it would show a gradual change from the
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most ancient documents of all, until such readings become general
as are almost identical with the mass of modern copies.
But, although Tischendorf carries down his ‘ most ancient
MSS.” as far as the ninth century, he adds, that the authority of
the older among them is much the greater: and that this authority, on the one hand, is greatly confirmed if there are corroborating testimonies of versions and fathers; and on the other hand,
it is not to be rejected, even though most, or all, of the more

modern copies read differently.
In discussing the early rise of various readings, Tischendorf
speaks (p. xiij.) of the want of reverence for “‘ the written letter,”
on the part of the early Christians, and this he considers to be the
cause of some of the variations. The fact of such want of reverence may, however, be doubted, and of course the consequence

drawn from the supposed fact would then fall to the ground. For
Irenzeus shows us what the early Christians thought and felt as to
the text of Scripture: in discussing the various reading which, —
even in his day, had found its way into the text of Rev. xiii. 18
(616 for 666), he speaks positively as to the point that the true
reading is 666; a fact which he learned from those who had
known the apostle John face to face: and then he alludes to those
who had introduced the reading 616, an erroneous number, which
he was willing to suppose to have originated in transcriptural
error—‘‘ We think that pardon will be granted by God to those
who have done this simply and without malice.” He would have
used very different language, had he supposed that indifference
existed as to the words and letters of Holy Scripture. It is far
more

in accordance with what we know, to attribute the early

origin of various readings in the New Testament to the ordinary causes, which must have operated all the more rapidly,
from the frequency with which the Scriptures were transcribed,
for the use of individuals and Christian communities in the first
ages.
In addition to the principle of following ancient testimonies
entirely, Tischendorf lays down certain rules, which he adopts in.
weighing authorities :—
i. A reading altogether peculiar to one or another ancient document is suspicious; as also is any, even if supported by a class of
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documents, which seems to evince that it has originated in the
revision of a learned man.
ij. Readings, however well supported by evidence, are to be
rejected, when it is manifest (or very probable) that they have
proceeded from the errors of copyists.
iij. In parallel passages, whether of the New or Old Testament,
especially in the synoptical Gospels, which ancient copyists continually brought into increased accordance, those testimonies are preferable, in which precise accordance of such parallel passages is not
found; unless, indeed, there are important reasons to the contrary.
iv. In discrepant readings, that should be preferred which may
have given occasion to the rest, or which appears to comprise the
elements of the others.
v. Those readings must be maintained which accord with New
Testament Greek, or with the particular style of each individual
writer.
These rules are then illustrated by examples and remarks; and,
in point of fact, the application of critical principles needs just
as much tact, as is required in laying them down with accuracy.
On the first of these rules Tischendorf says, that, especially in
the Gospels, where the uncial MSS. are several in number, it
would be incautious to receive a reading into the text on the
authority of but one MS., unless such reading be in some measure corroborated. To this it may be said, that it seems unlikely
that, in the Gospels, it would be needful to rely on but one MS.,

unless, in such a place, many of the leading authorities are defective, or unless the passage present a remarkable discrepancy of
reading. 'Tischendorf would apparently introduce this latter limitation. He gives as an example of this rule Mark ii. 22, where,
instead of the common reading, 6 olvos éxyeitas Kat ot doKol atroAovvTat, he reads, 6 oivos admo\AvTaL Kal oi doxol.

This reading

he adopts as being that of the Vatican MS., though he would not
have received it, as resting on that single testimony, had it not
also been the reading of the Coptic (Memphitic) version. He
considers that, in the copies in general, this passage has been corrupted from the parallel places in the other Gospels. It must
also be considered that, in this passage, the Vatican MS. receives
partial confirmation from other authorities. The following words
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(aAX& oivoy véov eis doKods Kavos BAnTéov) he omits, on the authority of D and four ancient Latin copies, considering that they
were introduced from the parallel passages.
In such cases as
these, the great weight which attaches to the direct and united
evidence of all the other most ancient documents must be borne
in mind; and this must be weighed against the evidence of the
few witnesses, and the presumption arising from the known fact,
that parallel passages were so often brought into closer agreement.
Tischendorf says, that he has often paused in doubt in such cases,

as to what
may have
probable or
In cases

reading he should insert in his text; and this difficulty
been especially felt by him, as he does not indicate
not improbable readings in his margin.
in which particular MSS. appear to be partial to parti-

cular tenses of verbs, or modes of expression, Tischendorf would

use his
simply
reading
critical

first rule, as excluding such readings from being received,
on the authority of such MSS. He would exclude any
which may seem to have arisen from a recension (that is,
revision) bya learned man. He specifies Matt. xxv. 16, as

an instance; where he rejects the reading éxépdncev, though sup-

ported by A** B C D L, and other MSS., the Vulgate, copies of
the old Latin, Syriac, later Syriac in the margin, Memphitic,

ZEthiopic, and Armenian versions.* In spite of all this evidence,
he considers that it must be regarded as a critical emendation for
the common reading ézro/ncev. But as to this, must we not follow
evidence?
If éxépdncev be a critical correction, is it not strange

that it should be supported so strongly by the best and most
ancient MSS. in a body, and that this should be confirmed by the
versions? Tischendorf, indeed, admits that this critical correction
(if such it be), is as old as the second or third century: if so,
how can we prove this reading not to be genuine? or how can we
show the manner in which the reading ézoijcev (if genuine) had
been transmitted through the early period of the history of the
text? In this passage, Tischendorf has not stated the authorities
for the reading which he has adopted. It may be further asked,
whether a copyist might not have changed the more appropriate
term éxépdncev into the more familiar ézroiqcev?
* To these the Arabic and Persic might be added, if they possessed (which they do
not) any critical value as authorities.
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As to his second rule, Tischendorf fully admits that it must
often be a matter of doubt whether a reading which appears to
have arisen from the error of a copyist, really did so or not. Many
things which would strike an inexperienced reader as transcriptural errors are in fact not such, but true and genuine readings.
As to the confusion of similar words really arising from this
source, Tischendorf gives some good examples. Many readings,
which some (Tischendorf as well as others) would attribute to the
errors of transcribers, are, I doubt not, really genuine; and before
a well-attested reading be rejected as utterly devoid of sense, the
whole passage must be well and cautiously considered; and then
it will commonly be found that the reading in which the ancient
authorities agree, affords a sense, which, though perhaps not obvious at first, is good; and that, so far from its being attributable
to the error of a transcriber, it must be considered as genuine, and
that the more apparently simple reading is only an attempt at
correction.
Tischendorf illustrates his third rule by Matt. xxi. 4, where he
omits cal dvoBdotaxrta after Bapéa with L and a few later MSS.
and some versions: this he does because the common text agrees
with the reading of the parallel passage in Luke. This place is,
however, hardly a full illustration of the rule with regard to parallel
texts in the synoptical Gospels; because here the amount of evidence for the retention of the words in Matthew is too considerable for it to be set aside at once by the application of a principle,
not universal but only of frequent use. Indeed in all such cases,
it is surely needful jirst to examine the evidence, and then to
compare the parallel passages: a judgment must be formed as to
probabilities, when it cannot be as to certainties.
In the case of parallel texts cited from the Old Testament,
Tischendorf states that he has continually used the collations in
the Oxford edition of the LX-X. by Holmes and Parsons. In this
manner it may be better understood how much has been done
by the later copyists in amplifying the Old Testament citations;
for the additions are not unfrequently in accordance with some of
the later MSS. of the LXX.
The fourth rule—that the reading should be preferred from
which the others have sprung—is described as being (if taken in

124

AN ACCOUNT

OF THE

PRINTED

TEXT

a wide sense) the principle of all rules. In support of this, reference is made to Griesbach’s Prolegomena. Its application will,
however, depend very much on the subjective feeling of each one
who uses it. Tischendorf gives as an illustration Matt. xxiv. 38,
where the common reading is év tais jpyépais Tais mpd Tod KaTakAvopov ; some MSS. insert éxeivats after 7uépais, while others
(L, one Lectionary, three Latin MSS., and Origen twice) omit
rats po, and this latter form of the text is followed by Tischendorf. He thinks it far more probable that the original reading
was ‘days of the flood,” and that the others have arisen out of it.
He considers that some copyists or critics thought that it was
hardly correct to say ‘‘ they were eating and drinking in the days
of the flood,” and hence (he supposes) originated the reading
‘‘ that were before the flood.” This might possibly be the source
of this reading ; but is not the evidence too great in favour of the
reading ‘‘ that were before the flood,” for this consideration and
this measure of evidence to suffice to overturn it ? The words

Tais mpo might most easily be passed over by a transcriber; and
as to the citation of Origen, how often do we not find a quotation
slightly abridged, when nothing in the argument turns on the
omitted words? As to the term “ days of the flood,” being not
strictly correct to express days that preceded the flood, the assertion seems to me to go rather too far; the days preceding the
flood, up to and ineluding that on which the flood came, might
be so called ; so that 7f this had been the original expression of
the text, the idea of correcting it would hardly be sufficient to
account for the introduction of the words tais mpd, so as to make
it ‘‘ before the flood.”
In the other passage which is given as an illustration of this
fourth rule—Mark viii. 26—there are much stronger grounds ; for
here pnde eis THY Kopnv eicéXOns, without the words which follow
them in the common text, is the reading supported by B L, two
later MSS. and the Memphitic version. Other authorities introduce a great variety of reading, all of which may easily have
sprung from that which Tischendorf has adopted; the common
text has, however, considerable support.
In cases such as those which Tischendorf here discusses, the
principle laid down by Bengel, Proclivi scriptioni prestat ardua,
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deserves a very prominent place: for in amplified readings it is
often apparent that an endeavour is made by different documents
to avoid a difficulty by different paths. Here too should be considered and remembered the habitual tendency of copyists to
amplify what was before them.
Tischendorf gives some remarks on adhering to the forms, etc.,
of the New Testament Greek—the jifth of the rules which he laid
down ; the subject, however is (as he says) too extensive to be
taken up in a mere passing way. The forms which have been
called Alexandrian have been by some rejected as spurious when
they occur in MSS. of the New Testament, although their ex-

istence in the LXX. version of the Old Testament has been maintained.

Now, when the New Testament was written, Alexandrian

Greek was very widely diffused, and in many things the LXX.
formed

the style, etc.,

of the

apostolic writings.

And

also,

although the copies of the LX-X. in common use are replete with
these forms, while the common text of the New Testament is
without them, this does not prove any contradistinction ; because

the LXX. has been printed from ancient MSS., and the New
Testament from modern. The ancient copies of the New Testament contain these forms, the modern MSS. of the LXX. (as shown

in the various readings of Holmes and Parsons) do not; so that in
this respect there is a general agreement between the MS. authorities. And thus Tischendorf says, ‘‘ The authorities on which we
rely in the Old Testament may be safely followed in the New.
Further, if it be thought that the Alexandrian grammarians were
prone to transform to their own peculiarities the works which
they received from elsewhere, it would be indeed wonderful that

they have not changed A‘schylus or Sophocles, Plato or Aristotle into Egyptians.”* This argument is excellent; and on two
points very conclusive:

Ist, that the occurrence

of Alexandrian

forms in a MS. of the New Testament does not prove Egypt to be
the country of such a MSS. as to its origin ; 2nd, that such forms
* “ Hine quibus testibus in Veteri Testamento fidem habemus, eosdem in Novo sequi
tutum est. Ceterum si grammatici alexandrini potissimum hoc egisse putandi essent,
ut quae aliunde accepissent scripta ad suam ipsorum consuetudinem transformarent,
profecto mirum esset quod non Aeschylum vel Sophoclem, Platonem vel Aristotelem
aegue ac sacros scriptores reddiderunt aegyptios.”—Proleg., xix.
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being generally found in the older MSS. of the New Testament
may be safely followed (when properly attested) as belonging to
the books as they proceeded from the hands of the authors.
Tischendorf then gives an enumeration of some of these forms:
with this subject he connects notices of some orthographical
peculiarities of ancient MSS.
One of the points of which he
treats is the entire rejection of the form avrod, and those which
flow from it; like Bengel, Lachmann, and some other editors, he

always gives avrod, etc., with the smooth breathing. This is a
point on which the most ancient MSS., as having neither breathings nor accents (at least } prima manu), can afford us no direct aid:
they can, however, assist us indirectly; because we find before

autov the pronouns elided, not into é¢’, ag’, ped’, nal’, avO, but
ér, am’, wet, Kat, avT ;—this is also the case in the LXX.
It may be added on the subject of Alexandrian forms, that here
too we must be guided simply by evidence; it can hardly be expected that there was precise uniformity in the original autographs
of the New Testament as to dialectic distinctions ; and therefore,

while fully owning the admissibility of these forms when well
supported, in each occurrence of such a form the evidence must

be weighed which belongs to that particular case.
These remarks will suffice to show what Tischendorf’s general
plan is in the formation of his text: he acknowledges the paramount importance of ancient authority; but he admits many
modifications, which might, in application, interfere materially
with the continual recurrence to the oldest class of documents.
Tischendorf’s general principle (which is that of Lachmann rather
differently expressed) may be used yet more widely than it has

been by him; and the true text should be sought in the most
ancient MSS., using the collateral aid of versions and early citations,—all modifying rules being subjected to the claims of absolute
evidence. The application of such modifying rules should be restricted to passages in which the real conflict of evidence is great.
In many cases, indeed, the balance of probabilities is all that can
be stated ; and thus, besides the reading given in the text, it may
be needful to mention others as possessing a strong claim to attention.
One of the subjects of which Tischendorf treats is that of Re-
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censions of the text, a subject which renders it needful to discuss
the principle of twofold division stated by Bengel, the modifications of Semler, the ordered system of Griesbach, and the refined
theory of Hug, of which the most fanciful part was the supposed
recension undertaken by Origen ; the whole supposition of which

was a creation of the imagination.
The facts of the case (as has been already intimated) are simply
these, that the ancient documents may be considered as one family,
possessed of many features in common, and the more recent are
another family. The former of these classes (although differing
among themselves in many particulars) have a general agreement,
and these for the most part are also found in the more ancient
versions, and in the citations of the earlier writers.

The later

MSS. agree amongst themselves more habitually than the most
ancient do, and these MSS. are supported in their readings by
the more recent versions. ‘The Greek MSS. from the 12th century
and onward, present a marked agreement in many passages, in
which the most ancient are very different; and this is the most
recent form of the text. The absolute agreement of the mass of
the recent copies, of which many have spoken, as though it were
an evidence of the truth of the text which they contain, is an
over statement ; for the recent MSS. have their own peculiar variations from each other in particulars, in which all ancient evidence

opposes them.
On these facts of the case, Tischendorf proposes his classification, which is (he says) applicable especially to the Gospels,
least of all to the Apocalypse, and more so to the Acts and the
Pauline Epistles than to the Catholic Epistles. He thinks that
the documents may admit of a fourfold division, which might
receive the names of Alexandrian and Latin, Asiatic and Byzan-

tine, not as being four separate classes, but rather two pairs: the
first pair would comprehend the more ancient documents, the
latter the more recent. But the line of demarcation would often
be extremely faint, if the attempt were made definitely to mark
out what should belong to each of these supposed classes. For it
may be questioned how far an actual classification of MSS. (to say
nothing now of any other authorities) is practicable beyond the
distinction

of the ancient

and

the more recent;

subdivisions no
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doubt exist ;and thus there are general truths on which Tischendorf’s arrangement is based.
Thus, in St. Paul’s Epistles, A B C
might belong to one division, and D (with E) F G to another, of
the same general class; while J K, on the one hand, and many

MSS. later than the twelfth century on the other, may be considered as divisions of the other class. Whatever truth there be
in theories of this kind, their importance is greater in connection
with the gradual modernisation of the text, than with the establish-

ment of the ancient and original readings: and if the term recenston be used at all, let it at least be confined entirely to those
attempts to correct the ancient text out of which the modern
readings have arisen.
It should be stated that Tischendorf does not allow his theories
on recensions to influence his judgment in the application of his
critical rules; for such theories, if true, are not the basis on which

a judgment must be formed, but are a part of the conclusions
arrived at from data previously ascertained.
It has been stated above, that Tischendorf’s second Leipsic
edition was the result of his own extensive collations of ancient
MSS. since the appearance of his first. Since the publication of
that edition he had himself copied or collated almost every known
MS. which exists in uncial letters. He states that he has himself
examined every one of these documents, except H of the Gospels
at Hamburg; V of the Gospels and K of the Epistles at Moscow;
the Codex San-germanensis at St. Petersburg; and (of those
whose text had been published) the fragments P Q at Wolfenbiittel, Z at Dublin, and A at St. Gallen. The travels during
which Tischendorf was closely occupied in these collations extended from 1840 to 1844.*
As to the ancient versions, Tischendorf himself copied the most
valuable Codex Amiatinus of Jerome’s version (which he has
since published), and he also transcribed and collated himself
some other Latin authorities; the text of some of these he has

also published.

For the versions in other languages besides the

* A detailed account of what Tischendorf did in copying and collating MSS. is
given in several successive parts of the Wiener Jahrbiicher, 1847, etc. (Anzeigeblatt).
For an enumeration of the texts of MSS. published by Tischendorf, see the Appendix
to this section.
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Latin he was under the necessity of depending on the extracts
made by others.
The text of Tischendorf, in many places, accords with that of

Lachmann, where both differ from the common

text: this has

arisen from the fact that Tischendorf followed Lachmann in ascrib-

ing a high value to ancient authorities. Where Tischendorf differs
from Lachmann he commonly follows some others of the ancient

documents. In such points itis almost impossible to exclude some
measure of subjective feeling.

APPENDIX

TO SECTION

THE GREEK MSS. THE TEXT OF WHICH
PUBLISHED.

12.
HAS BEEN

No right estimate could be formed of the industrious labours of Professor
Tischendorf, unless the texts which he has published were definitely mentioned. A complete list of the MSS. which have thus been rendered accessible to
critics is, therefore, given, in order to bring the whole subject at once into view ;
some of the particulars have already been noticed in the preceding pages.

In 1715, Hearne published at Oxford the Greek and Latin Codex Laudianus
(E) of the Acts of the Apostles.

In the same year the Coislin fragments of St. Paul’s Epistles (H) were
published by Montfaucon in his Bibliotheca Coisliniana.
The palimpsest fragments of two MSS. of the Gospels (P and Q) at

Wolfenbiittel, were published by Knittel in 1762.
In 1786, the New Testament portion of the Codex Alexandrinus was published under the editorial care of Woide.
,
In 1789, Giorgi edited at Rome the Greek and Thebaic fragments (T) of

St. John’s Gospel.
Matthzi published, in 1791, the Greek and Latin Codex Boernerianus (G)
of St. Paul’s Epistles.
In 1793, Kipling edited the text of the Greek and Latin Codex Beze (D)

of the Gospels and Acts.
In 1801, Dr. Barrett edited the Dublin palimpsest of St. Matthew’s Gospel

(Z) at Dublin; all that was then legible was published in facsimile engraving.

[As to this MS., see the Appendix to Section 13.]
10

130

AN

ACCOUNT

OF

THE

PRINTED

TEXT

In 1836, the Greek and Latin Codex San-gallensis (A) of the Gospels was
lithographed in facsimile under the editorial care of Rettig.
This was the state of the case when Tischendorf began to publish his edi-

tions of the text of MSS.
The first which appeared was the Codex Ephraemi (C), a palimpsest containing about two-thirds of the New Testament. The original writing had
been in a great measure restored by a chemical application (‘‘ tinctura Giobertina”), and thus much was legible which had previously been wholly hidden.
This edition of the New Testament fragments appeared in 1843. The Old
Testament fragments were similarly published in 1845.
In 1846, Tischendorf edited in one volume several MSS. and fragments;
this work (‘‘ Monumenta Sacra Inedita”’) contained the following texts :—
L of the Gospels, a very valuable MS. at Paris; the readings of which
(though it does not appear to be actually older than the eighth century) present a general accordance with the most ancient MSS.
The Basilian MS. of the Apocalypse (now in the Vatican); a MS. the
readings of which were previously but little known: this is one of the three
ancient copies containing the book of Revelation.
Three fragments, J N T[, of great antiquity; which appear to be certainly parts of the same MS., though now so scattered and dispersed that four
of these leaves are in the British Museum, two in the Imperial Library at
Vienna, and six in the Vatican.
Besides these, the volume contains the text of the more recent fragments

© W ¥ and F*.
In 1852, Tischendorf published the Codex Claromontanus (D) of St. Paul’s
Epistles in Greek and Latin, from the transcripts and collations of himself and
Tregelles; this is the most important of all the Greek texts which he has
edited except the Codex Ephraemi.
This list of published MSS. shows at once for how much we are ‘indeed
to Tischendorf: he has done far more in this department than had ever been
accomplished before.. And when the character of the MSS. which have been
published by himself and his predecessors in that field of labour, is taken into
consideration, we are able to judge how very much has been done to facilitate
the labours of critics. For (with the important and lamented exception of the
Codex Vaticanus) these published copies include all the more ancient and
valuable of the MSS. which have been used for purposes of criticism.
_
There are two other publications of Tischendorf which should be mentioned
in this place :—

ist. The Codex Friderico-Augustanus, a MS. of part of the LXX., of
extreme antiquity, found by Tischendorf himself during his eastern travels;
this was published in a lithographed facsimile, beautifully executed, in 1846.
2nd. The Codex Amiatinus; a most valuable Latin MS. of the whole Bible
in Jerome’s version, written before the middle of the sixth century; it is now
kept in the Laurentian Library at Florence. Tischendorf in 1850 published
the Latin New Testament according to the text of this MS. from the collations
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made by himself and Tregelles separately. This text is of very great importance in restoring the Latin Vulgate to the condition in which 1t was left by
Jerome,
Dr. Tischendorf has still continued his researches for biblical MSS. ; the
measure of success which has attended his recent efforts may be seen in the
following extract from a letter :—
* Leipsic, July 11, 1853.
** My dear Tregelles,
*

*

*

“I embrace this opportunity to give you some information of the literary
discoveries which have crowned my last expedition to Egypt, whence I returned two months ago.

“IT have brought back with me seven Greek biblical MSS.

Three of these

contain parts of the Old Testament.
One, a palimpsest as old as the jifth
century, contains parts of the Pentateuch; a second, of the eighth or ninth
century, is a veritable supplement [as to text] of the Vatican MS.; the third,
the writing of which perfectly resembles that of the Dialogues of Plato at
Oxford [in very early cursive letters], contains the whole of the book of
Judges and that of Ruth: its text is very curious and important.
** But the others, which relate to the New Testament, will be of greater
interest for you. ‘Twenty-eight palimpsest leaves in uncial letters of the fifth
century, take a place amongst our MSS. of the highest class. Such readings

as that of the MS. A, eis rév rérov (John xx. 25), are confirmed by this palimpsest. Two other MSS. are of the eighth and ninth centuries: one of
these contains the two Gospels of St. Luke and St. John, the other comprises
fragments of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John, and the whole of St. Luke.
Both of these are more curious, in a critical point of view, than E G H K M

SUV.

One of them, in the passage St. Luke iii. 23—38, confirms almost all

the readings of BL. The other has, in John v. 1, 4 €opt? rév dtipeov: it is
enriched with scholia, which sometimes possess a critical value. My fourth
New Testament MS. is dated 1054; it contains the Acts of the Apostles,

wanting six or seven chapters.

I was much surprised at the perfect agree-

ment of this MS. with A BC, and the other ancient MSS. But I must tell
you that I have not yet found more than a few moments to devote to an exact
examination of all these MSS., as well as of others which are not biblical.

* Amongst the Arabic fragments which I have brought with me, there is one
MS. of the eighth century (the date of another determines the age of this);
it contains five of St. Paul’s Epistles; this version has been hitherto unknown.
*T also possess a Syriac palimpsest of fifty leaves, as old at least as the fifth
century. The fragments of the Gospels which M. Tuch has deciphered prove
that this Syriac version adheres more scrupulously to the Greek than any other

Syrian text hitherto known.”
*

*

*

:
*

*

ae

*
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§ 13.—ON AN ESTIMATE
OF MS. AUTHORITIES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH COMPARATIVE CRITICISM.
As a preliminary definition of terms, I state that by “‘ Comparative
Criticism” I mean such an investigation as shows what the character of a document is,—not simply from its age, whether known
or supposed,—but from its actual readings being shown to be in
accordance or not with certain other documents. By an estimate

of MSS. through the application of comparative criticism, is
intended merely such an arrangement as may enable it to be
said, that certain MSS. do, as a demonstrated fact, present features of classification as agreeing or not agreeing in text with
ancient authorities with which they are compared.
The MSS. must first be stated according to age, and to known
affinities amongst themselves in certain particulars.
In the Gospels, the most ancient MSS. are—
A BCD
and the fragments Z J (with N and I) P QT.

The tncial MSS. from the seventh century which frequently
accord with these, are L X A.

The other uncial MSS. are
EF GHK MSU
VV, and
the fragments
OR W YO A F*.
There are also cursive MSS. which generally support the
most ancient documents; amongst these may be specified

1, 33, 69.

In the Acts, the oldest
MSS. are A B C D E.
Then come the uncials which present a differing text, G H.

(Besides these MSS. are the fragments F*.)
There are also cursive MSS. according with the most
ancient, such as 13, 31.
In the Catholic Epistles are the same MSS. of those in
the Acts, A B C, G, 13, 31, with the addition of J, a MS.

differing from the most ancient.
In the Pauline Epistles, the most ancient MSS. are A B
C D (with E, its copy), and the fragments H.
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Uncial MSS. often agreeing with some of the above, F G.
Other uncial MSS. J K (also the fragments F'*).
Some later MSS., such as 17, 37, agree generally with the

most ancient.
In the Revelation, the most ancient MSS. are A C.
Later uncial MS., B (Codex Basilianus, not THE Codex

Vaticanus).
Cursive MSS., often agreeing =ith the most ancient,

14, 38.

The process of investigation now is to take such passages as
afford good and unequivocal evidence; to inquire what are the
readings which in such places are supported by known ANCIENT
testimony ; and then to see what MSS. support such early evidence : and thus it may be learned whether the most ancient MSS.
(and those which accord with them in reading) do or do not present fair samples of the ancient text.

The passages brought forward first will be some on which the
advocates of the mass of the recent copies have relied; as though
the ancient MSS., which some critics have considered to be of the
most value, could not be followed rightly in the readings which
they present.
The points of inquiry will be in such places,
1, What readings are attested as ancient, apart from the MS.
authorities? and, 2, What MSS. support the readings so far authenticated ? The reader is requested in each case to. observe
particularly what reading is proved to be ancient by the joint
evidence of different versions, and (in cases where the place has
been cited) by early quotations.
(i.) Matt. xix.17.

ri pe A€yes dyabdv; odSels dyads ef pi es.

This is

the reading of the common text supported by the mass of the
more recent copies; other authorities, however, differ widely, and
the form which they give to the passage is, ri pe épwrds epi rod
dyafod ; els éotw 6 ayalds.

The evidence respecting this passage (and also as to the words
6 eos which the common text subjoins) requires to be stated dis-

tributively ;because the vouchers for the different readings in
the respective parts are not precisely the same.
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1. Ti pe Néyers ayabov ; This is supported by the greater number of MSS., in accordance with the Peshito Syriac and the tezt
of the Harclean Syriac and the Thebaic (alias Sahidic) versions
(the latter as found in the Ozford fragments); also by the Codex
Brixianus, one of the Latin MSS. published by Blanchini.

Ti pe épwras repli Tod éyaSov; The Vulgate, all the Old Latin
copies except Cod. Brix. the Syriac brought into notice by Mr.
Cureton; the Jerusalem Syriac (this Lectionary does read thus,

I made a special note of the place myself: the passage was
imperfectly examined by Adler); the margin of the Harclean
Syriac; the Memphitic (alias Coptic), the Armenian, and the
Ethiopic;

the MSS.

BDL, 1, 22; Matthzi’s x.,in addition to

the common reading.
2. oddels ayabds, et wa) els. So most MSS., three copies of the
Old Latin, the Peshito and Harclean Syriac, and the Thebaic.
eis €or 6 ayabos. The Latin Vulgate ; the oldest and best copies
of the Old Latin; the Curetonian Syriac, and the Jerusalem Syriac
Lectionary ; the Memphitic, the Armenian, and the Aithiopic.

BDL, 1, 22.
6 Oeds is then added by most MSS.;
copies of the Old Latin;

by the Vulgate and most

the Curetonian, Peshito, and Harclean

Syriac ; the Memphitic and the Thebaic: while it is not inserted
in the Latin Codices Vercellensis and San-germanensis 1, the Jerusalem Syriac, the Armenian, and the Aithiopic. B D L, 1, 22.
The reading which is opposed to the common text has the express testimony of Origen* in its favour; so that here we have
distinct evidence of its early existence; we find this statement
confirmed by several of the best and earliest versions; and, in
accordance with these united witnesses, certain MSS., few in num-

ber (but two amongst them being some of the most ancient), uphold the same reading.
The bearing of this passage on the question of the value of
ancient testimony will be best understood by citing what Mr.
Scrivener, an opposer of the principle of recurring to the ancient
MSS., as such, says on the passage in his ‘‘ Supplement to the
Authorised English Version.”
Matt. xix. 17. ‘‘ Griesbach and Lachmann here admit into the
* See Origen’s own words in the citation from Mr. Scrivener given just below.
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and

obvious bearing, cannot have originated in accidental causes.
Instead of ri pe Aéyets ayaOdv ; ovdels ayabds, ei pH els 6 Oeds,

‘Why callest thou me good? there is none good but one, that is
God’: they read, Ti we epwrds rept Tod wyabod; els éotw 6
drya0és, ‘ Why askest thou me concerning what is good ? He who
is good is One.’ I fear it is but too evident that this text was
mangled by some over-zealous scribe, who was displeased with
the doctrine of the Son’s inferiority which seemed to be implied
in it; and who did not perceive that His subordination to the
Father in the economy of grace, is perfectly consistent with His
equality in respect to the Divine nature and essence. The received text is found in Mark x. 18; Luke xviii. 19; with no
variety in the manuscripts worthy of notice; and even in this
place Griesbach’s reading is contained only in jive copies (B D L,
1, 22), and partially in a sixth (Matthei’s x.). Now, all these
documents (except perhaps one) being Alexandrine, and B alone
being of first-rate importance, every rule of sober criticism calls
for the rejection of Griesbach’s correction, especially since it is
clear in what sources of mistaken feeling it took its rise. It is
supported, however, by the Italic, Vulg. and the Coptic versions
(with the slight addition of Deus), and in part by the Sahidic,
Ethiopic, and one or two of less weight. Syr. agrees with the
Textus Receptus; but the language of Origen (tom. ijj. p. 664)
may show at how early a period Griesbach’s variation had become
current: 6 wev obv MarOaios &s trepl ayabod epyou épwrnbévtos
Tov caThpos év TO TL ayaov Toujow; 0 5é Madpxos Kat Aoveds
act Tov cwripa eipnkévar, Th we Néyers ayabov ; ovddels- ayabds €
pn eis, 6 eds. The process whereby Griesbach and Lachmann
persuaded themselves of the genuineness of their new text is
visible enough.

The

Codices B D, the Italic, Origen, and the

Vulgate, constitute a clear majority of the authorities admitted
by the latter. The former, conceiving that the joint evidence of
Codices B L, 1, Origen, the Sahidic, and Coptic, is decisive of the

testimony of his Egyptian family ; while the Codex D, the Italic,
and Vulgate represent that of the western recension; infers that
their joint influence will more than counterbalance Syr., Chry-

sostom, and the whole mass of corrupt Byzantine documents of
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every kind: although numerically they exceed, in the proportion
of about ninety to one, the vouchers for both his other classes

united.

Thus it is only by denying the premises assumed by

these critics, that we can avoid subscribing to their perilous
conclusions.”

. On this passage I willingly join issue with Mr. Scrivener; and
I do it all the more cheerfully, because I know that I am discus-

sing the question, not with some sciolist who thinks that he
shows his acuteness in argument, but with a scholar who maintains his views honestly, and straightforwardly, and who so writes

that all may know exactly what he means, whether they agree
with him or not.

But I not only join issue with Mr. Scrivener as to the reading
of this one passage, but I rely on it as supplying an argument
on the whole question as to the comparative authority of the mass
of MSS., and that of the few which are in accordance with ancient
testimony. On the one. hand, let it be remembered, that we have
the distinct evidence of Origen, in full accordance with which are

(i.) the best copies of the Old Latin, (ij.) the Vulgate, (iij.) the
Curetonian Syriac, (iv.) the Jerusalem Syriac, (v.) the Memphitic,
(vj.) the Armenian, (vij.) the Xthiopic. On the other hand there.
is no testimony of the same kind to place against that of Origen; and
as to versions there are (i.) the Peshito Syriac (as it has come down
to us), (ij.) the Harclean Syriac in part, (iij.) the Thebaic, and
(iv.) revised copies of the Old Latin. It is utterly unimportant, in
the present inquiry, to ask what the versions of the seventh century
and onward, such as the Arabic, Sclavonic, and Persic, may read.
To recur, then, to Mr. Scrivener’s arguments; I do not uphold
Griesbach’s recensions, nor do I now discuss Lachmann’s principles; but here there is, on the one hand, a reading of the text
older than the time of Origen, and, on the other, a reading of a
different complexion. It is in vain to speak of the text having
been mangled by an over-zealous scribe, unless proof presumptive
at least is given; for if there were an alteration from design, it
must have become diffused in some marvellous manner. For the
reading mentioned by Origen is that not only, in its essential
features, of the Vulgate, but of the Old Latin version, in all
copies except the re-cast Cod. Brixianus, and of all the ancient
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versions, except the Peshito and Harclean Syriac, and the Thebaic (as found in the Oxford fragments); this reading must thus
have been diffused widely in all the regions of early Christianity.

Mr. Scrivener does indeed (‘‘ Collation of the Gospels,” page xv.)
express surprise that Griesbach “‘ infers, that the joint influence”
of the MSS. and versions which support this wide-spread reading

‘will more than counterbalance the venerable Peshito Syriac,*
and the whole mass of Byzantine documents of every kind ;”—I
should have thought that no such importance could have attached
to the Peshito Syriac, as to outweigh the counter-testimony of so
many other versions: now, however, we may put in the opposite
scale the Curetonian Syriac, (a version far more worthy of the
epithet of ‘‘ venerable” than that which is called the Peshito as

it has come down to us), and which (as we might have expected)
accords with the other most ancient witnesses in upholding the
wide-spread reading. Whether “every rule of sober criticism”
will require us to discard this attested reading, must, I suppose,
depend on what we consider such rules to be. Might I not well
ask for some proof that the other reading existed, in the time of
Origen, in copies of St. Matthew’s Gospel?
And as to the source of the reading existing in the mass of
MSS., need we feel any difficulty in seeking it out? For it is
that which is found in the two other synoptical Gospels; and
every one who knows MSS. minutely, must be aware how habditually copyists inserted in one Gospel the readings of another, so as
to bring them (perhaps unconsciously) into closer verbal agreement. We do not know of a single MS. or version that has not
suffered more or less in this manner;

we have to make the same

* But Mr. Scrivener sometimes gives little weight to the Peshito Syriac. Thus on
Matt. ix. 13, in his note on cis perdévorey which is not known as part of the text by the
ancient witnesses, he remarks, “ The accordance of the Peshito with the Vulgate and
earlier Latin versions, I have before noticed as a little suspicious.” Thus the evidence
of the Peshito, when confirmed by other versions of great age and excellent character,
is valued Jess than if it stood in opposition to them.
+ Some people rest much on some one incorrect reading of a MS., and then express
a great deal of wonder, that such a MS. could be highly valued by critics. The exposure of such excessive ignorance as this might be well dealt with by one who
knows Greek MSS. as well as Mr. Scrivener. This ignorance is just as great, as
that would be of a man who thought that all copyists and compositors ought to be
infallible.
;
‘
Some have marvelled that the Codex Bezz (D) should have been highly valued by
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complaint as was made by Jerome well nigh 1500 years ago. In
a case like this, where we have the direct testimony of Origen,
confirmed by good MSS., and upheld by versions widely diffused,
we need not hesitate to maintain the authority of that reading,
which is not exactly the same as that of Mark and Luke. How
naturally copyists sought verbal conformity, may be seen in this
passage; for C, 33, sa some of the other MSS, which commonly
exhibit the same tal of text as B L, etc., here accord with the

later MSS. in giving the reading rightly found in Mark and
Luke.

Mr. Scrivener is quite right in saying that the reading of B D L
*‘ cannot have originated in accidental causes ;”—the rival reading
may, however, have so originated, and the notion that it did so is
one of the highest probability. Indeed, if a designed alteration,
for doctrinal purposes, had taken place in Matthew, how could

Mark and Luke escape from a similar injury?
But the mass of the MSS., ‘in the proportion of about ninety
to one,” oppose what I have proved to be the ancient and widespread reading of this passage :—what does this teach? Why,
that the mass of recent documents possess no determining voice,
in a question as to what we should receive as genuine readings.
We are able to take the few documents whose evidence is proved
to be trustworthy, and safely discard from present consideration
the eighty-nine ninetieths, or whatever else their numerical pro-

portion may be.
~ I do not see anything “ perilous” in the ‘ conclusions” to
which such a passage as this leads; on the contrary, it presents us
with a safe line of evidence, connecting our good MSS. with the
former part of the third century of our era. I should feel that I
did indeed put the text of the New Testament in peril, if I
adopted the authority of the mass of MSS. which is proved to be
at variance with what was read by the Christians of the third
century at least.
most critics from Griesbach onward, when it is known that it is replete with interpolations: but this admitted fact does not affect the text itself; the interpolations
might be separated as definitely as the foot-notes of a book can be from the text.
The first book of Esdras in the Apocrypha is the canonical Ezra greatly interpolated;
and yet Esdras preserves true readings of numbers, etc., which are all wrong in the
non-interpolated Ezra, both in the Hebrew text and the Greek version.
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(ij.) Matt. xv. 8. The common text reads “Eyyife por 6 Aads obros TG
ordpart abrav, Kal Tois xe(heot pe Tyna: Other copies have 6 Aads

obros Tots xeiAcot pe TY“ Without the other words.

|

The common text is found in none of the more ancient versions, but it is that of the mass of MSS.: the other reading is
that of all the more ancient versions which we have (the Thebaic
being here defective), of Origen and other fathers, and is in the

MSS. B D L, 33, 124. So that this one passage might be relied
on as an important proof that it is the few MSS. and not the
multitude which accord with ancient testimony. On this passage,
_ Mr. Scrivener remarks in opposition to the view just stated :—
Matt. xv. ver. 8.

‘‘ Griesbach, Vater, and Lachmann, remove

from the text as spurious the words éyyifec wou, ‘ draweth nigh
unto

and.’

me,’

and

7

orouats

at’tav,

Kai,

‘with

their mouth,

They are wanting in Syr., Vulg., the Italic, A‘thiopic,

and Armenian versions; in Origen, Chrysostom, and several other

fathers. This would form a strong reason for questioning their
authenticity, were they not found in all existing manuscripts
except five (B D L, 33, 124), all of which are decidedly Alexandrian. Fully admitting the weight of the versions on a point of
this kind, and the possibility that the disputed words were inserted
from the LX-X. of Isaiah xxix. 13; I still think it unreasonable to

reject the reading contained in so immense a majority of the manuscripts of every age, and of both families.

Indeed, we cannot do

so without unsettling the first principles of Scriptural criticism.”
Then, if so, those ‘‘first principles,” must be, that numbers, and

numbers only, shall prove a point; for here we have versions and
fathers rejecting certain words, and this testimony confirmed by a
few good MS. witnesses ; but because ninety MSS. to one can be
produced on the other side, the united ancient testimony must

(we are told) be rejected, although it is admitted that this host of
witnesses may possibly testify to what they got from Isaiah, and
not from St. Matthew; I should say, that on every true principle
of textual criticism, the words must be regarded as an amplification

borrowed from the prophet. This naturally explains their introduction ;and when once they had gained a footing in the text,
it is certain that they would be multiplied by copyists who almost
always preferred to make passages as full and complete as pos-
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sible. To the evidence for the reading to which Mr. Scrivener
objects, as stated above, some items must be added; for the Memphitic version, as well as the Curetonian Syriac, agree with the
other ancient translations ; so that (as the Thebaic is here defective) the whole of the more ancient versions give one according
testimony ; which Mr. S. rejects, thinking that if he were not to
do this, he would unsettle the first principles of Biblical criticism.
I should not wish to adopt principles which led to such conclusions. It is right to add, the Latin Codex Brixianus does contain
the words; which is just what we should expect from the character of the MS., as giving a remodelled version.*
We come again to just the same conclusion as before, that the

MSS. which are entitled to a primary rank as witnesses, are the
few and not the many; the few whose character is well attested
and confirmed.
(iij.) Matt. xx. 22. The evidence on this passage shall be given in
Mr. Scrivener’s own words; only premising that the versions
which support the common text are the Peshito and Harclean
Syriac and the Armenian; while to the list on the other side
must be added the Curetonian Syriac. Mr. Scrivener (in accordance with many other writers) means the Old Latin by the Italic,
the Memphitic by the Coptic, and the Thebaic by the Sahidic.

Matt. xx. ver. 22. ‘Griesbach and Lachmann remove from
the text xal 7d Bamticpa, 5 éyw Barrifopar BamrricOjvat, and
the corresponding clause in the next verse. Their meagre array
of witnesses is of the usual character: six decidedly Egyptiant
MSS. in v. 22 (B D L Z, 1, 22, see note on chap. xix. 17);
Origen and Epiphanius amongst the Greeks; the Sahidic, Coptic,
ZEthiopic, Italic, and Vulgate, with their faithful attendants the
Latin fathers. But even if we grant that the Latin and other
versions are more trustworthy in their omissions than in their
additions to the text ; or concede to Origen the possibility that the
disputed words properly belong only to Mark (ch. x. 38, 39);
still it is extravagant to claim for translations so high authority,
* On the other side should be added that Codex 1 in part agrees with the reading
of B D L; it transposes ¢yyiSec wo, and rejects the other words mentioned above.
+ What if the MSS. be Egyptian, the Latin versions are not; and therefore the land
of the MSS. even if it be Egypt, proves nothing against them.
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that they should be held competent to overthrow the positive
testimony of MSS. of the original....In v. 23, seven other cursive MSS. besides those enumerated above, favour the omission

of the clause; two of them (Colbert. 33, and Ephes. Lambeth
71) being of some little consequence. But even there the evidence
is much too weak to deserve particular notice.”
If ancient and independent versions agree in not presenting a
certain clause or expression, then on all true principles of textual
criticism such omitted words are suspicious; but if the most ancient
MSS. agree with the versions in their rejection, then the case
is greatly strengthened; and this is all the more confirmed if
early citations accord. The case would be more correctly stated
if it were claimed, that the united testimony of versions, fathers,

and the oldest MSS. should be preferred to that of the mass of
modern copies; and farther, that the character of the few ancient

MSS. which agree with versions and fathers, must be such (from
that very circumstance) as to make their general evidence the more
trustworthy.
Thus we may indeed see that an investigation, even though
intended,

like that of Mr. Scrivener,

to cast discredit

on the

ancient MSS. as witnesses, tells on the opposite side, and shows
how needful it is to trust to ancient testimony if we would really
use the ancient text, such as was current amongst the Christians

_of the first three centuries after the New Testament was written.
(iv.) Matt. xviii. 35. After xapdidv tudv the common text adds ra
Tapartéyata avtov; omitted, however, by “‘ Griesbach’s old favourites B D L, 1, and three other MSS. of less note: the Vulg.,
Italic, Sahidic, Coptic, and thiopic versions.”” So Mr. Scrivener,
who adds, “But

a version need be very literal indeed,

to be

relied on in a case like the present.” I should have thought that
but a small acquaintance with the better class of the ancient versions would prove that they are always literal enough to show
whether they acknowledged or not such a material portion of a
sentence. To the versions cited against the addition of these
words I may now add the Curetonian Syriac.

(v.) Mar. iii. 29.

Common text, aiwviov xpicews.

Vulg. has, however,

“reus erit e@terni DELICTI;” so too the Old Latin, the Memph.,
Goth., Arm.; and this is the reading of Cyprian, Augustine,
and Athanasius. Corresponding with this B L, A, 33 (and one
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and C* (ut videtur), D,

69 (and two others), have aiwviov duaprias, a perfectly cognate
reading.
(vj.) Mar. iv. 12.
Origen twice;
Arm., with B
(vij.) Mar. iv. 24.

7a duaprjpara of the common text is omitted by
by one MS. of the Old Latin, the Memph., and
C L, 1 (and some other MSS.).
ois axovovew omitted by the Old Latin, Vulg.,

Memph., Aith., with

(viij.) Mar. x. 21.

B C D L A, and some other copies.

dpas rdv oravpdv omitted by the Old Latin in

most copies, Vulg., Memph., (so too Clem. Alex. and Hil.), with

BCD, A.
(ix.) Mar. xii. 4. AloBodjoavres omitted by Old Latin, Vulg.,
Memph., Arm., with B D L A, 1, 38, and four other copies.
(x.) Mar. xii. 23. drav dvacréow om. some copies of Old Latin,
Memph., Syr., with B C D LA, 83.
;
(xj.) Mar. xiii. 14. 70 pySev td Aad Tod zpodyrov om. most
copies of Old Latin, Vulg., Memph., Arm., also Augustine expressly, with B D L.
(xij.) Luke viii. 9. Aé€yovres not in Old Lat., Vulg., Curetonian and
Peshito Syr.,. Memph., Arm., with B D L, 1, 33.
(xiij.) Luke viii. 20. Aeydvrwy not in Old Lat., Vulg., Curetonian and ~
Peshito Syriac, Memph., Goth., with B D L A, 1, 33 (and a few
others).
(xiv.) Luke viii. 88. 6 “Imjcots not in some copies of Old Lat.,
Memph., Theb., Arm., Aith., with B D L, 1 (and two others).
(xv.) Luke viii. 54. éxBardv tw wavtas kat om. Old Latin, Vulg.,
Curetonian Syriac, with B D L X, 1.
(xvj.) Luke ix. 7. tia airod om. Old Latin (some copies), Curetonian Syriac, Memph., Theb., Arm., with B C* DL, 69 (and one
other).
(xvij.) Luke ix. 54. ds xat "HAlas éroinoey om. some copies of Old
Latin, Vulg., Curetonian Syr., Memph.

a few others).*

1, Arm.,

with

B L (and

The whole of the passage may also be examined

as to the readings in which the ancient versions and MSS. agree.

(xviij.) Luke xi. 2, ete.*

The form in which the Lord’s Prayer is

given in the most ancient authorities in St. Luke’s Gospel is much

shorter than in the common text, which agrees far more with St.
* Tt has been said that the Lord’s Prayer, both in Matthew and Luke, has been an
especial object of attack by textual critics. The charge comes to this, that the doxology in Matthew is omitted by critical editors, because it is attested that it is an
addition, and so in Luke it is matter of evidence, not opinion, that it has been enlarged
out of Matthew.
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Matthew. The parts in which the variations occur stand thus
seriatim :—
rérep hav: hpav is omitted by the Vulg., by Origen, by Tertullian, with B, 1, 33 (ut vid.), and a few others.
5 év Tots otpavois. om. by the Vulg., Arm., by Origen, by Tertullian, with B L, 1, and a few others.

yernOyrw 75 Oedypd cov ws év oipave Kai éxt Tis ys: om. Vulg.,
_ and some other Latin copies, the Curetonian Syriac, Arm., Origen
expressly, Tert., Jerome, Augustine expressly, with B L, 1, and a

few other copies.
(ver. 4.) GAA fdoor Has awd Tod wovypod: om. Vulg., Arm.,
Origen expressly, Tert., Jerome, Augustine expressly; with B L,
1, and a few other copies.
This passage is a good illustration of the kind of agreement
which is often found between a few MSS. and readings which
are proved to be ancient by express testimony, such as that of

Origen.
(xix.) Luke xi. 29. After 7) yeved. atrn of the common text, yeved is
added by the Old Latin, Vulg., Curetonian Syriac, Harclean Syr.
(with *), Memph.,

Arm., with AB D L X, 1, 33, 69, and some

others.
(xx.) Luke

xi. 29.

rod zpodyrod:

om. Old Lat., Vulg., Curetonian

Syr., Memph., Arm., Jerus. i with B D ti
(xxj.) Luke xi. 44. ypapparets Kat papiraior droxprrai: om. Vulg. (and
some copies of the Old Latin), the Curetonian Syriac, Memph.,
Arm., also Marcion and Augustine, with B C L, 1, 33, and a few
others.
(xxij.) Luke xii. 31. rijv BacwAciav 70d Geot common text; but r. Bac.
avrod Old Latin in some copies, Memph., Theb., th., with
B D*¥ L.

(xxiij.) Luke xiii. 24.

61d ris orevjs Oipas is the reading of Origen,

where the common text has-7vAys. The reading of Origen is
found in B D L, 1 (and one other copy).
(xxiv.) John iv. 43. xal dwqjdOev omitted by Origen; so too in copies
of the Old Latin, Curetonian Syriac, Memph., with B C D, 69
(and one other copy).
{xxv.) John v. 16. The words xai é{jrovv airov dmoxreivos are omitted
by the Old Latin, the Vulg., Curetonian Syriac, Memph., Arm.,

as well as by Cyril and Chrysostom, with B C DL, 1, 33, 69
(and a very few others).
(xxvj.) John vi. 22. éxetvo eis8 evéByoay of pabytai abrod: om. Old
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Latin (in some copies), Vulg., Memph., Goth., Aith., with AB L,
1, and a few others.

(xxvij.) John vi. 89.
MS., Memph.,

few other copies.

arpés om. in copies of Old Latin, Peshito Syr.
Theb.,

some

fathers, with

A B DLT,

1, anda

-

(xxviij.) John vi. 40. rod wéuavrds we common text ; but rod warpds
pov, some copies of Old Latin, Curetonian

Syriac, as well as

Peshito and Harclean, Memph., Theb., Arm., Aith., Clement and

other fathers, with B C D L T U, 1, 33 (and a few other copies).
Several other versions, etc., blend together both readings.

(xxix.) John vi. 51.

fv éya décw om. Old Latin, Vulg., Curetonian

Syriac, Theb. Ath. ; also Origen and other fathers, with

BC D

L T, 33 (and one other).
(xxx.) John vi. 69. rod {avros om. Old Latin, Vulg., Curetonian
Syriac, Memph., Theb., Arm., some fathers, with B C D L, 1, 33
(and one other).
(xxxj.) John vill. 59. SueAOov d1a péoov airay cal wapiyyev ovTws om.
Old Latin, Vulg., Theb., Arm., so too Origen, with B D.
(xxxij.) John ix. 8. svdAds common text, but zpocairys in copies of
Old Latin, Vulg., Peshito, and Harclean Syr., Memph., Theb.,
Goth., Arm., Eth., some fathers, with A B C*
DK LX, 1, 33
(and a few other copies).
(xxxlij.) John ix. 11. xat efrev- om. some copies of Old Latin, Vulg.,
Theb., Arm., with B C D L, 1, 33 (and one other MS.).

(xxxiv.) John ix. 11. rv KodvpByOpay tod Awd common text; but
simply tov SiAwa Old Latin, Peshito and Jerus. Syr., Memph.,
Theb., Arm., with B D L X, 1.
(xxxv.) John ix. 25.
xai elev: om. some Latin copies, Thebaic, Goth.,
Harclean Syr.; also Cyril; with A B D L, 1, 38 (and a few
other copies).
(xxxvj.) John ix. 26. mddw om. Old Latin, Vulg., Memph., Theb.,
with B D.
(xxxvij.) John x. 12. oxopmifer 7a mpdBara common text; but om.
7a mpoBara here Memph., Theb., Arm., ith., Jerus. Syr., with
B DL, 1, 33 (and a few other copies).
(xxxviij.) John x. 18. 6 5& picOwrds pevyer om. by just the same authorities.
:
(xxxix.) John x. 14. Common text ywdéoxopor ixo trav éyay, but
ywookovot we Ta eud is the reading of the Old Latin, the Vulg.,
Memph., Theb., Goth., Aith.; also of Epiphanius and Cyril,
with B DL.
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KaOds elrov tyiv om. Old Latin in some copies,

Vulg., Memph., Theb., Arm., and some fathers, with

B K L M*,

33, and a few other copies.
(xlj.) John x. 38.

Aéyovres om. Old Latin, Vulg., Peshito and Harc-

lean Syriac, Memph., Theb., Goth., Arm., with A BK LM
X,
1, 33, 69 (and a few other copies).
(slij.) John xi. 41. od fv 6 reOvnkds Keipevos om. Old Latin, Vulg.,
Peshito Syriac, Memph., Theb., Arm., /Zth.; also Origen repeatedly ;with B C* D L X, 38 (and three others). The Gothic
and Harclean Syriac have only ot jv; so also A K, 1 (and one
other copy).
|
|
(xliij.) Acts i. 14. kat 77 dejoe not in Vulg., Peshito and Harclean
Syr., Memph., Theb., Arm., Aith., also some fathers, with A B
C* D E, and a few others.

(xliv.) Acts i. 15.

Common

text

pofyrav;

but

ddeApdv

Vulg.,

Memph., Theb., Arm., Aith., with A B C* 13, and two or three

others.

(xlv.) Acts ii. 7. mpds GAAnAovs om. Vulg., Memph., Ath.
ABC.
(xlvj.) Acts ii. 23.
Theb., Arm.,

AaBdvres om. Vulg., Peshito
Aith., also

Ireneeus,

and

with

Syriac, Memph.,

other

fathers;

with

A BC, and a few other copies.
(xlvij.) Acts ii. 30. 76 xara odpxa dvacryncev Tov Xpiordv om. Vulg.,
Peshito

Syr., Memph.,

Theb., Arm.,

A@th., also Irenzeus, and

other fathers; with A B (sic) C D**, and one or two other
copies.
(xlviij.) Acts ii. 31. 7 yx adrod om. Vulg., Pesh. Syr., Memph.,
Theb., A£th., also Irenzus, and other fathers; with A B C D.

(xlix.) Acts ii. 47; and iii. 1. Common text xa? jjépay rH éxxAyoia.
‘Ext 76 aid Se Leérpos xai *Iwdvvns. But the reading of the oldest
authorities differs much, (‘‘cotidie in id ipsum. Petrus autem et
Johannes”) Vulg., Memph., Arm., Aith.; so also Cyril, and the

MSS. A B C, xa jyepay éxt 75 aird. Lérpos 8é Kai “Twavvys.
(1.) Acts ili. 22. ampds robs zarépas om. Vulg., Peshito Syr., Memph.,
with A B C, and a few more.

(lj.) Acts xv. 24. Adyovres zepiréuverOor Kal typeiv Tov vouov om.
Vulg., Memph., Theb., some fathers; with A B D, 13.
(lij.) Acts xv. 33. Common text doardAous: but drooreiAavras abrovs
Vulg., Memph., Theb., Aith., also some fathers; with

A B C D,

and some other copies.
(liij.) Rom. i. 16. Common text 7d etayyéAuov tod Xpicrod- but tod
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Xpwrrod om. Vulg., Peshito and Harcl. Syr., Memph., Arm., Atth.,

also Origen, and other fathers; with
others.

A B C D* EG,

17, and

xai éa mdévras om. some Latin copies, Harel. Syr.,

(liv.) Rom. iii. 22.

Memph., Arm., Zith., also Clement, Origen, and other fathers,
with A B C, and a few others.
Common text éxopnev, but éxwmev, Vulg., Peshito Syr.,
(lv.) Rom. v.1.

Memph., Arm., Chrysostom, Cyril, and other fathers; with A B*
(sic) D J, 17, 37, and other copies.
(Ilvj.) Rom. vi. 12. airy év tats érOvpiats avrod common text; but
rats ériOupiaus adrod simply, Vulg., Peshito Syr., Memph., Theb.,
Arm., Zith. ; also Origen, etc.; with A B C* and a few others.
(Ivij.) Rom. viii. 1. pa) xara odpKa repurarotow ada Kara rvedpa om.
Memph., Theb., Aith., also Origen, Athanasius, etc.; with BC

D* F G, and a few others. [The clause GANG xara rvedpa is
omitted by Vulg., Peshito Syr., Goth., Arm., with A D*¥*]. —
(lviij.) Rom. x. 15. rav edayyeALopévon eipyvnv om. Memph., Theb.,
Z&th.; also Clement, Origen, etc.; with A B C, and a few
others. ©
(lix.) Rom. xi. 6. «i dé é& Epywr ovkére éoti xdpis, eet 7d Epyov ovKért

éotiv épyov om. Vulg., Memph., Theb.; Arm., Aith.; with A C D
E F G, 17 (ut vid.), and one other.
(Ix.) Rom. xiv. 6. «al 6 pH dpovav tiv jyépav Kupiw od dpovel: om.
Vulg., Memph., th.; with A B C* D E F G, and a few others.
(lxj.) Rom. xiv. 9. Common text, Xpuords cat dméOave kal dvéory Kat
évélnoev: but om. kai dvéorn Vulg. MS., Harcl. Syr., Memph.,
4Eth., Arm.;

BC.

also Dionysius of Alex., and other fathers; with A

Also for avéfnoev the reading eLyoev in the same authorities,

also the Peshito Syr., and D E J, 17, 37, and some other copies.

(Ixij.) Rom, xv. 24.
Memph.,

€Aedcopat pds tds om. Vulg., Peshito Syr.,

Arm., Aith.; also Chrysostom,

EFG.
(lxiij.) Rom. xv. 29.

etc.;

with

od evayyeAlov rod om. some Latin MSS., (Cod.

Amiatinus, etc.), Memph., Arm., Aith., Clement,
fathers; with A B C D E F G, and two later copies.

(lxiv.) Rom. xvi. 5.
Arm., 4ith.;

A B CD

and

other

“Ayatas common text; but ’Acias, Vulg., Memph.,
Origen, ete.;

with A B

C D*

EF G, and two

later copies.
(Ixv.) Rom. xvi. 25-27. These three verses are placed at the end of
chap. xiv. by the mass of the recent copies,—that is, by no less
than two hundred and sixteen of those which have been examined
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in this passage, and by the Harclean Syriac; while they are found
in this place in Vulg., Peshito Syr., Memph., 4ith.; with B C
D E, and five other copies. These verses stand in doth places in
Arm., with A, 17, and two others. F G omit the verses altogether.
Here then the ancient testimony of versions in favour of the common text accords with that of the most ancient MSS., in opposition
to the vast numerical majority of copies.

(Ixvj.) 1 Cor. ii. 4.

dvO@pwrivns codias’ om. dvOp. Vulg. (in the best

copies), Pesh. Syr., Theb., Arm., Aith., Origen five times;
fathers ; with

other

B D E F G, 17, and a few others.

(Ixvij.) 1 Cor. iii. 4. capxucot common text; but dvOpwro., Vulg.,
Memph., 4ith., Origen, Didymus, and other fathers; with A B
CD EF

G, 17, and one or two other copies.

(Ixviij.) 1 Cor. vi. 20.

kal év 76 rvedpare dbyov Grwa éott Tod Heod- om.

Vulg., Memph., Basmuric, /&th.; also Ireneus, and
fathers, with A B C* D* E F G, 17, and four others.

other

(Ixix.) 1 Cor. vii. 5. 79 vyoreia kai: om. Vulg., Memph., Basmuric,
Arm., Aith.; also Origen, and other fathers; with

ABCD E

F G, 17, and a few others.

(Ixx.) Gal. iii. 1.

rH GAnOeia py weibeoGou- om. some Latin copies,

Pesh. Syr., Memph.,

Theb., Arm.;

also some

fathers; with A

B D* F G, 17*, and one or two others; also the exemplars of
Origen cited by Jerome.
(Ixxj.) Gal. iii.1. & tyuiv- om. Vulg., Pesh. Syr., Memph., Theb.,
Arm., Aith., Cyril, and other fathers; with

few others.
(Ixxij.) Eph. iii. 14.

A B C, 17*, and

a

rod xupiov nydv “Inood Xpwrrod- om. some Latin

copies, Memph., Aith.; also Theodotus, Origen, and others; with
A B C, 17, and one or two others.

Here, then, is a sample of the very many passages, in which, by
the testimony of ancient versions, or fathers, that such a reading

was current in very early times, the fact is proved indubitably ; so
that even if no existing MS. supported such readings, they would
possess a strong claim on our attention: and such facts, resting on
combined evidence, might have made us doubt, whether the old

translators and early writers were not in possession of better copies
than the modern ones which have been transmitted to us. Such
facts so proved might lead to the inquiry, whether there are not
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some MSS. which accord with these ancient readings; and when
examination shows that such copies actually exist, (although they
are the few in contrast to the many), it may be regarded as a
demonstrated point that such MSS. deserve peculiar attention.
I have cited more than seventy passages of this kind; and their
number may, I believe, be increased easily twenty-fold:*—they
all prove the same point,—that in places in which the more valuable ancient versions (or some of them), agree in a particular
reading, or in which such a reading has distinct patristic testimony, and the mass of MSS. stand in opposition to such a
lection, there are certain copies which habitually uphold the
older reading.
)
|
The passages have been taken on no principle of selection
except that of giving such as bring out this point clearly.f Those
from St. Matthew are places in which defenders of the mass of
copies had themselves drawn attention to the ancient readings,
as though they could not be followed. For the sake of brevity
most of the passages have been given without remark, and without
any attempt to state the balance of evidence ; for it was sufficient

for the purpose to prove that the best versions do uphold certain
readings (often in accordance with fathers), and that they are in
this confirmed by certain MSS.
Even when much might be said against a reading so attested,
it must, on principles of evidence, be regarded as highly probable,
even if not certainly genuine.
The result, then, of this Comparative Criticism stands thus :—
Readings, whose antiquity is proved apart from MSS., are
found in repeated instances in a few of the extant copies.
These few MSS., the text of which is thus proved to be
ancient, include some (and often several) of the oldest MSS.
extant.

In some cases, the attested ancient reading is found in but one
or two MSS., but those of the most ancient class.
* There are, I suppose, ona rough estimate, between two and three thousand places
of this kind.
+ Thus those which depend on the order of words have been wholly omitted; for
although some of them are very striking, it might be thought that a preliminary investigation was needed to prove that the versions in general adhere to the original in
this particular,
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MSS. are found, by a process of inductive
an ancient text, their character as witnesses
to be so established, that in other places their
peculiar weight.

It is in vain for it to be objected that the readings of the versions, on which so much stress has been laid, are purely accidents
of transcription or translation, and that the accordance of certain
MSS. with them is equally the result of fortuitous circumstances,
or of arbitrary alteration. This might be plausible in the case of
some one version; but when there are éwo versions which combine

in a definite reading, this plausibility is almost excluded ; and so
when the according versions are three, or four, or even five, six,

or seven, the balance of probabilities increases in such a ratio, as
to amount to a moral evidence of a fact of the most convincing
kind.
Of course, it is fully admitted that versions may have suffered
in the course of transmission, and that some have suffered materially : but when the ancient versions accord, it is a pretty plain
proof that in such passages they have not suffered; and this is (af
possible) still more clearly evinced, when we find that the oldest
copies of a version (such as the Codex Amiatinus of the Vulgate)
present in important passages a far more accordant text than is
found in the modern MSS. or printed editions of such a version.
So, too, as to patristic citations :—copyists have often modernized them to suit the Greek text to which they were accustomed;
they thus require examination (as Bentley showed*); but when
the reading is such that it could not be altered without changing
the whole texture of their remarks, or when they are so express in
their testimony that such a reading is that found in such a place,
we need not doubt that it was so in their copies. And so, too, if
we find that the reading of early fathers agrees with other early
testimonies in opposition to those which are later.
Comparative Criticism admits of a threefold application—to
MSS.—versions—and fathers. The same process which I have
used with respect to MSS., will, when applied to versions, show
how different is the general character of the Old Latin, the
* See Bentley’s Reply to Middleton (vol. iij. p. 528, in Dyce’s edition).
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Vulgate, the Curetonian Syriac, and others, from that of the Harclean Syriac, or the re-wrought Latin of the Codex Brixianus ;—

to say nothing of those versions which are scarcely worth mentioning in such an estimate, such as the Arabic and the Sclavonic.

And so, too, the general character of the citations of Origen and
others is sufficiently shown; and thus we obtain a three-fold cord
of credible testimony ;—not, be it remembered, that of witnesses
arbitrarily assumed to be trustworthy, because of real or supposed
antiquity, but of those valued because their internal character has
been vindicated on grounds of simple induction of facts.
But it is with MSS. that I have now specially to do; let then
the primary classification, stated in the beginning of this section,
be compared with the estimate formed by Comparative Criticism;
and thus it will be clear, that the same MSS. to which, as a class,

the first place was given on the ground of age, are those which
deserve the same rank because of their internal character; for in
them as a class, or in some of them, the readings are found, the

antiquity of which has been independently proved.
Thus it is neither prejudice nor dogmatism to assign the highest
place in the rank of witnesses to the most ancient MSS., followed

by those which in text exhibit a general agreement with them :
and thus in places of doubt and difficulty the balance of probabilities will lead to the adoption of the readings of such MSS. as
being the best supported. The limits of variation, also, will be
so far circumscribed, that we may dismiss from consideration the
various readings only found in modern Greek copies, however
numerous they may be.
Occasionally it has been shown that the ancient reading is only
found in one or two of the MSS.; this is a proof what an especial
attention is due to their united testimony. Thus the joint evidence of the Vatican MS. (B) and the Codex Beze (D of the
Gospels and Acts) has often a peculiar weight, from their alone
(or nearly so) supporting the readings proved to be ancient.
We need not, therefore, consider a regard for the Vatican MS.
to be ‘‘a blind adherence to antiquity,” though it is our oldest
copy ; nor is it ‘ unaccountable” that the Codex Beze should be
valued in spite of strange interpolations. The Vatican MS. is valued
because Comparative Criticism proves it to be good as well as old;
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the readings of the Codex Bezx receive much attention, because
the same mode of investigation shows, that, in spite of all peculiarities in the MS., they possess an ascertained worth. And thus,
as to other MSS., Comparative Criticism proves their value, and

shows how they may be confidently used as witnesses.

APPENDIX
THE

TO SECTION

COLLATIONS AND CRITICAL
Ss. P. TREGELLES.*

13.

STUDIES

OF

Tue Textual Criticism of the New Testament had occupied my attention for
several years, before I contemplated any thing beyond employing for my own
use the results of such studies. "While feeling the importance of those verities
which the Holy Ghost has communicated to us in the Scriptures of the New
Testament, and while considering the doctrinal value of particular passages,
I continually found it needful to refer to the statements of authorities as given
in critical editions, such as those of Griesbach and Scholz: with the former
of these I was familiarly acquainted ; the first volume was all that was then
published of the latter.
In referring to such editions, I soon found that my inquiries could not stop
at looking at the text given by critics; but that the authorities for or against
* There are two reasons why I should here speak of the critical labours in which I
have been myself engaged: 1st, Because the point which I have reached in speaking of
the historical order of facts in New Testament criticism brings me to what I have myself done; and 2nd, Because it has been wished that I should give an account in one
place of my collations, etc. I gave an outline of my proceedings up to Aug. 1848, in my
“Prospectus of a Critical Edition of the Greek New Testament, now in preparation,”
appended to “The Book of Revelation translated from the ancient Greek Text,” (and
also published separately); and some account of my more recent collations at Paris
and in Germany were given in letters addressed to Dr. Kitto, which appeared in his
Journal of Sacred Literature for July and October, 1850. The Appendix tomy “ Lecture on the Historic Evidence of the Authorship and Transmission of the Books of
the New Testament,” contains a compendious statement of what I have done, and the
principles of criticism which I use in applying the materials that I have collected.
None, I believe, who value critical studies, will think that I have gone out of my way
to bring my own labours unduly before the attention of others.
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particular readings of importance needed to be habitually consulted, if I wished
to follow evidence, and not the authority of editors.
Scholz’s first volume was published in 1830; the second did not appear till
1836: prior to that year, 1 made a aticeiae examination, in the Gospels,
of those readings which he rejects in his inner margin as Alexandrian: in the
course of this examination, and with continued reference to the authorities
which he cited, I observed what a remarkable body of witnesses stood in

opposition to the text which he had adopted as Constantinopolitan.

Thus I

learned that the most ancient MSS. were witnesses against his text; and not
only so, but when I sought to ascertain the character of these MSS. themselves, I found that they were continually supported by many of the older
versions. Thus, then, it was to my mind a proved fact, that readings could
be pointed out, certainly belonging to the earlier centuries; and that a text
might be formed, which, if not genuine, was at least ancient; and, if such
readings ought to be rejected, I felt that the proof which would warrant this
should be very strong.
While engaged in this examination, I went all through St. Matthew’s
Gospel, writing in the margin of a Greek Testament those well-supported
readings which Scholz rejected. This was, of course, wholly for my own use:
but I saw that, as a general principle, the modern MSS. can have no authority

apart from ancient evidence, and that it is the ancient MSS. alone (although
comparatively few in number), which show within what limits we have to
look as to the real ancient text.
Hence there arose before my mind an earnest desire that some scholar,
possessed of the needful qualifications, mental, moral, and spiritual, and who
had leisure for such a work, would undertake an edition resting on ancient
authorities only, and in which the citations from MSS, might be given as
correctly as possible. For I saw, from the discrepancies of the citations in
Griesbach and Scholz, that something ought to be done to remove such dis-

crepancies, by ilgili the original MSS., or at least the best and most
‘complete collations.
Although I approved of Griesbach’s text in many of the places in which
Scholz follows the modern copies, yet I was not satisfied: for he did not take
the decisive step of disregarding the Textus Receptus altogether, and forming
a text resting on the best authorities throughout. I could not help regarding it as rather a patch-work performance ;* for, unless every word rested on
ancient authority, I was not satisfied.
Thus there had arisen before my mind a plan for a Greek New Testament,
in which it was proposed—
lst.—Zo form a text on the authority of ancient copies, without allowing the
“ received text” any prescriptive right.
* Subsequent studies have probably led me to regard Griesbach’s critical labours
more highly than I was then capable of doing; although his text, as such, still must
appear to me to present a kind of incongruous mixture in its character.
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2nd.—To give to the ancient versions a determining voice, as to the insertion
or non-insertion of CLAUSES, etc.; letting the order of words, etc., rest wholly
upon MSS.
3rd.—To give the autuoritiss for the text, and for the various readings,
clearly and accurately, so that the reader might at once see what rests upon
ancient evidence.
As to the formation of a text, I then thought rather of giving wellsupported ancient readings, and stating all the evidence, than expressing any
very decided judgment of my own. I should not, however, have given the
* Received Text,” except when supported by competent ancient authorities.
When the plan of a Greek Testament was thus far arranged in my own
mind, in August, 1838, I prepared a specimen. A passage which had peculiarly occupied my attention, in connection with the ancient readings, was
Colossians ii. 2. I had seen that whatever the genuine reading might be, and
however doubtful it be, as a matter of evidence, which reading is true, yet
still Griesbach and Scholz had alike departed from all ancient authority in the
reading which they gave. This led me to take my specimen from the Epistle
to the Colossians.

I took the common

Greek text, and struck the words out

in all places in which the ancient MSS. varied at all; I then assumed the
uncancelled words as genuine and indisputable; and as to the gaps thus made
in the text, I filled them in (unless preponderating authority required an
omission) as I judged the ancient evidence to demand. I was quite unaware
at that time, that any one had adopted principles at all similar; I had supposed
that I stood alone in wholly casting aside the “‘ received text.”* Ido not say
this as claiming any merit on the ground of originality, but rather as it
may be satisfactory to some to find that the same (or nearly the same) end
has been reached through different paths of study. It was some time before
I apprehended how far Dr. Lachmann had already acted on what I believed
to be the true plan; for, as he only had ‘developed his principles in German
(a language of which I then knew nothing), and as his whole system was
completely misunderstood in this country, I unfortunately remained in the
same want of apprehension as others. I knew of his edition, but I was not
aware of the claims which it had on my attention.
Subsequently to the preparation of the Specimen of which I have just
spoken, I made it my habit to examine in my leisure time (which was not
very much) various editions of the New Testament: with Lachmann’s, which
I again took up, I was dissatisfied, from the authorities not being given on
which he based his text, and also from his speaking at the end of Eastern
testimonies as those which he would prefer: this led me (in common with
many others), for some time to suppose Lachmann to be a follower of the
* The specimen, as then drawn up, I have still by me; I had there placed in the
margin the MS. authorities which contain the portion of the text, with an indication
where any of them are defective, in the same manner as they stand in my published
specimen; and just as they have been given (wholly independently, I believe,) by
Mr. Alford.
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critical principles of Scholz, instead of being the very opposite. But, even if
I had fully apprehended Lachmann’s plan, it would not have satisfied me; for
a leading thought in my mind was, to give the full statement of all the ancient
authorities ; so that, be the true reading what it may, the reader would see
within what limits the variation of evidence is confined ;nor would the principles of Lachmann’s text have been altogether satisfactory ; for nothing that
resembles a mechanical following of authorities is the proper mode of applying critical principles, nor could I confine the testimony of versions to the
Latin only. As to relying on the ancient authorities irrespective of modern
variations or received readings, I should be almost of the same judgment as
Lachmann ; and this was the critical principle which I had adopted before I
understood those which he had previously formed and applied.
From the time when my first specimen was prepared, I kept the object of
editing a Greek New Testament before me.
I have increasingly felt the
importance of the object; believing such an undertaking, if entered on in the
fear of God, to be really service to Him, from its setting forth more accurately
His word.
After I felt the importance of the object, I mentioned it to any whom I
thought at all competent to undertake it, and who possessed more leisure than
myself for such a work. Some who saw my specimen understood what I
meant, some did not: no one took it up, and I gradually pursued the studies
and the critical examinations, which I found as I went on to be needful, if
such a work were ever executed.
In the course of my studies, I was of necessity led to become more accurately acquainted with the ancient versions; and thus I knew their value to
be much greater, in all points of evidence, than I had at first supposed. For,
so far from their being’ merely witnesses to the insertion or non-insertion of
clauses, I learned that they were continually explicit in their testimony as to
minute points. When Fleck’s collation of the Codex Amiatinus of Jerome’s
Latin version was published, in 1840 (imperfect and inaccurate as that collation is), it was highly satisfactory to me to find in what a vast number of
passages it confirms the oldest Greek readings, in opposition to the modern
Clementine Vulgate. This was a valuable confirmation of the critical principles which I had adopted. It was soon however evident, that Fleck’s collation
could not be relied on for completeness or accuracy—a fact which I had the
fullest opportunity of confirming a few years afterwards.
I need not here detail the hindrances in my way: although from time to
time I did something, yet I was often stopped: at length, in the end of 1841 and
in 1842, after thinking over the peculiarly incorrect condition of the Greek
text of the Book

of Revelation,

and also how desirable it is that the mere

English reader should be in possession of this book translated from accurate
readings, I formed a Greek text of this book, from ancient authorities and an
English translation. This was published in June, 1844. I then gave some
account of the critical principles on which I had acted, and announced my

intention of editing the Greek Testament with various readings.
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I have had cause for thankfulness, in connection with the text of the Apo-

calypse which I edited.

It has been used in this country by expositors of

that book, whose schemes of interpretation have been the most different from
one another. I trust that I may regard this as a proof that I succeeded in one
part, at least, of my endeavour; namely, to give, without bias or prejudice, the
text which, according to the evidence, I believed to belong to the truth of

God’s word.
After the publication of the Greek and English Revelation, I applied myself
almost unremittingly to my Greek Testament. I found that it was important,
whenever practicable, to collate the ancient MSS. in uncial letters over again,
in order to avoid, if possible, the errors which are found in existing collations,
and to this part of the work I devoted myself.
The mode in which I proceeded with my collations was the following :—

I procured many copies of the same edition of the Greek New Testament,
so that all the MSS. might be compared with exactly the same text.
When a MS. was before me, I marked in one of these copies every variation, however slight ; I noted the beginning of every page, column, and line,
so that I can produce the text of every MS. which I have collated, dine for
line. This gave a kind of certainty to my examinations, and I was thus prevented from hastily overlooking readings. I marked all readings which are
corrections by a later hand, and all erasures, etc.

At leisure, I compared my

collation with any others which had been previously published ; and I made
in my note-book a list of all variations (such as readings differently given,
or readings not noticed by former collators); then I went over this list
with the MS., re-examining all these passages ; and, to prevent all doubt, J
made a separate memorandum of every discrepancy, so that, in all such cases,
I feel an absolute certainty as to the readings of the MSS.
I used, of course, a separate Greek Testament for each collation; otherwise
the marks of various readings, beginning of lines, etc., would have caused
inextricable confusion.
Also I traced one whole page, in facsimile, of each MS. which I collated
when abroad: this is often important, for the writing of a MS. is one of the
criteria as to its age, etc.

These details of my proceedings, as to the mode of collation, and the particulars which I give of the different MSS. which I have examined, are mostly
for the information of those who have some acquaintance with biblical criticism. The letters A, B, C, etc., in connection with MSS., are the marks of
reference used in critical works in denoting the respective MSS.
Before I went abroad in 1845, I had collated the Coprx

Avarensis (F of

St. Paul’s Epistles) in the library of Trinity College, Cambridge, to which
the Rev. W. Carus, with great kindness, procured me access. This is an
important MS., and the collation previously published is only partial, and not
very accurate. It was made by Wetstein, who gathered certain readings from
it, during a very short time when he saw it at Heidelberg. As it has been

supposed that this MS. was a copy of the Codex Boernerianus (G of St. Paul’s
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Epistles) at Dresden, or vice versd, it was important to be able to compare the
readings of this MS. in all places, with those of that Codex (published by
Matthzi in 1791). While this re-collation of F proved that, in many places,
it agreed with G, in readings previously unnoticed, yet it was abundantly
evident that neither of these MSS. was copied from the other : both probably
were transcribed from the same exemplar.
One principal object which I had in going abroad was to endeavour to
collate for myself the Vatican MS. (B). This important document was collated for Bentley by an Italian named Mico, and this collation was published
in 1799; it was subsequently collated (with the exception of the Gospels of
Luke and John) by Birch. A third collation (made previously to either of
these, in 1669,) by Bartolocci, remains in MS. at Paris.* As this is the most
important of all New Testament MSS., I had compared the two published
collations carefully with each other: I found that they differed in nearly two
thousand places; many of these discrepancies were readings noticed by one
and not by the other. I went to Rome, and during the five months that I
was there, I sought diligently to obtain permission to collate the MS. accurately, or at least to examine it in the places in which Birch and Bentley differ
with regard to its readings. All ended in disappointment. I often saw the
MS., but I was hindered from transcribing any of its readings.
I read,
however, many passages, and have since noted down several important read-

ings.

The following are of some moment: Rom. v. 1, exper is the original

reading of the MS. (thus agreeing with the other more ancient MSS. etc.); a
later hand has changed this into exouev. The collations of Birch, Bentley, and
Bartolocci, do. not notice this passage. In Rom. viii. 11, the MS. reads é:a ro
evotkovy avrov mvevpa: to notice this reading explicitly is of the more importance, because Griesbach and Scholz cite the Vatican MS. as an authority for
the other reading (which, however, they reject), dua rov evoixouvros avrov mveuuaros.

My especial object at the Vatican was thus entirely frustrated ; and this I
regret the more from my increased conviction of the value and importance of
the Vatican MS. I inspected several other MSS. in the Vatican library; I
was only, however, able to consult them in particular passages. One of these
is the Codex Basilianus (B in the Apocalypse: the Vatican MS. is defective
in that book) ; one of the three ancient copies which contain the Revelation.
From the very defective character of the collation of this MS. which was

communicated to Wetstein, it was supposed that this MS. had many chasms.
By transcribing the first and last line of every page, I obtained certain proof
that the MS. contains the Revelation entire: besides this, I was allowed to
trace four pages. ‘Tischendorf has since published the ¢ext of this MS. (not a
facsimile edition) ; in a few places, he has, however, erred as to the readings;
—in Rev. xvi. 9, he reads rynv e£ovovay,—the MS. really omits rnv: in Rev.
xvi. 12, he reads rov peyay rov epparnv,—the second ror is not in the MS. I
* This I copied in the Bibliothéque du Roi, in 1849.
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do not mention these particulars in order to find fault with Tischendorf, to
whose critical labours I am so deeply indebted ; but for the sake of that accuracy in little things which has an importance in all that relates to textual

criticism.

From having a facsimile tracing of that part of the MS., I am able

to make these corrections with certainty.*
It is needless to dwell on the detail of my annoyances at the Vatican: there
was one repetition of promises made and then broken;—hopes held out which
came to nothing. All that I could actually do there was through the real kind-

ness of the late Cardinal Acton, whose efforts were unremitting to procure me
access to the Vatican MS. Cardinal Acton at once obtained permission for
me (which had been previously refused) to collate in the Bibliotheca Angelica.
The introduction, etc., which I brought from Bishop (now Cardinal) WisrMAN to Dr. Grant, then the Principal of the English College at Rome, was
utterly useless. I must speak with gratitude of the efforts to aid my object

on the part of Abbate Francesco Batre ui, and of Dr.

JosepH Nicuoison

(since Bishop of Hierapolis in partibus, and coadjutor to the Roman Catholic
Archbishop of Corfu).
I now have to speak of collations not merely attempted but executed; all
these collations having been made in the manner above described.
At Rome, I collated the Codex Passionei, containing the Acts and Catholic
Epistles (G), and those of St. Paul (J): this MS. is in the Bibliotheca
Angelica, belonging to the Augustine monastery, to which access was allowed
me by Dr. Grusrprr Paermo, the librarian.
At Florence, I collated the New Testament part of the Codex Amiatinus;
a most important MS. of the Latin translation of Jerome, belonging to the
sixth century. I have to acknowledge the kindness which I received at the
Laurentian library, from Signor del Furra, the librarian, and the aid afforded

me there as to all I wished to examine.

The Codex Amiatinus had been

previously collated, partly by Fleck, and partly for him; this collation is,
however, so defective, and so inaccurate in many important respects, that it
gives a very inadequate idea of the real text of this noble MS. Fleck’s (so
called) facsimile, too, gives no proper representation of the regular and beau* Tischendorf has questioned my accuracy as to one of these passages since I first
published them: he says (N. Test. Proleg. :p. lxxiv.), “Ibi paucis aliquot locis, certe
duobus, errorem se deprehendisse, nuperrime indicavit Tregelles (A Prospectus of a
Critical Edition, etc. p. 20) legendum enim esse xvj. 9, efovorey non my egovoray (quod
vereor ne ipse male videret) et xvj. 12, edparnv non Tov edparnv.” I will freely allow that
Tischendorf’s eyes are better as to strength than mine are now ; in 1845, however, I
saw both clearly and easily; and, as to this passage, mistake was excluded by my
having made a facsimile tracing.
péya. * kK) éBAacdjynoay dt avor Td Svoma

Tod Ov Tov éxovroséfovaciay emi Tas An
yastavras .Kat duperevénoay Sodvat av

The letters stand thus: the final s of exovros being under mu in the one line, and above
# in the other: the initial e of efovovay has » above it and ¢ below it.
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tiful writing of the MS., nor even of the stichometry of the lines: it could
not have been traced from the MS. itself.*
At Modena, Count Giovanni GatvantI, the librarian at the ducal palace,
enabled me to use the Codex Mutinensis, 196. The ancient writing of this
MS. (H) contains only the Acts of the Apostles (with some chasms); the
Catholic and Pauline Epistles are in a later hand: this MS. had been examined
previously with so little exactitude, that my collation was virtually the first;

except, indeed, that of Tischendorf, with which I afterwards became acquainted, but which, except extracts, remains unpublished.
At Venice, I collated the Codex Nanii (U of the Gospels), now in the
library of St. Mark: no collation of this MS. had been previously published,
except as to particular places. Although the general text is that of the later
copies, yet in many remarkable readings it accords with the Alexandrian (or
more ancient) class of MSS.
The librarians at St. Mark’s, Venice, who
kindly afforded me the fullest access to all that I wanted, were Dr. Gruseppx
VALENTINELLI, and (the late) Signor AnprEA Barxerra. Those who know
how Monrraucon was treated, a century and a half ago, at the library of
St. Mark (see his ‘‘ Diarium Italicum,” page 41) will understand how gladly
I acknowledge this courtesy. I know by experience what Montfaucon describes, for I have met elsewhere with the same kind of exclusion.f
At Munich I collated the Codex Monacensis (X) of the Gospels (formerly
Landshutensis, and previously Ingoldstadiensis).
This MS. is now in the
University Library at Munich, having been removed, with the university,
first from Ingoldstadt to Landshut, and thence to its present location. Through
the kindness of the late Dr. Harrsr, one of the librarians, I was able to use

this MS. out of the library; and this, of course, facilitated my labour in collating it.
The readings of this MS. are commonly ancient; but, interspersed with the
uncial text, there is a commentary in cursive letters: it would seem as if its
text had been transcribed from some ancient copy, of which even the form of
the letters was in some measure imitated. The condition of this MS. (X) is
such as to render its collation in parts extremely difficult: some of the leaves
have become brown, while the ink has faded to a sort of yellow. ‘ Parce
oculis tuis,” was the expression of the kind librarian, Dr. Harter, when he
saw me engaged in the collation of one of the almost obliterated pages of this
* T afterwards found that Tischendorf had collated this Latin MS.; he has since
published its text from his and my separate collations; in that volume he has given a
lithographed facsimile of about a quarter of a page, executed from the whole one
which I made when at Florence.
+ In speaking of this MS., I may mention that it is the only uncial copy in which I
remember to have observed a post-scribed iota. In this MS. this is found once, Matt.
xxv. 15, where at (i.e. 6) occurs. I have not seen a sub-scribed iota in any uncial document. Lachmann points out that in the Codex Bez, Mar. i. 34, nidicay (i. €. fSeroav)
occurs; and that in the Codex Boernerianus (G Epp.), Eph. vi. 6, is found Hi zs,
where the blundering copyist may have thought that q7s was a word in which the
iota might or should be added.
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the order of the Gospels now is, John, Luke, Mark, Matthew;
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In this MS.,
but before the

beginning of John there stand two injured leaves, to one of which I have just
alluded. Tischendorf, in his description of this MS., seems to have entirely
overlooked them. ‘They contain part of Matthew, commencing ch. vi. 3 (in
fragments of lines at first), and ending at verse 10. Also in the Commentary
Matt. v. 45 is found. The statement of Scholz, that this MS. is defective up
to Matt. v. 40, is not quite correct, though more so than that of Tischendorf,
who overlooked these earlier fragments.
In connexion with this MS., I may express my obligation to Dr. Scholz for
the aid which he gave me, during his visit to England, previous to my going
on the continent, by informing me where different MSS. (and this one in
particular) are now to be found.
At Basle, I collated the Codex Basileensis B v1. 21 (E of the Gospels).
Besides comparing my collation with that of Wetstein, and verifying all diserepancies, I had, through the kindness of Professor Muxuzr, of Basle, the
opportunity of using a collation which he had himself made of this same MS.
I also collated that part of the MS. B v1. 27, which contains the Gospels (1).
This MS., though written in cursive letters, is, in the Gospels, of great
importance, from the character of the text which it contains. To the late
Professor Ds Wertz I am under great obligation, for the kindness with which
he procured me the use of these MSS. out of the library.
I returned to England in 1846, disappointed indeed as to the Vatican MS.,
but well satisfied that the time had not been wasted, which I had devoted to
the re-collation of other documents ; for I thus learned how often I should
merely have repeated the errors of others, if I had not re-examined the documents for myself.
In 1847, I collated (G of the Gospels) the Codex Harleianus 5684 in the
British Museum. Of this same MS. there exists a fragment in the library
of Trinity College, Cambridge, which I met with in 1845, while examining
Bentley’s books and papers. In that marked B. 17, 20, there are two fragments of vellum with a part of the Gospels on them, written in uncial letters,
placed loosely in some pieces of more modern Greek MS. in cursive characters,
The Rev. John Wordsworth (who took great pains in describing, etc., Bentley’s papers) says in the catalogue, ‘‘ The two loose scraps are copies of some
other MS.” It appeared, however, plain that they were really ancient fragments. Accordingly, I made a facsimile of each. One of them struck me as
certainly in the same handwriting as G, which I had inspected several years
before. On re-examining my facsimile with G, this persuasion amounted to

a certainty ; the writing was identical with that of the former part of G;
and in calculating the lines in a page, etc., this fragment would form half a
leaf (the outer column being gone). It contains part of Matt. v., ver. 29-31
and 39-43. This MS. was one of the two Codices Seidelii, both which afterwards were in the possession of Wolf, of Hamburg.
Wolf says, in his
description of this MS., that it commenced at Matt. vi. 6 (as it does now), so
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that this fragment must have been separated previously.

The other MS. of

the Gospels, which Wolf possessed, is denoted H, and at the time when I found
these fragments, its present location was unknown; but, as I had identified
the one fragment with G, the other was (I had no doubt) part of H. This
second fragment contains part of Luke i.,—ver. 3, Oeodure to 6, macats Tar—
(the lines having all lost about ten letters at the end), and ver. 13, avrov 6
ayyeXos, to 16, ex xowdsas (the lines having similarly lost about ten letters at
the beginning). This fragment is on thickish vellum, and it seems as if it
had been cut round with a knife. How could these fragments get into Bentley’s possession? Who could have been guilty of thus wantonly mutilating

Greek MSS. ?
Some years afterwards, I noticed the following passage in Wolf’s letter to
Bentley, of Oct. 1, 1721:

“Ut de extate ac conditione utriusque Codicis eo

rectius judicium formari posset, adjeci specimina, A et B signata, quibus in
collatione ipsa [a Wolfio sc. Bentleii gratia instituta] designantur.” Could
these ‘ specimina” mean bits of the MSS. themselves? I looked again at my
facsimiles, and there, indeed, were the letters A and B (at the top of the one
and the foot of the other) ; and thus it actually appeared that Wolf had been
the mutilator of his own MSS.!
This was a yet further proof that the fragment marked A is part of the Codex G. And thus, though I had not yet
seen the MS. H (which came to light at Hamburg), it was a matter of certainty that the other fragment belonged to it. Having thus brought home the
charge to Wolf of mutilating his MSS., by the coincidence of his statement
with the discovery of the fragments themselves, of course it is clear how to
understand what Wetstein says of H, ‘ Specimen istius Codicis a possessore
mihi missum vidi Amstelodami mense Januario, an. 1734.”
In 1848, I remodelled the translation of the Book of Revelation, which I
had previously published: it now appeared without the Greek, but with the
text more closely conformed to the ancient MSS. In 1844, it was impossible
to do this absolutely ; but after the publication of the Codex Basilianus, I
was able to follow ancient authority as to every word.
This edition was
accompanied with a Prospectus of the Greek Testament, on which I was
occupied ; and it was the means of making me acquainted with several points
which were of some importance for me to know, such as the present place of
deposit of the MS. H.
In the early part of 1849, through the kindness of the Rev. Wm. Curzton,
I became acquainted with the very important and valuable Syriac copy of
part of the Gospels, to which he first drew attention amongst the MSS. in the
British Museum from the Nitrian monasteries.* It was extremely confirming

to the critical opinions which I had previously formed and published, to find
* The MS. of the Curetonian Syriac Gospels, in its present mutilated condition,

contains Matt. i. to viii. 22; from x. 31 to xxiii. 25. Of St. Mark, there are only the concluding verses of the last chapter (ver. 17 to 20). Then follows St. John i. 1—42, and
from iii. 6 to vii. 37. There are also fragments of John xiv. 11—29. St. Luke begins
in ii.48 to iii. 16, then from vii. 33 to xv. 21, from xvii. 24 to xxiv. 44. -
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the text of this hitherto unknown version, altogether ancient in its readings,

and thus an important witness to the ancient text.

It was worth my while to

have learned Syriac, if it had only been that it enabled me to use the Curetonian Syriac version for myself.
When Professor Tischendorf was bringing out his second Leipsic edition of
the Greek Testament, he sent me the part containing the Gospels before the

volume was completed: this led me to compare the readings which he has
cited, in that part of the New Testament, out of any MSS. which I had
collated, with the variations which I had noted: I immediately sent the result
to Tischendorf, so that, when the complete volume appeared in the summer of
1849, he gave corrigenda in his Prolegomena, as to the readings of the MSS.

of the Gospels E G U X.
In 1849, I was again able to go abroad to collate; and I then remained at
Paris for several weeks. I first collated Codex Claromontanus, D of St. Paul’s
Epistles ; a MS. of peculiar value, both because of its antiquity and its text:
although beautifully written, it is difficult to collate, from the number of
correctors who have interfered with the original text. The primary reading
is, however, almost invariably discernible.
The collation of the Codex Vaticanus made by Bartolocci is amongst the
MSS. of the library at Paris (No. 53); I transcribed it as a contribution to
the correct knowledge of what that MS. contains: this collation is, however,
very imperfect, though useful as sometimes supplying readings omitted by
Bentley or Birch, and as confirming one or the other of the two collations.
Next I began to collate the Codex Cyprius, K of the Gospels; but a few
days after I had. commenced, a severe attack of cholera brought me very low;
and though, through the mercy of God, it was not long before I was convalescent; I was so weakened, that it was impossible for me to resume my collations until after a considerable interval.
In the’spring of 1850 I returned to Paris; and after finishing the collation
of the Codex: Cyprius, I took up the Colbert MS. 2844. This MS., in cursive letters, is noted 33 in the Gospels, 13 Acts and Cath. Epp., and 17 in
St. Paul’s Epistles. This is the MS. which Eichhorn speaks of as full of the
most excellent .and oldest readings; styling it ‘“‘the Queen of the MSS. in
cursive letters.”* It had not, however, received such attention from collators
as it merits: this may probably have arisen from its injured condition, which
is such as to make it a work of great difficulty to collate it with accuracy;
the time, too, needed for this is greater than what most of those who merely
examine MSS. would like to expend on one document.
Larroque, whose
extracts were used by Mill, collated this MS. very negligently. Griesbach
recollated eighteen chapters of St. Matthew, from which he gathered about
three hundred readings not noticed by Larroque. He also made some extracts
* “Ter Text ist....voll der vortrefflichsten und iiltesten Lesarten.
Die Konigin
unter den Cursiv geschriebenen Handschriften.” Linleitung in N, T. v. 217.
12
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It was his desire that some scholar who had access to the

Bibliothéque du Roi would carefully recollate this excellent MS.*
Although Scholz speaks of having collated this MS. entirely, yet his examination of it must have been very cursory; for he cites readings from it
utterly unlike those which it actually contains, besides a vast number of
omissions. I have taken particular care to be certain of the readings which I
cite, by re-examining with the MS. everything in which I differ from others. °
It is difficult to convey a just notion of the present defaced condition of
this MS. The leaves, especially in the lower part, have been grievously
injured by damp; so that part of the vellum is utterly destroyed. ‘The leaves
have often stuck together, and, in separating them, parts have been entirely
defaced. The book of Acts is in the worst condition : the leaves there were
so firmly stuck together, that, when they were separated, the ink has adhered
rather to the opposite page than to its own; so that, in many leaves, the MS.
can only be read by observing how the ink has set off (as would be said of a

printed book), and thus reading the Greek words backwards ; I thus obtained
the reading of every line from many pages, where nothing could be seen on
the page itself: in some places, where part of a leaf is wholly gone from
decay, the writing which was once on it can be read from the set-off. It
might be thought by some unaware of this, that readings were quoted by
mere blunder from parts of the MS. which no longer exist.
I have had some experience in the collation of MSS.; but none has ever
been so wearisome to my eyes, and exhaustive of every faculty of attention,
as this was.
After this valuable but wearying MS., I collated Codex Campensis, M of
the Gospels.
Then I re-examined the Codex Claromontanus, D of St. Paul’s Epistles;
so as to compare my collation with that of Tischendorf, especially as to corrections of different hands. That I might form a more accurate judgment,
I made a facsimile of the different kinds of alterations, and then classified the

others according to their agreement in form of letters, ink, etc.
A few months before my stay in Paris, in 1850, M. Achille Joubinal had
published a pamphlet complaining of the carelessness with which (he said) the
MSS. in the Bibliothéque du Roi are kept. He said that thirty-four leaves of
* “ Perquam negligenter codicem hunc contulit Larroquius, cujus excerptis usus est
Millius. Equidem denuo excussi XVIII. capita Matthzi, atque ex his collegi 300 circiter lectiones ab illo preetermissas. Preterea ex epistolis decerpsi etiam nonnullas,
... Utinam vir doctus, cui aditus ad bibliothecam Regiam patet, reliquas etiam codicis
egregii partes denuo et accurate conferat !”—Griesbach. Symb. Crit. i. p. elxviii.
+ This MS. contains parts of the Prophets; then all the New Testament (except the
Apocalypse) in a very peculiar order,—the Gospels last. It is clear, however, that the
Gospels did once immediately follow the Prophets; for the writing in the beginning
of St. Matthew is just like that with which the Prophets end. The handwriting
gradually changes a little, so that the end of St. John is just like the commencement
of the contents of the Epistles.
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the Codex Claromontanus, which had been cut out by Aymon, and sold to the
Earl of Oxford in 1707, and restored by him (in 1729), had again disappeared.
As I had examined this part of the MS., as well as the rest, in 1849, I was
surprised at the statement, as well as grieved. However, I had the satisfaction to find that this was all a stupidly and shamefully erroneous assertion;
the leaves were as safe as when I had collated them in the May preceding.
They still remain in Lord Oxford’s binding, with a label appended to them
to record his liberality in restoring them to the Paris library. They are kept
among other show books in a glass case, as conspicuous in that library as
“‘Charlemagne’s Bible”’ is in the British Museum.
There was a single leaf lying loose in the MS., which had also been
separated and sold by Aymon (folio 149), at the foot of which is written,
“‘ Feuillet renvoyé de Hollande par Mr. Stosch, Mars 1720.” To render this
less liable to abstraction, I procured it to be fixed into its place before I left
Paris.* My critical labours at Paris concluded with making facsimiles of

the MSS. and fragments (besides those which I have spoken of as collated by
myself) L and W of the Gospels, and H (the Coislin fragments) of St. Paul’s
Epistles. ‘The text of these three documents has been published.
The kindness and courtesy of M. Hasz, ‘‘ Ancien Conservateur” of the
library, deserve to be gratefully mentioned by me; I have also to express my
obligation to M. Emmanusen Mixxer, an assistant-librarian in 1849, and to
M. Lerronne (son of the late well-known Academician), who occupied the
same place in 1850.
At Hamburg, through Dr. Perrrsrn’s kindness, I was allowed to have

access to the city library for twice the number of hours that it is commonly
open.

Here I collated the Codex

Seidelii, H of the Gospels, which

no one

seems to have used critically since the very inaccurate and defective collation
of Wolf.
Of course, I found that the fragment in the library of Trinity
College, Cambridge, belongs to it.f
I also collated the Uffenbach fragment of the Epistle to the Hebrews (53
Paul) twice, with what care I could.
At Berlin, whither I next went, I saw much of Prof. Lacumann: he dis-

cussed many points connected with New Testament criticism ; it was very
* T am sorry to say that I found another of M. Joubinal’s accusations to be more

authentic.

He says that the leaf of the Old Testament part of the Codex Ephraemi,

from which the facsimile was made for Tischendorf’s edition of its text, has disap-

peared.

Thad seen it in July, 1849, lying loose at the end of the MS., but in the spring

of 1850 it was gone: I also found that in the printed edition of the New Testament
part of this Codex, the lithographed facsimile had been abstracted. I was able to
secure the original leaf of the MS. from which this had been taken, by causing it to be
fixed into its place.
+ The Codex Seidelii of St. John’s Gospel, of which Michaelis speaks (Marsh’s

translation, ii. p. 215. mote), as never having been collated, is only ¢his copy under a
mistaken description. Bentley heard of such a MS. of St. John having belonged to
Seidel, and he wrote in 1721 to La Croze to procure for hima collation of its text: the
reply shows that it was this MS. of the four Gospels, H. It is time to weed lists
of MSS. of those things which ought never to have been introduced into them.
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interesting to hear from himself an explanation of his plan, ete., in his Greek
Testament. He showed me the books from which he has condensed his Latin
readings. These collations are very nicely inserted in different Latin New
Testaments. I regret exceedingly that they have not been published; for
they would form a valuable contribution to the criticism of the Vulgate. For
instance, in 1 Pet. iii. 21, the addition found in the common Vulgate, ‘‘deglutiens mortem, ut vite zterne heredes efficeremur,” is enclosed in Lachmann’s
edition within brackets, with the note, ‘‘om. F. al.” showing that it is omitted
in the Codex Fuldensis and another. 'To what other he refers, it is of some
importance to know; for Porson (whose knowledge of Latin biblical MSS.
was great) says of this passage, that the Lectionarium Luxoviense (some readings of which were published by Mabillon) was the only copy then known
that was free from that addition.

The codex alius, however, to which Lach-

mann alluded, is one of the excellent MSS. at Wolfenbiittel mentioned in his
Prolegomena. I entreated Lachmann to publish his Latin collations,—little
thinking how soon this scholar was to be taken from us.
I went to Leipsic, to compare my collations with some of those executed by
TiscuEnDorRF. For our mutual benefit I made the comparison of our respective collations of K, U, and X of the Gospels, of H, and G (Cod. Passionei)

of the Acts, of the Epistles J (Cod. Passionei). I also recompared my collation of E of the Gospels with that of Professor Miiller, which I had seen at
Basle, four years before, and I examined it with Tischendorf’s own collation.
The MS. 1 in the Gospels had been collated by Dr. Roth, and I compared his
collation with mine.
These were all the MSS. of which Tischendorf had
collations available for comparison ; those whose text he has published, he had
copied. I made out lists of all discrepancies, so that I might get the varia-

tions recompared in the MSS. themselves, so as to ensure (as far as possible)
perfect accuracy.
I communicated to Tischendorf my examination of his extracts from the

Codex Claromontanus ;my notes served to correct some oversights of his, and
to confirm him in other places.*
* Tn Tischendorf’s edition of the Codex Claromontanus, the notes of the corrections
of different hands fill in the Appendix sixty-two quarto pages, in double columns. Adi
these Greek corrections Irecompared with the MS., and they are printed from his and
my notes; sometimes indeed we differed as to which hand had made the correction,
and then Tischendorf has givensimply his own opinion; but as to-the corrections
themselves, I can certify that they are allin the copy. In all these places I was careful
to ascertain the original reading of the MS., of which there can scarcely ever be a
doubt. Whoever compares these corrections of D in Tischendorf’s Greek Testament with the Appendix to Codex Claromontanus, will see that many amendments have
been introduced.
In 1 Cor. viii. 4, Iread the line
NEPIAGTHCPNWCEWCOTN

as originally written; and I noted that OTN
hand has changed PNCOCECOC

had afterwards been erased; (a later

into BPCOCEWwe).

On this, however, Tischen-
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At Dresden I examined the Codex Boernerianus (G Paul.) especially as to
those places in which its text, as published by Matthzi, differs from that of F.
The resemblance of this MS. to the Codex Sangallensis, A of the Gospels
(published in a lithographed facsimile by Rettig), is even more evident in
looking at the MS. itself, than in examining the facsimile specimen in Matthei. At the beginning of the Codex Boernerianus there is one leaf, and at

the end there are eleven, written on in a later hand exactly like that of the
leaves prefixed to the Codex Sangallensis. It is thus evident that these MSS.
are the severed parts of the same book.”
On my return towards England, I examined the palimpsest fragments of
the Gospels P and Q in the library at Wonrenstttex: I think that the book

in which they are, contains faint traces of more old writing than has as yet
dorf observes, “non possum quin Tregellium cl. errasse existimem, nuntiantem post
BPCOCEUWOCE additum in codice esse OYN.”
Ican only repeat that the vellum
bears traces that these three letters were once there, as may be observed by a person
accustomed to read eraswres in ancient MSS., when this page is held in the proper
light. Of course each one must hold his own opinion; but Tischendorf might have
thought it likely that the memorandum which I made on the spot with the MS.
before me was not altogether a mistake; for in 1 Cor. i. 24 he inserts TG after
IO‘, AAIOIG

(which in his Greek Testament he had said was omitted) on my in-

formation, saying in his Appendix, ‘‘ ‘TG: id nunc in ligatura codicis latet.” I
read the word by opening the book wide.
* The reading of 1 Tim. iii. 16 in this MS. is worthy of notice, because of assertions
which have been made respecting it of late. The following sentence has been quoted
from Le Clere’s Epistle to Optimianus, prefixed to Kiister’s edition of Mill’s Greek
Testament :—“ Codicem vidi qui fuit in Bibliothecd Francianaé in hac urbe, anno
MDCCYV. vendité, in quo erat O (nempe in1 Tim. iii. 16), sed ab alia manu additum
Sigma.
Codex est in quo Latina interpretatio Greece superimposita est: que hic
quoque habet Quop.” ‘To this the following remark has been added :—* In this Codex
the alteration is betrayed, not merely by the fresh colour of the ink, and by the word
quod, placed immediately above the altered word, but by the difference of the size of
the letters; for the corrector, not having room for a full-sized C, has stuck asmall one
up in the corner between the O and the letter E which follows, thus O%. Dr. Griesbach could hardly fail to be aware of this, yet he quotes G without any remark, as
supporting the reading és not 6. The Codex F (Augiensis) was copied from G, after
it had been thus altered.” These statements would have required proof, and none is
given. Le Clerc seems to have argued on the reading of the Greek, backward from
the Latin quod: it might be well asked, how the ink could look fresh after a lapse of
a thousand years? Also in fact F is not a transcript of G, so that it may be left out
of the question. Toset this whole matter at rest, and to test these assertions, I made
a facsimile of that page of G. The sigma stands on a level with the line, and there is
no pretence for saying that it is an addition ; the words are not cramped together, but
they stand thus Oc
the words.

EAN EPWGH ; with three sixteenths of an inch between

It has also been said by those who suppose OC here to be a contraction

for eos that there is a line over the
©; but this is not the mark of contraction, but
it lies over the vowel, drawn upward from left to right. In folio 57 of the MS., such a
line occurs twice; Gal. iii. 24, the initial vowel of wa is so marked, and Gal. iii. 28, ev:
(where the common text reads els). It may be a mode of denoting the spiritus asper.
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been deciphered, though it appears that Knittel, who published P and Q,
and the Gothic fragments, took pains to ascertain that the other writing is at
least not biblical. Through Professor Lachmann’s introduction, I received
there every kindness from Dr. Scuénemann, the librarian (become quite
blind), and Dr. Horck, the secretary.
In passing through Holland, I took the opportunity of examining,at
Urrecut, the Codex Boreelii, F of the Gospels ;Professor Royaarps kindly
introduced me to Professor VinxE (who published Heringa’s collation of the
text of this MS.), and to Mr. Ansr, the librarian. This MS. was found at
Arnhem a few years ago, after it had been lost for about two centuries. It
was still just in the same state as when it was found, the leaves being all loose
in a box: in fact, from its not having been bound and catalogued,itwas some
time before it could be found for me to examine in order to make a facsimile.

In speaking of the MSS. which I have myself collated, I may now mention
the latest which I have thus examined ;—the Codex Leicestrensis (69 Gospels,
31 Acts and Cath. Epp., 37 Paul. 14 Apoc.), which, though not older than the
fourteenth century, contains a text in many respects ancient; and it was the
desire of several scholars that I should recollate this MS., which is the most
important of those in cursive letters which we have in this country. Application was made to the Town Council of Leicester, to whom it belongs, on my
behalf; and through the kind exertions of Grorex ToruEr, Esq., then the
Mayor of that place, this MS. was transmitted to me, in the autumn of the
year 1852, to use in my own study. (Due security was, of course, given for
its safety and restoration.)
Through this particular act of courtesy, which

deserves my fullest acknowledgment, I was able without inconvenience to
collate this valuable MS.
Besides the MSS. which I have collated, or re-examined, I have endeavoured, with some measure of success, to restore what remains of the Dublin
palimpsest Z of St. Matthew's Gospel.
Dr. Barrett, the discoverer of the ancient writing of these important fragments, when he edited them in 1801, gave but a very partial description of the
state of the different leaves ; and thus it was wholly a matter of uncertainty,
when but a part of a page appeared on the engraved plate, whether the rest of
the leaf still existed, but was illegible, or whether it was no longer extant.
There are also many places in which lines, words, or letters, in the pages in
other respects tolerably perfect, are wanting in the published edition.
As this MS. is one of the more important monuments of the text of St.
Matthew’s Gospel (and as, indeed, all the fragments of such antiquity are of
great value), it was very desirable to ascertain its present condition; to learn
what parts are really there; to use chymical means for restoring the text in
any part in which the vellum still exists, and which

could not be read by

Dr. Barrett; and thus to exclude from among the citations of authorities for
readings the unsatisfactory doubt of “? Z.”
Mr. Henry E. Brooke, B. A., of Trinity College, Dublin, had the kindness
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to examine the MS. for me; and, after having taken some pains, he was able
to identify the larger number of the leaves containing the older uncial writing.
This was not easy, in the state in which the MS. then was. On inquiring,

through Mr. Brooke, whether the authorities of Trinity College would take
measures for the restoration of the older writing, it appeared best for me to
go to Dublin myself and do it, if permitted by the Provost and the rest of the
Board of Trinity College. Accordingly, in. October, 1853, I went thither,
and my object was most kindly furthered by the Rev. James Henthorn Todd,
D.D.., librarian of the College, and one of the Senior Fellows. After giving
him and the Board ocular proof that the process of chymically restoring the
obliterated writing was not injurious to the material, or to the later writing,
I was allowed to proceed, and in the early part of November it was accomplished.
The first thing was to identify the pages from which the fragments had
been edited by Dr. Barrett. Mr. Brooke had already saved me much of this
labour ; and by a continuous examination in a strong light, I was able to
discover all, with the exception of one leaf. In thus examining the MS., I
saw at once that, where Dr. Barrett published but half a page, the other half
was gone ; for, in such cases, the scribe who re-used the ancient vellum for
more modern works, has made out his page by sticking on another piece to
the ancient uncial fragment. The condition, too, of the MS. is much worse
than it was in Dr. Barrett's days; for it has been rebound,* and that without
any regard to the ancient writing. The binder simply seems to have known

of the Greek book in the cursive letters, which are all black and plain to the
eye. And so, the pages have been unmercifully strengthened, in parts, by
pasting paper or vellum over the margins; leaving indeed the cursive writing
untouched, but burying the uncial letters, of so much greater value. Also in
places there were fragments, all rough at the edges of the leaves; and these
have been cut away so as to make all smooth and neat; and thus many words

and parts of words read by Dr. Barrett are now gone irrecoverably.

And

besides, the binder seems to have taken the traces of the ancient writing for
dirt marks, and thus they have been, in parts, industriously obliterated ; and
in those places in which the writing instrument of the ancient copyist had

deeply furrowed the vellum, a new surface of size (or something of the kind)
had been superadded.
The MS. being in such a state, I had to endeavour chymically to restore
the words and letters in the parts still extant, which are blank in Dr. Barrett’s
publication.
And in this I was very successful; so that, in the existing
portion of the MS., there is hardly a reading as to which any doubt remains.
After doing what I could to the portions previously identified, I re-examined
the whole of the volume in search of the one leaf not previously found. At
* No person now connected with Trinity College, Dublin, is responsible for the
manner in which this was done. It was the work of a departed generation, when the
library must have been under care of a very different kind from that now exercised
by Dr. Todd.
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length I noticed, that, in one place, the texture of the vellum was like that of
the fragments of St. Matthew: and though there was not a letter or line of
the older writing to be seen in any position or light, I determined to try, as
an experiment, whether the application would bring out any buried letters.
In doing this, it was beyond all expectations of mine to see the ancient
writing, first gradually, and then definitely, appear on the surface.
The volume contains no ancient leaves of St. Matthew, besides those edited

by Dr. Barrett.

The fragments of Isaiah and of Gregory Nazianzen, in the

same volume, differ from those of St. Matthew, and from one another, as to
vellum, handwriting, and age.
I cannot speak of important discoveries through my work on this MS.; but
still it was worth the trouble, if it only were that readings in it are rescued
from mere

uncertainty and conjecture,

and questions are set at rest.

For

instance, in Matt. xix. 24, Tischendorf cites this MS. for the reading xapuAor,
and as it is of older date than the time when « and » were confused by copyists,
it might seem like authority for that word, instead of the common xkdyndov.
Now, the presence of the Iota was simply a conjecture, from the blank space
in Dr. Barrett’s page ; and Lachmann cautiously cites, “‘xay:Aov Z”. But I
brought the whole word KAMHAON distinctly to light: the H is at the end
of one line, the three other letters at the beginning of the next.
As the authorities of Trinity College, Dublin, still possess the copper plates
on which Dr. Barrett’s (so called) facsimile is engraved, it is to be hoped that
they will republish the text of this MS. with the addition of all that can now
be given. This object would be furthered by Dr. Todd, the librarian, for

whom [I have inserted, in a copy of Dr. Barrett's work, all that could be read
on the MS. as restored.
In such a republication, the text in common Greek types may well be
omitted: in fact, its insertion was an injury to Dr. Barrett’s book ; for, while
what he had read in 1787 was expressed correctly by the engraver whom he
employed, his accuracy of eye was so thoroughly gone in 1801, that he made
great and strange mistakes in expressing the same text in common Greek
letters.*
* And yet it has been an accusation against Lachmann, that he remarked on
Dr. Barrett’s unskilfulness. Mr. Scrivener says (Supplement to Authorised Version,
Introd., p. 24, note), “It might almost be said, that Lachmann speaks well of no one.
.... But the most amusing case of all is Dr. Barrett’s, who was guilty of editing
the facsimile of the Dublin palimpsest of St. Matthew (Z of Scholz). After duly
thanking the engraver for his workmanlike skill, Lachmann kindly adds, ‘ Johannem
Barrettum, qui Dublini edidit anno 1801, non laudo: hominem huius artis, ultra
quam credi potest, imperitum.’ ” This censure much amused Lachmann when I drew
his attention to it; for he supposed that he had gently hinted Dr. Barrett’s unskilfulness; little dreaming that this would be turned into a charge of speaking ill of others.
He thought that, when the engraver had expressed the text correctly on one page,
and Dr. Barrett had given it in a different manner on the opposite (reading letters
wrongly, and marking others as omitted, which the engraved plate exhibits as there),
that it was well to hint the fact, lest the wrong page should be taken as the authority
for the text of this MS. Dr. Davidson quite agrees with Lachmann: “The editor
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The work of the engraver gives a sort of general idea of the letters, etc.;
but it cannot be commended for calligraphic exactitude; there is a stiffness
and hardness in the engraving, very different from the formation of letters by
the copyist from whose hand the MS. proceeded: this is very observable in
the letters M and A.
Of course, I looked at the Codex Montfortianus, such as it is. This MS.
is commonly described as being on glazed paper: the glazing seems, however,
to be confined to the pages which open at the verse 1 John v. 7; and the gloss
is, apparently, the result of the many fingers which have been applied to that
one place of this recent MS.; or, if not, the material at that place must be
different.
After my return from the continent, I have at different times sent to various
libraries lists of the discrepancies between Tischendorf’s collations and mine;
from Basle, Munich, and Venice, I received prompt and satisfactory replies to
my inquiries, so that I have full testimony as to the readings, in every place
of doubt.
Signor VeLttupo compared the list I sent with Codex U at Venice; Dr.
Srréat did the same with X at Munich; and E and 1, at Basle, were exa-

mined by Dr. C. L. Roru.

They are entitled to thanks from me, and from

all who desire complete accuracy in critical data.
I also sent to Florence the places in which Tischendorf differed from
me, as to the text of the Codex Amiatinus; and Signor Francesco pex Furia
promptly sent me a full statement (made by his son, the Abbate del Furia) of
each reading.
When I was at Leipsic, in 1850, I found that Tischendorf’s edition of the
Latin New Testament from this Codex was about half printed. I had sent
gives on the opposite page to the facsimile the words in the usual Greek type, with
lines corresponding. Here his accuracy cannot be commended. In fact, he has made
many blunders” (Biblical Criticism, ij. 311). Lachmann did not know that the
engraved plates were what Dr. Barrett read rightly in 1787, and the printed pages
were what he read wrongly in 1801. His judgment, however, as to the incorrectness
of the latter, was quite a true one.
No one would more fully see that the censure on Lachmann was undeserved, than
Mr. Scrivener himself, if examining Dr. Barrett’s publication. It is evident that he
had not done this (even if he had seen it), when he thus blamed Lachmann. I learn
this from his note, page 261. “In verse 7 [of Matt. xxi.], Scholz asserts that the
Codex Z reads érexd@icev. Buttmann informs us, that nothing remains of that word
in Codex Z but the first two letters.” Now, if Mr. Scrivener had access to Dr. Barrett’s publication, he might have spoken on this point from the facsimile, without
having to quote from another as to this published book.
Lachmann thought that this was a good example of the mode in which reviewers
in his own country had treated him—passing a judgment first, and learning the facts
(if at all) afterwards. I am surprised that Mr. Scrivener should have charged Lachmann with hardly speaking well of any one, with the Preface before him, in which he
so commends Bentley and Bengel.
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him a transcript of my collation; and thus there was a confirmation of several
readings. I regretted, however, that the printing should have taken place
before the passages in which we at all differed should have been recompared
at Florence.*
It would have been a comparatively easy thing to havé drawn out a select
statement of the readings of the MSS., borrowing the citations of the versions
from previous editions, and giving the citations from the fathers similarly on
second-hand authority. But this was not the object for which I had toiled.
I wanted to give all the readings supported by ancient MSS., and not a mere
selection, as Tischendorf has done. And further, I should not be satisfied
without doing my utmost to give the citations from the versions with all the
correctness that I could; and so, too, I found it needful to examine and
re-examine the writings of the fathers (as far as Eusebius inclusive) so as not
to repeat citations without knowing the bearings of each passage with the
context: hence has arisen a great expenditure of time and labour. Also, as I
wanted (what has never been done fully) to give the evidence both for and
against every reading, where there is really any balance of testimony, a vast
amount of work was needed.
In all this, the condition of my eyes, after
collations and trying study of several years, has retarded me in a manner
which I can hardly describe.
Of the Ancient Versions, I use and examine myself the Latin and the
SyRrac.
The Latin consist of (i) the Ory Larry, as found in the Codices Vercellensis, Veronensis, and Colbertinus (ij), the revised text of Upper Italy, as in
the Codex Brixianus (iij), a revised text, in which the influence of ancient
MSS. is discernible, as found in the Codex Bobbiensis (this text was unknown
to Lachmann), and (iv) the Vulgate of Jerome, in which I follow ancient
MSS. Besides these, many Latin copies contain a mixed text. Many writers
have unsuitably blended all the non-Hieronymian Latin texts, under the
name of Italic.
The Syriac are (i) the Guirebdetiens from the Nitrian monasteries of which
mention has previously been made.—(ij) The version commonly printed as the
Peshito: of this, I collated the whole of Rich’s MS., 7157 in the British
Museum: this MS. is a good proof how the Syriac scribes modernised their
* From the recomparison of the places of discrepancy made by Abbate del Furia,
T am able to point out the following corrections for Tischendorf’s edition of this Latin
text.
Matt. xxvii. 20, principes autem sacerdotum;

Mark xiv. 48,

not, princeps.

de duodecim; not, ex duodecim.

Luke ix. 13,

duos pisces (sic).

John vi. 54,
2 Tim. iii. 16,
iv.10,

et bibié; not, et bibeé.
divinitus inspirata; not inspirata divinitus.
Tischendorf here gives Galliam in his text, stating in his Prolegomena (p. xliij.) that Galatiam is the reading of a corrector: Del
Furia says that there is no change, but that Galatiam is the only
reading of the MS.
Dei patientia; not, Dei clementia.

1 Pet. iii. 20,
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Besides these versions, there is in the Vatican the Lec-

tionary, called by Adler the J erusalem Syriac; he published many readings
from it: I have myself extracted the readings of some passages, and I also

possess a transcript of a few leaves.
For the Mempuirtic* version, I follow Schwartze’s edition of the Gospels,

depending on the collation which he has subjoined. It is to be regretted that
Boetticher’s edition of the Acts (in continuation of what Schwartze left
unfinished at his death) is a bare Egyptian text, without version or collation.
The Tuesaic is also collated by Schwartze ; the fragments of this version
were collected and published by Woide and Munter.
In the Goruic, I follow the edition of Gabelentz and Loebe.

Zohrab’s edition of the ARMENIAN, on the authority of MSS., has as yet
been unused by critical editors. A collation of this version had been promised
me by my Christian friend Sarkies Davids, M.D. (Glasgow), from Shiraz;
but, after his death, happy in the conscious knowledge of Christ’s redemption,
it was long before I met with any one competent and willing to undertake the
task. In 1851, however, the Rev. ‘I’. H. Horne kindly exerted himself for
me, and through him I was introduced to Mr. Cuarxes Rixv, of the British
Museum; who has so collated this version, as to afford me all the need that I
could ask. He performed this far more with the spirit of one who wished to
render a service to sacred criticism, than in consideration of such remuneration as I could offer. In speaking of this version, it is well to say, that it is
wholly incorrect to suppose that its MSS. were altered to suit the Latin
Vulgate: Zohrab found no trace of the Latinising readings in any copy
which he collated. The first printed edition by Uscan, and those that follow
it, stand alone in such alterations.
As to the Zirut1o0ric, Bode published a Latin version of it, from the text of
Walton’s Polyglot: Mr. T. P. Puarr edited the same version from MSS.;
unfortunately, however, he preserved no lists of various readings, and but few

memoranda; the latter he kindly sent me; and, through the Rev. T. H. Horne’s
instrumentality, Mr. L. A. Prevost, of the British Museum, has compared
for me Bode’s Latin version with Mr. Platt’s text.
The versions later than the sixth century do not possess any value as wit* These two Egyptian versions, Memphitic and Thebaic, are very often termed in
critical works Coptic and Sahidic; but these latter names, however common, are
objectionable: Coptic is rather a general term applying alike to the old Egyptian
tongue as a whole; the Memphitic is the dialect of Zower Egypt, and therefore there
is a great incongruity in assigning to it a name formed, it is said, from Coptos, a place
in Upper Egypt. There is no such geographical incongruity involved in terming the
Thebaic, “Sahidic,” for each shows a connection with Upper Egypt. But still to call
the ancient dialect of the Thebais by a name Xtx.0 Sa-id, imposed after the occupation of the Arabs, is as unsuitable as if we were to say that the Gauls in Julius Cesar’s
time spoke French. I was confirmed in my opinion of the impropriety of the name
Sahidic, at hearing an inquiry whether it were.not the dialect of the Delta, taking it
from the city Sais.
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nesses to the ancient text; their readings may, therefore, be omitted; for it is
worse than useless to allow them to encumber a critical page, and to perpetuate citations from them, on the accuracy of which but little reliance can
often be placed.
|

The following is a brief summary of the MSS. as to their availability :—
The text has been published of the MSS.
i. of the Gospels A C D L A, and the fragments Z (see above)

TORWYA
ij. of the Acts,
Cath. Epp.)

PQ TJ N

Fs.
AC DE, and fragment F (of these A C contain also the

iij. of St. Paul’s Epistles

AC DG.

Fragments H F¢.

iv. of the Revelation A C B (i.e. Cod. Basilianus).
The readings of F V of the Gospels I take from the published collations;
so too as to E and K of St. Paul’s Epistles (the latter of which contains also
Cath. Epp.).

The readings of the Codex Vaticanus B, I gather as best I can from the
three published collations.*
All the rest of the uncial MSS.f (and a few others) I have myself collated.
i. of the Gospels
EG H K M U X, 1, 33, 69 (besides the restoration of Z).
ij. of the Acts G H, 13, 31 (these, except H, contain also the Cath. Epp.).
iij. of St. Paul’s Epistles D (prior to its publication) F J, 17, 37, and fragment 53.

iv. of Revelation 14.

And besides these, I have examined and made a facsimile of almost every
one of the MSS. which have been published, and also collated the printed
texts.
There is a great deal of truth in the opinion expressed by Dr. Davidson,
that it would be far better for the offices of collator of MSS. and editor of
the text, to be dissociated.{ But things desirable are not always practicable.
It would be far better for an architect not to be compelled also to toil as a
* The edition which Cardinal Mai has caused to be printed from this MS, remains
as yet unpublished; if it should be rescued from this unworthy obscurity, it will
enable critics to use the authority of this MS. with some measure of confidence.
Often, as to the readings, there is now no doubt; but all the three collations have
their imperfections. That made for Bentley is by far the best of those that have
been published, and yet that critic was not satisfied with it, for he caused the Abbate
Rulotta to re-examine the whole MS. as to the earlier writings and the corrections.
This labour of Rulotta seems to be entirely lost.
+ I do not here take into account the recently-discovered MSS. of Tischendorf, to
which I expect soon to have full access.
t “ We are thankful to the collators of MSS. for their great labour. But it may be
doubted whether they be often competent to make the best critical text out of existing
materials ... We should rather see the collator and the editor of the text dissociated.
We should like to have one person for each department.”—Davidson’s Biblical Criticism, ij. pp. 104-5.
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quarryman ; and yet, if stones could not be otherwise obtained, quarry them
himself he must, if he would build at all. An artist is often the grinder of
his own colours, and photographers prepare their own materials. If what is
needed cannot be obtained ready to hand from the labour of others, those
whose special place it is to apply the materials must be themselves preparers.
There is a danger lest a collator should overvalue what he has toiled on
himself.

And yet, in my own

case, the authorities of the highest value are

those which have been published or collated by others, through whose labours
I have benefited. I say this, although I consider that the value of X. 1, 33,
69, and of D F of St. Paul’s Epistles, is very great, and that the restoration
of parts of Z was an important work: my general critical principles were ~
formed on sufficient data before I began to collate, and thus I was hindered
from estimating MSS. etc., because they were connected with my own labours.
There are many subjects of interest closely linked with the retrospect of
my work ; it was this that brought me into connection with Dre Werte, the
disciple of Griesbach, with whom I had much intercourse, both in Rome and
Basle.
Thus, too, I met Scnouz, who indicated to me, with much kindness,
before I left England, where various MSS. had now migrated: and in more

recent time, I was thus brought into acquaintance with Lacumany, the first
who edited irrespective of traditional authorities, and with TiscHenporr, the
publisher of so many ancient texts. And all of these, except the last, and not
these only, but Laureani

and Morza, the custodi of the Vatican, Barerra

of Venice, Harter of Munich, Cardinal Acron, and others with whom
collations have brought me into connection, have, in these few years, passed
away from this present earthly scene.
In this country, also, my labour of collations, etc., has been to me the
occasion of intercourse with scholars not a few ;—of these one may be specified, the Patriarch of all who have been occupied with Sacred Literature,—
Dr. Rovru.

I may give the result of my studies in a few words :—I now propose —
I.—To give the text on the authority of the oldest MSS. and versions, and
the aid of the earlier citations, so as to present, as far as possible, the text
commonly received in the fourth centiry;— always stating what authorities
support, and what oppose the text given.
II.—In cases in which we have certain proofs which carry us still nearer
to the apostolic age, to use the data so afforded.
III.—In eases in which the oldest documents agree in certain, undoubted,
transcriptural error, to state the reading so supported, but not to follow it;
and to give the grounds on which another reading is preferred.
IV.—In matters altogether doubtful, to state distinctly the conflicting evidence, and thus to approximate towards a true text.
V.—To give the various readings of all the uncial MSS. and ancient
versions, very correctly, so that it may be clearly seen what readings possess
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'To these I add the more important citations

of the earlier writers (to Eusebius inclusive).

The places are also to he

indicated in which the common text departs from the ancient readings.
Enough has been said to show what the critical principles are, on which I
consider that the Sacred Text should be edited. ‘The following section on
critical principles and their application, though it relates, not only to this
particular branch of the subject, but to the present point in the history of the
printed text, becomes in fact a further development of the views here expressed,
together with a consideration of objections sometimes brought forward, with
remarks on the evidence as to the reading of particular passages.

§ 14.

REMARKS
:

ON PRINCIPLES
CRITICISM.

OF TEXTUAL

THE object of all Textual Criticism is to present an ancient work,
as far as possible, in the very words and form in which it proceeded from the writer’s own hand.

Thus, when applied to the

Greek New Testament, the result proposed is to give a text of
those writings, as nearly as can be done on existing evidence,
such as they were when originally written in the first century.
While the object of the textual criticism of the New Testament
is admitted to be the same, there are two very different routes by
which different editors may seek to arrive at the proposed result ;
they are, however, so different, that the conclusions cannot be
identical: the one is, to regard the mass of documents numerically, and to take them, on the ground of their wide diffusion, as

the general witnesses to the text which should be adopted;

the

other is, to use those documents which are in themselves ancient,
or which, as a demonstrated fact, contain ancient readings; and

thus to give a text which was current at least in the fourth
century of our era.

On the one side, there are the mass of MSS.

written from the eighth century to the sixteenth; on the other
side, there are a few MSS. of great antiquity, together with a few
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of later date ;and these are supported by the ancient versions in
general, and by the citations of ecclesiastical writers. To those
who delight in numerical display, the more ancient witnesses may
seem to be but a meagre array; and they speak of them as such,
pointing with a kind of triumph to their own more ample list:
but numbers do not always insure victory, as was learned by
Xerxes and Darius Codomannus;

much less is that the case in

questions of truth and fact, than in contentions of martial power;
and here the real question is, not, What was read most generally
in the sixteenth century, when the Greek Testament was first
printed ? but, What was read commonly and widely in the earliest

period to which we can recur?

|

Now I believe that two things are of the utmost importance at
present in the criticism of the text of the New Testament: (i.) To
draw a line of demarcation as to what critical aids shall be admitted
as good and useful witnesses; and (ii.) To determine as a fixed
and settled principle that the only proof that a reading zs ancient,
is, that it is found in some ancient document.

Both these ideas were

enunciated

by Griesbach:

he said,

** Perhaps we shall soon have to think of lessening our critical

aids, rather than of increasing them without limit... . Those,
indeed, who carry on criticism as though it were a mechanical art,
are delighted with so numerous an array of MSS.” (Symb. Crit. i.
Pref. 2.) On the other point he said, ‘‘ There is no need to
repeat, again and again, that readings, which, looked at in them-

selves, we should judge to be the better, are not to be preferred,
unless authenticated by at least some ancient testimonies.” (Gr. Test.
i. Proleg. p. Lxii.)
The selection of authorities must not be a mere arbitrary procedure; but it must be the adoption, as a basis, of such as are
proved to be witnesses worthy of confidence. Ancient MSS., the
older versions, and such early citations as have come down to us
in a trustworthy form, are the vouchers, and the only certain ones,

that any reading zs ancient. And again, Comparative Criticism
(see§ 13) proves, that in selecting these authorities we do not
act empirically or rashly, but that we rely on the evidence of
witnesses whose character admits of being tested. And besides
those MSS. which are actually the oldest, we may use as valuable
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auxiliaries those whose general text accords with them, and that
on two grounds; Ist, Because the character of such MSS. is
shown from their general agreement with the oldest; and 2nd,
Because it is also proved by the same criteria of accordance with
the best early versions and citations. The MS. “33” would
on this ground have been proved to contain a text of the highest
character; and this (especially perhaps in the Epistles) would
give it a claim to be admitted as an authority, even though the
oldest uncial documents

had not been in existence.

Indeed, at

the time when Griesbach wrote the greater part of his Symbole
Critice, before a collation of B had been published, and when the

palimpsest C was but partially known (as was the case long after),
there was not a better witness available for the ancient text, as a
whole, than this MS., imperfectly as it had then been collated.
Thus, if the oldest MSS. had not existed, and we were left, as we

are with respect to so many classical authors, to MSS. later than
the tenth century, true critical principles might still have guided

us aright in many respects.

But we may be thankful that

God has in His Providence ordered otherwise than that we should
be so left; and thus we have the satisfaction of using the oldest
MSS. as witnesses of the ancient text. Their age would cause
them to have a primary claim on our attention ; their proved character equally shows that this claim is well founded.
The readings of the most ancient MSS. are not matters of
doubt; for, with the lamentable exception of the Vatican MS., all

those of this class which are available for criticism have been pub- jished; and as to the Vatican MS., we are more often sure what

its readings are than the contrary.

Thus it is useless to object

that the readings of these MSS., as a class, are involved in doubt;

for such an assertion is wholly a mistake. Even with regard to
such a MS. as the Codex Claromontanus of St. Paul’s Epistles,
which has suffered from the hands of repeated correctors, it is in
vain to urge against it that it has been so treated; for this does
not affect the actual original readings of the first scribe, which are
still visible.
Nor can it be urged as an objection of any weight that we do
not know by whom the ancient copies were written: if there had
been any force of argument in the remark, it would apply quite as

OF THE

GREEK

NEW

TESTAMENT.

177

much to a vast number of the modern codices: If I find an
anonymous writer, who appears to be intelligently acquainted with

his subject, and if in many ways I have had the opportunity of
testing and confirming his accuracy, I do not the less accept him
as a witness of historic facts, than I should if I knew his name

and personal circumstances. The Epistle to Diognetus is a trustworthy document of early Christianity, though we have no evidence as to the name

of the writer, who he was, or where

he

lived; and though we are acquainted with but the name, and
nothing more, of the person to whom it was addressed.
But it. has been repeatedly urged that the few most ancient
MSS. bear but a minute proportion to the mass of those which
perished in the early centuries; and thus the lost copies may have
contained a very different text. To appeal from what we have to
what we never can have, from what we know to what we never

can know, would transfer us at once from the domain of facts and
proofs into that of mere conjectures and suppositions. The words
of Cicero might be taken as a sufficient answer to such surmisings: ‘‘ Est ridiculum, ad ea que habemus nihil dicere; QU&RERE QUZ HABERE NON POSSUMUS.” (Cic. pro Arch. iv.).
What if any one were to say, in defence of any doctrine or
practice, that it is true that it is not taught, or that it may even

seem to be discountenanced, in the twenty-seven books of the
New Testament which we have, but why may it not have been
inculcated in other writings of the Apostles, or their companions,

which we have not?

In the realms of pure imagination one ques-

tion as to possibilities is just as good as another.
Does it not strike those who bring forward this trite objection
(until, on their own confession, they are weary of repeating it), as
at least singular, that ALL the oldest documents belong to the
kind which they decry, because of their being in the numerical
minority ? That each newly-found palimpsest should exhibit its
relation to the oldest copies previously known? That a version
coming newly to light (such as the Curetonian Syriac) should
still so perversely differ from the array of recent MSS.? But,
indeed, if in the early centuries MSS.

did exist which accorded

with the later mass of copies, such documents would present a
strange and unaccountable contradiction to the other monuments
13
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with which we might compare them. Comparative Criticism
would be able to prove that their text was at least suspicious.*
One objection raised against the oldest documents is that they
were written by Egyptian copyists, and that they exhibit Alexandrian forms of inflection, etc. All this may be admitted for
argument’s sake: but what then? This does not show that the
MSS. are corrupt, or that the Alexandrian scribes introduced the
forms to which they were accustomed. For this objection, when
examined, contains two parts; that the Alexandrian copyists, as

being studious of elegance, mended the books which they transcribed ; and also, that, in the Greek MSS. of the New Testament,

written at Alexandria, forms which exhibit a rusticity of dialect
were introduced. One of these objections or the other might be
discussed, but hardly both at once.

It has also been said that we

might more suitably seek copies of the New Testament from the
parts, in which the books which compose it were written, rather
than from Egypt; as if there was some stigma inthe name. Now
the fact is, that in those days Alexandria was the great centre of
Greek literature; and thus publishers of books (in the ancient
sense of the word) were especially congregated there. To object
to receive copies of works from Alexandria because they had been
written elsewhere, would be just as reasonable as if objection were
made to Sir Walter Scott’s works printed in London, or to
Schiller’s printed in Leipsic. Now, as to Alexandrian forms, it
is well said, that if they had been introduced into the New
Testament by Egyptian copyists, how comes it that the classical
MSS. written in that country are free from them? And as these
forms were in the LXX. long before the New Testament was
written, would it not be remarkable if Greek formed so much on
the model of that version, exhibited no trace of them?
Does not

this very consideration go some way to show that the MSS. which
are wholly free from these inflections must have been improved by
non-Alexandrian scribes? And if rusticity of Greek be a distinguishing mark of Egyptian copies, does not this, at least, show —
* Various facts and arguments which were mentioned in preceding sections have
been treated, of necessity, in greater detail in this. A mere reference to what had
been previously said would not have been sufficient here, where the subjects are more
formally taken up.
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that there could have been no general attempt to produce elegance
of diction?

Of course they were exposed to the same liability of

mistake as ever has been the common

lot of transcribers; but it

would be as little reasonable to bring such formal accusations ©
against the compositors and correctors of a London printing-office,
as against the Alexandrian copyists as a body. In ancient times,
when Greek literature had become diffused, it was as natural to

obtain copies of books in that tongue from Alexandria, as it is
now to obtain English works from London.*
Tt has often been said that the uniform text of the later MSS. is
an evidence in its favour, and that thus the variations of the oldest,
not only from the more recent, but also from one another, show
that we cannot rely on them as authorities. If this had been a
fact, it might have been sufficiently met by another which is more
striking ; for it has never been even alleged that the later Greek
MSS. are so uniform in their text as are the later Latin; and yet
the recent MSS. of the Vulgate agree in perhaps two thousand
readings, differing from what Jerome could have given, and also
from the few very ancient copies which have been transmitted.
And thus the Latin MSS. supply us with an argument from
analogy ; the mass of the recent copies contain a text notoriously

and demonstrably incorrect; the few oldest MSS. supply the
means of emendation ; and these few must be followed if we think

of giving the genuine text of Jerome’s version. It is quite true
that the mass of the Greek copies do agree in readings which
differ from

the ancient;

and then the advocates

of numerical

majority point triumphantly to the proportion in favour of the
modern reading as being ninety or a hundred to one. Transfer
the ground of discussion to the Latin, and then the odds may be
increased tenfold ; for in cases of the most absolutely certain corruption of recent ages, the proportion of MSS. in their favour will
* But does not Strabo charge booksellers of Alexandria with multiplying errors
by employing, for the sake of gain, incompetent copyists? (Strab. Geog. p. 609, ed.
_ Casaubon.) No doubt he does; and he makes the same accusation against those of
Rome; for, in the first century, Rome and Alexandria were the two literary centres
of the two languages of the east and west. Some at Alexandria were careless, but
this is very different from making a general charge, or from comparing Alexandria with
some other Greek city. If I say that there are London printers who employ incompetent compositors, I may state a fact, but I do not condemn either the masters or
the men in a body, much less do I charge London books with general inaccuracy.
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be perhaps nine hundred or a thousand to one. So futile is an
argument drawn from numerical preponderance. And the text of
Latin MSS. has been found to be almost a criterion of their age;
the century to which they belong has been shown to present a
singular relation to their actual text.
But although the later MSS. often show a general agreement in
favour of some reading opposed to the most ancient, it is not
strictly true that these more modern copies contain an uniform
text: Mr. Scrivener’s recent collation of MSS. of the Gospels*
has proved this, and has swept away at once and for ever the
argument drawn from the supposed unity of text. The recent
copies have their own hind of variations, so have the ancient; the

real question is, ‘‘ Within the limits of which class are we to
seek for the genuine and original text ?”
In speaking of the modern copies as opposed to the ancient,
I mean the cursive documents in general as opposed to the MSS.
anterior to the seventh century. The copies from the seventh
century to the tenth, that is, the later uncials, accord in text, in
part with one, in part with the other, of these classes. And
besides this general division there are cursive MSS., as I have
again and again said, which accord with the ancient text; and

there are also cursive MSS. which, though generally agreeing in
text with the mass, contain lections, here and there, such as are
found in the ancient copies. These facts do not in the least interfere with the general phenomena of transcriptural mutation, nor
with its general course in one direction. They only show that
there were exceptions, but just such exceptions as prove the rule.
It cannot be doubted that, in the Latin New Testament, the text
current before the time of Jerome gradually gave place to his
version or revision; and yet the Colbert MS., containing one of
the purest ante-hieronymian texts of the Gospels (edited by Sabatier), was written in the twelfth century. Just so Greek MSS. of
* “A full and exact collation of about twenty Greek MSS. of the Holy Gospels,
(hitherto unexamined) deposited in the British Museum, the Archiepiscopal Library
at Lambeth. etc., with a Critical Introduction. By the Rev. Frederick Henry Serivener, M.A.,” Cambridge, 1853. The MSS., the collations of which are given in this
volume, are mostly in cursive letters, and but few among them contain really ancient
readings. The book is a valuable contribution to our knowledge of the character of
the later MSS., of which so few have been carefully examined. Mr. Scrivener seems
to have used scrupulous accuracy.
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the ancient class of text were occasionally written in later ages;
although the general course

was the same; and the new

vari-

ations introduced demonstrate that there was no _ established,
uniform, Constantinopolitan text.*
It is granted freely that the oldest copies differ among themselves,—that none of them is perfect; but these considerations do
not take away their value as critical authorities: they are certainly
monuments of what was read and used in the time when they
were written; and from their contents, in connection with other
ancient evidence, it is for criticism, in a Christian spirit and with

proper intelligence, to seek the materials for reconstructing that
* Mr. Scrivener, after showing how MSS. of a more recent date contain readings
less modernised than some that are older, adds, “ Examples such as these can be multiplied almost indefinitely, even with our most imperfect acquaintance with the great
majority of cursive records: and, to my mind, such phenomena are absolutely fatal to
the scheme of those persons who have persuaded themselves that a process of gradual
change and corruption of the inspired writings was silently yet steadily flowing onwards in the same direction during the middle ages, till the sacred originals passed
from the state exhibited in the most venerable uncials A B C, or even D, into the
stereotyped standard of the Constantinopolitan church, whereof our codices 1 m n
[Mr. S.’s notation of three of those which he collated] may be looked upon as fair
representatives.
Thus easily is rooted up from its foundations the system which
would revise the text of the New Testament on the exclusive authority of the most
ancient books.” Introd. p. lxviij.
I admit the phenomena noticed (as I have said above), but I do not see that they
prove in the slightest degree that the course of corruption did not advance in the same
general direction. There was no Byzantine standard, and thus ancient readings at
times re-appeared. The note of victory is sounded, however, too soon in the close of
the above paragraph; for all that has been shown is that some modern copies may be
valuable auxiliaries to the most ancient—a thing which the advocates of “the system”
to which Mr. 8. refers would fully admit. Ifthe expression “ exclusive authority of the
most ancient books” has been used, it has been in connection with the fact that the
proof that a reading és ancient, is that it has some ancient voucher; and that an ancient
MS. contains an ancient text is a mere axiom. But what later MS. could Lachmann
have used as a collateral witness of the ancient Greek Text? Was there one cursive
document of that class of which a trustworthy collation was available? That he
would have valued the aid of Cod. 1. in the Gospels, and of 33 throughout, in spite of
their more recent date, might be seen to be certain from the use which he made of
the Latin Colbert. MS. of the twelfth century. But I need not state this as a matter
of inference : for Lachmann never saw a full collation of 33 till he saw mine (as indeed
none had ever been made), and inexamining it he judged it to be a sincere monument of the ancient text (though written in the eleventh century), and he quite
approved of the use which I intended to make of it; for he himself considered that it
deserved a place beside the older uncials as much as does the Latin Codex Colbertinus
beside the ancient Codices Vercellensis and Veronensis.
The “system” to which Mr. Scrivener refers is really that of upholding proved
ancient authority ; it is maintained that this should be exclusively followed; and
this principle is untouched by any peculiarities of the later MSS.
.
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fabric of revealed truth which has been in some measure disfigured by the modern copyists and their followers, the early
printers.
But if any choose to advocate the mass of the modern copies as
authorities, the difficulty is great; not only because of their internal variations, but also from the fact that such an advocate will

find that his witnesses stand opposed to every one of the most
ancient copies, also to the ancient versions as a class, and not only

to these, but to every Christian writer of the first three centuries
of whom we have any considerable remains.
In saying these things, I do not undervalue the MSS. in general :
as monuments of the history of the text they are very important;
and not unfrequently some which are not amongst the most
ancient are of great value as collateral witnesses; but I do protest
against the whole notion of numerical criticism as opposed to
ancient authority, be that notion defended by whom it may, or in
whatever mode.

Tt has been indeed said that the quiet monks and others who
copied the MSS. from the seventh century and onward, had no
desire of literary pride, and that thus they may probably in an
honest and good spirit have copied faithfully what was before
them;

while, on the contrary, the Alexandrian scribes, having

a certain pride of literary elegance, might have mended and
improved what they were transcribing.
To this supposition I
reply, 1st. That the later copyists did alter and change in many
ways, from the common principles of human infirmity, what was
before them; 2nd. That the Alexandrian scribes retain rusticity
of form far more than their monkish successors, so that the latter
might be supposed to be more studious of elegance; 3rd. That
this surmise, if it were a good argument, would apply to the
Latin as well as to the Greek, and there it signally fails: and thus
nothing can be built upon it. Let it be remembered that no set
of copyists are held up as infallible; that mistakes were made in
early ages; that greater mistakes were often made in trying to
correct them ; that the tmprovement of different passages (especially
the synoptical Gospels) by the introduction of what is found in
parallel places, spread widely even before the end of the fourth

century ; while, however, the host of MSS. are those which con-
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tain the most manifest proofs of this mode of improvement. Thus
to be at all certain that the readings which we advance are ancient,
we must place ourselves on evidence which is certainly such.
And this is called innovation: and it often seems as if words
sufficiently hard could not be found to stigmatise the temerity of
those who thus have recourse to the ancient documents. A collator or critic is sometimes treated as if he made the variations
whose existence he points out; an ancient reading is called his, as
if he had invented it conjecturally: it is just as if, in fact, a
physician were guilty of causing the illness whose working he
detects, and to which he seeks to apply the fitting remedy.
Those, too, who are not so devoid of intelligence as to argue
thus, speak just as strongly of critics who recur to ancient authority. If a passage which has hardly a trace of evidence (or none)
in its favour is not inserted, an editor is accused of expunging or
cancelling it; his ‘‘ rashness,” ‘‘ tampering” with Holy Scripture,
making ‘needless alterations,” ‘‘ want of reverence” for God’s
word, ‘‘ reckless innovation,” etc., etc., are stigmatised in the se-

verest manner.
And if scholars use such language, because
others have abstained from preferring the evidence of the fifteenth
century to that of the fifth, we need not marvel that those less

informed have re-echoed the cry; as if criticism on ancient
grounds were really a (hardly covert) attack on Scripture, and on
_the sacred truths revealed therein.

Serious discussion of a ques-

tion is almost excluded, when a moral stigma is erideavoured to
be affixed by anticipation to those who hold one particular opinion,
to which the other party objects.
But Jerome long ago taught textual critics what they must
expect, for not adding to the ancient copies what readers had
found inserted in those that were later. ‘‘ Quis enim doctus
pariter vel indoctus, cum in manus volumen assumserit, et a saliva

quam semel imbibit, viderit discrepare quod lectitat, non statim
erumpat ‘In vocem,

LEGUM,

qui audeam

me

FALSARIUM,

me

clamans

esse

in veteribus libris, addere, mutare,

SACRI-

corri-

gere.” (Ad Damasum.)
It is a simple fact that many, learned as well as unlearned, are
afraid of reading a passage at all differently from that to which
they have been accustomed as Holy Scripture ; and this feeling of
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indefinite apprehension is a hindrance to their minds in looking
fairly and fully at the evidence or the cases. Their own subjective
feeling hinders them from rightly weighing objective facts: so that
there is even a reluctance to admit TRUTH, although owned to be
such on grounds of overwhelming objective evidence—evidence to
which the judgment is compelled, though with regret, to submit.*
It is to be lamented that the feeling thus exists, even on
the part of some scholars, that recurrence to the most ancient

sources for the text of Scripture deserves to be so condemned and
deprecated, that they hold up critics (conscientious men, it may
be), who press the importance of ancient testimony, as reckless
innovators, and they thus lead an unjudging crowd to condemn
them and their labours. ‘Sed ego ita existimo, quo majus
crimen sit id, quod ostendatur esse falsum, hoc majorem ab eo

injuriam fieri, qui id confingat.
Vult enim magnitudine rei sic
occupare animos eorum quit audiunt, UT DIFFICILIS ADITUS
VERITATI RELINQUATUR.”
(Cic. pro. M. Font. v.).
In illustration of the results of appealing to ancient documents
as witnesses of an ancient text, I have already referred to the
difference between the few very ancient MSS. of the Latin Vulgate, and vast number of those that are modern; the same thing

is shown in the printed editions of works now revised according
to early authorities, but which were first printed from recent
copies.
* That I have not stated too strongly this wnwillingness to surrender subjective
feelings even when absolute evidence compels, is shown, I think, by Mr. Scrivener’s
note on St. Matthew vi. 18: “é 7@ davepé ‘openly,’ is found in all Eng. in Beza and
Castalio; but is omitted by Syr. Vulg. and Campbell, I Fear correctly,” etc. Why
should there be any FEAR in simply following evidence ? for TRUTH, the truth of God’s
Scripture in its own proper words, is that which has alone on these questions to be
upheld.
The following sentence of Porson (Letters to Travis, pp. 149, 150) is well worthy of
attention: “ Perhaps youthink it an affected and absurd idea that a marginal note
can ever creep into the text; yet I hope you are not so ignorant as not to know that
this has actually happened, not merely in hundreds or thousands, but in millions of
places. Natura (says Daillé) ita comparatum est, ut auctorum probatorum libros
plerique omnes amplos quam breves malint: verentes scilicet, ne quid sibi desit, quod
auctoris vel sit vel esse dicatur. To the same purpose Bengelius, Non facile pro
superfluo aliquid hodie habent complures docti virt (he might have added, omnesque
indocti), eademque

mente plerique quondam

librarii fuere.

From this known

pro-

pensity of transcribers to turn everything into text which they found written in the
margin of their MSS., or between the lines, so many interpolations have proceeded,
that at present the surest canon of criticism is, Preferatur lectio brevior.”
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The first text of the LXX. which obtained a wide and general
currency, was
reprinted and
first appeared,
(1586), based

the Aldine (Venice, 1518). This was repeatedly
habitually used. About seventy years after this
the Roman edition of the LXX. was published
on the Codex Vaticanus; how was it that the

Roman text obtained such a currency as to displace the Aldine,*

and to maintain its stand in public estimation for more than two
centuries and a half? How should Protestants have been willing
to concede such an honour to this text which had appeared under
Papal sanction ? It gained its ground and kept it, because it was
really an ancient text, such in its general complexion as was read
by the early fathers. The Roman editors shrewdly guessed the
antiquity of their MS. from the form of the letters, etc., and that
too, in an age when Paleography was but little known; they
inferred the character of its text, partly from its age, partly from
its accordance with early citations; and thus, even though they
departed at times inadvertently from their MS., they gave a text
vastly superior to that of the New Testament in common use from
the days of Erasmus. The goodness of the Vatican MS. of the

LXX. has been severely tested, but its value is plainly shown by
the various readings collected and edited by Holmes and Parsons.
Few have studied the critical apparatus of their edition, confused
as it is in arrangement, and in many ways wearying to the reader;
but those who have done so, see how the whole confirms the prin-

ciple of recurrence to ancient MSS. as authority for the ancient
text. I can say this conscientiously, for I have read the whole of
the various readings

in Holmes and Parsons’s edition through,

and it all illustrates that principle of recurrence to the ancient
MSS. which should be applied equally to the text of the New
Testament. The modern MSS. of the LXX. in general widely
differ from what was read by the early fathers.
If, then, from one ancient MS. we obtain a text of the LXX.
of known ancient value, why should those who themselves adopt
that text in preference to the Aldine, object to the New Testa* The comparative oblivion into which the Aldine text has fallen would be almost
total, if it had not been that Conrad Kircher used it as the basis of his Concordance
to the LXX. Kircher’s Concordance is now little used ;_but when Trommius (then
aged nearly seventy) undertook an improved Concordance to that version, he made
considerable use of Kircher, and in consequence he employed the Aldine Text himself.
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ment if edited on analogous authority? And as the Codex Vaticanus is the basis of the Roman LXX., why may not this same
MS. (in conjunction with other authorities), be equally trusted as
a witness to the ancient text of the New Testament?
Thus, then, I revert to the principles previously expressed, that

the mass of documents are not to be taken as competent witnesses,
and that some ancient voucher must be sought for every oa
reading.

In confining the examination to the ancient documents, all
care must be taken rightly to understand their testimony, and to
weigh it in all its particulars.
Authorities cannot be followed mechanically ; and thus, where
there is difference of reading amongst the more trustworthy witnesses, all that we know of the nature and origin of various readings, and of the kind of errors to which copyists were liable, must
be employed. But, let it be observed, that discrimination of this
kind is only required when the witnesses differ ; for otherwise, we
should fall into the error of determining by conjecture what the
text ought to be, instead of accepting it as it is.
And while all pains and the exercise of a cool judgment should
be employed in estimating the value of evidence, 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.
For my own part, I have that reverence for Holy Scripture,
that so far from feeling timidity as to not receiving as divine,
words or phrases which do not rest on competent authority, my
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fear would always be, lest, on any traditional ground, such readings
should be received as are not supported by evidence.
the Apocrypha

We reject

in spite of tradition; and there is no want

of

reverence in our doing this, for those books are not Scripture;

just so there is no want of reverence for Scripture, in our not
accepting the modern readings in opposition to the ancient, involve what it may.
Where there is the united evidence of the oldest MSS., versions, and citations, criticism has no place, for the reading is not
in question.
In passages where testimonies differ, an express statement that
the reading was so and so, is of very great value.
Thus the express testimony of Origen, that ri we Néyets ayaBov;
is not the reading of Matt. xix. 17, would have very great weight
alone ; for it is decisive of the fact that this was not the reading of

the third century; so that this sentence would be suspicious even
if it were not rejected as it is by the best MSS. and versions;

which, with Origen, read ri we épwrds mept Tod ayaGod ; (see the
evidence in full in the preceding Section, p. 133).

Such passages

might be multiplied greatly, in which express testimony accords
with the conclusion to which other evidence would have led.
But there may be express testimony which gives a determining
value to conflicting evidence. Thus, in Matt. v. 4, 5, the order
of the benedictions in most copies (as well as the common text)
is, waxdpiot ot TwevOodvTes.... aK. ot Tpacis KTA. But Origen

(iv. 740) says, évvoray 8& tod ToLovTov AapBdvw emicTHcas TH
tafe. Tov év TS Kata MarOaiov paxapicpav, év ols meta TO.
Paxdplot of TTwWKXOL TO TrevpaTl, OTL a’TaV éoTW 1) Bacir«Ela TOV
ovpavav, éENs yéyparrtat TO waKdptot ot Tpacis, STL avTol KANpoVopNaovaL THY YiV" THpEL yap év TOUTOLS OTL TPATOV Mev TOV waKapilomévov 7 Bacirela éote Tov ovpavay Sevtépov Sé KAnpovopncovet Tv ynv. Now though the only MSS. in favour of this

reading are D, 33, (B C D are the only MSS. of the oldest class
that contain this portion), it is supported by the order of the

Eusebian Canons and Ammonian Sections,* and by the Old Latin
* Ammonius seems, in the third century, to have divided the four Gospels into
sections, placing opposite each other those which were parallel, so as to construct
what is called a harmony. Eusebius so arranged these sections as to throw them
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in all copies (except Cod. Veronensis, and the revised Cod. Brixianus), by the Vulgate, and by the Curetonian Syriac. So that
few as the MSS. are which contain it, this reading was once
widely diffused, and it is maintained by the distinct testimony of
Origen and Eusebius.
This express testimony overbalances all
that could be said in favour of the common order of these verses,
as deduced from the other MSS. and versions.
The search after ancient evidence may lead us very far back;
so far indeed that hardly any existing MS. goes to such antiquity
in its text; the last referred to is a passage in which only two of
the MSS. contain the demonstrated ancient reading. Now, in
Matt. i. 18, we know how it was read in the second century from
Trenzus, who (after having previously cited the words ‘‘ Christi
autem generatio sic erat”) continues, ‘‘ Ceterum potuerat dicere
Mattheus, Jesu vero generatio sic erat; sed previdens Spiritus
Sanctus depravatores, et pramuniens contra fraudulentiam eorum, ~
per Mattheum ait: Christi autem generatio sic erat.” (C. H. lib.
iij. 16. 2.) This is given in proof that Jesus and Christ are one
and the same person, and that Jesus cannot be said to be the
receptacle that afterwards received Christ; for the Christ was
born.
In all such cases it may be supposed that Irenzeus or any other
writer only testifies to what was in his own copy, and therefore
the evidence may go no farther than as relates to that single
exemplar ;we may always then inquire whether an express statement has such confirmation as to show that the reading was
all into ten tables, the first containing those portions common to all the Evangelists; the next three those that were common to three of them; the next five
those that were common to two; and the last comprising what was peculiar
to each Gospel.
These sections and canons often attest what passages were or
were not read in the third century.
In this place the pope “Athe Sections and
Canons as placed by Eusebius in the margin is -= "g
> (i. e. = 2 ; showing that the
26th section (under Canon X) was something alton to St. Matthew, namely, paxdproe
oi mpaeis xt; While the 27th section falling under Canon V, contained something common to Matthew and Luke. A reference to'the table shows that it is the 48th section
of St. Luke that answers to the 27th in St. Matthew; the words in St. Luke being the
latter part of vi. 21. Thus in St. Matthew, the clause, paxdpror ot revOodvres,bre adrot
rapaxAnOjcovrat,

answers

to that in Luke, paxdpror ot Kraiovres viv, tt yeAdoere.

Tran-

scribers have confused the notes of the Canons as they stand in the margin of many
MSS.; but the table which makes the 27th section of St. Matthew answer to the
48th of St. Luke, corrects the confusion and supplies the ancient evidence.
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Let it be remembered that in this place the

common reading is tod dé 'Incod Xpiorod, while Irenzeus maintains that "Incod is not in the sentence. The Old Latin and the
Vulgate support Irenzus’s reading, and thus we have full proof
that it was common in the west; and further, the same reading

is found in the Curetonian Syriac, fon Loc boat? —? ond,
Thus, then, we have full proof that this reading was also eastern.
But how does the case stand as to MS. authority? Not a single

‘known MS. supports it.*

But while this is owned, it can be

proved that this was once the reading of one of our oldest Greek
MSS., now defective in this passage. The first leaf of the Codex
Beze (D) is gone, but the Latin text on the opposite page preserves the readings; so that it does not admit of reasonable doubt
that that MS. omitted "Incod.
Thus, then, the statement of
Irenzeus is confirmed by a variety of independent testimony.
Lachmann marks the Jrenean reading =, as being equal to the
common which stands in his text: it is thus that he distinguishes
those. readings which are (in his judgment) as well attested as
what he admits into his text, but which he does not introduce

either into the context or the inner margin, because he considers
that they have no ancient Greek authority for the actual words.
There is one important exception to the general consent of
MSS. in favour of the common form of the text; for the Vatican

MS. reads (as cited by Birch), tod 58 Xpiorod "Incod:t

this

subtracts greatly from any supposed common agreement of MSS.
on the passage. It must be remembered that transcribers con-

tinually added ’Incods to Xpiords, and vice versa, from the mere
habit of associating the names; hence it is not remarkable that it
should have been added here: the position, too, of “Inaod here

between the article and the adjective Xpucrod, seems to belong to
the time when this had become a sort of united proper name:

in

* Tischendorf indeed cites Cod. 71 in its favour; this seemed to be a mistake from
the silence of all others who had examined this MS.; and now that Mr. Scrivener has
included this copy (Cod. Ephesius at Lambeth) in his “ Collation of the Gospels,” we
may be sure that this reading is not there.
+ Lachmann refers to Origen iii. 9654 as an authority for the same reading as is found
in the Vatican MS. The passage occurs in Jerome’s Latin translation of Origen’s
28th Homily on St. Luke, where the words are, “Christi autem Jesu generatio sic
erat.” This is rather doubtful ground for citing Origen’s authority, especially as in
the Greek fragments of this very homily we find the common reading.
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the New Testament this collocation is only found in passages
certainly erroneous in reading, or else suspicious in the extreme.
If we were arguing on grounds of internal evidence it might
well be asked, How would the phrase be understood, with "Inaod
between the art. and the adj., giving the collocation its full force
and meaning? for then ‘‘the adjective does not distinguish the
substantive from any other, but from itself in other circumstances ;” so that the adjunct Christ would not distinguish the
Jesus here spoken of from the many others who bore it, but

it would indicate that our blessed Lord had been born in some
other manner, and that now the Evangelist said ‘the birth of
Jesus as the Christ was thus.”

In another place (C. H. iij. 11, 8) Irenzeus cites the same text,
and then in the Old Latin version it stands of course in the
same form. It is, however, a curious illustration of the manner
in which transcribers have moulded citations in the writings
of the fathers into the form of reading with which they were
themselves familiar, that we find in the Greek text of this passage of Irenzeus, as preserved in the citation of Germanus, Patvriarch of Constantinople, the words given as read in the common
Greek copies,—a reading which Ireneus repudiates as expressly
as any one can a reading of which he never had heard.
In Matt. xxiv. 36, after od5é of dyyerou THY odpavav, BD, and
some versions, add ovdé 6 vids (as in Mark); the absence of this
clause from ancient Greek copies, especially those of Origen and
Pierius, is so attested by Jerome,* that we might even consider the
evidence irrespective of the MSS. which have come down to us.
And thus we may safely regard these words as introduced from
the parallel place in Mark by harmonising copyists: the noninsertion is supported then by MSS. (once existing) in the third
century, as well as by the Vulgate, the Peshito and Harclean
Syriac, the Memphitic and Thebaic.
Sometimes an early variation of reading is stated (which still
exists in our copies) so fully, as to give the opportunity of comparing the ancient express testimonies with those still extant, and
* “Tn quibusdam Latinis codicibus additum est, neque Filius: quum in Grecis, et
maxime Adamantii et Pierii exemplaribus hoc non habeatur adscriptum.” Hieron,
in loc. (ed. Vallarsii. vij. 199).
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Thus, in 1 Cor.

xv. 51, there are three readings the early existence of which can
be shown from Jerome (Ad Minervium et Alexandrum) and
Origen (as cited by Jerome, and as reading differently m one
of his extant works).
I. mdvres od korpnOnodpcba, mravres 5é addraynoopeda.
we shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed.
II. wadvres xouunOnodpeba, od mavtes Sé ad\Xaynoopcba.
we shall all sleep, but we shall not all be changed.
III. wavres avacrncopeOa, od travtes Sé GdXunynoopucOa.
we shall all rise, but we shall not all be changed.
The first of these readings is nearly the same as that of the
common text (which however introduces pév); it is supported
(besides this ancient testimony) by B D*** J K 37 and most

later MSS.

The Pesh. and Harel. Syr. Memph. Goth. and some

fathers.

The second reading is that of C F G (17) [and of A nearly],
the Arm. and /&th., and some fathers.

The third is the reading of D*, and the Latin Vulg., and
of many Latin fathers.
Thus the evidence for each of the three readings -is strong;
but we can treat the question on the same grounds as if we had
lived in the third century, for to that point the early testimony
carries us.
Does not the first of the readings then possess the best claim
on our attention? For the connection is such that the Apostle
immediately speaks of the seis who will not sleep, but will be
changed when the trumpet sounds at the coming of the Lord.
From this peading I consider the others to have sprung; the
expression mdvtes ov KowwnOnodueba seems to have been misapprehended, as though it meant ‘ none of us will sleep” (just as
mas in New Testament Greek, when followed by a negative, is
sometimes equivalent to ovde/s): it is no wonder that the negative
should have been transposed in order to avoid this seemingly
impossible statement. Origen in one place (i. 589 f) reads ov
mavTes Kot. SO as to connect the negative with the whole of the
sentence.

1 Cor. xiii. 3, Jerome (ed. Vall. vij. 517.) mentions the same
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diversity of reading, xavOjooya and xavyjowpar, which we
still find: an error on the one side or the other of part of a
letter. That the former is the ¢rue reading need not be doubted.
Perhaps the rarity of a subj. fut. helped the introduction of the
latter of these two readings, as a means of avoiding a form which
sounded strange.
Great care must be taken not to be hasty in assuming that we
have express testimony to a reading; all particulars of the evidence must first be weighed.
In Matt. viii., Mark v., and Luke viii., we have narrations of the
miracle of our Lord in casting out devils across the sea of Galilee,
in which there is a great diversity as to the name of the region,
Gadarenes, Gerasenes, Gergesenes.
In Matt. viii. 28, the evidence stands thus :—
Tadapnvav
BCMA
and some more recent copies, Pesh. and
Harel. (txt.) Syr.
Tepyeonvav LX KS UV (and C*** in mg.) 1 (and most
copies), Memph. Goth. Arm.
Tepacnvav D apparently, though now defective, because this
is the reading of the Latin.
Old Latin, the Vulg. Harel. Syr.
in mg. (codd. 33 and 69 hiant).
In Mark v. 1, the authorities stand thus:
Tepacnvay
BD. Old Latin; Vulg.

Tepyeonvavy
LAU 1, 33, anidlater MSS. Harel. Syr i
in mg.
Memph. Arm. th.
TaSapnvav
ACEFGHKM
(and SVe sil.), 69, and most
copies. Pesh. and Harel. (txt.) Syr. Goth.
In Luke viii. 26, thus :—

Tepaonvav B C* D, Old Lat. Vulg. Theb. Harel. Syr. mg.
Tepyeonvav C** PL X, 1, 33, ete.

Memph. Arm. &th. Jer.

Syr.
"Tadapnrisy AEFGHKMA
Gr. (and SVe sil.) 69 Pesh.
Hel. (txt.) and Curt. Syr. (Curt. Syr. is defective in the other
places. )
|
The statement of this evidence seems to show that Tadapnvav
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is the best supported reading in Matt., and Tepacnvav in Luke,
and (probably) in Mark. The great variety of reading in the
versions seems to have sprung from the manner in which not
only in MSS. but also in versions, parallel passages were altered
from one another. But a testimony from Origen (iv. 140) has

been quoted, as if it proved that T'epaonvay was the reading in
Matt. It does seem to show that Tepyeonvav (or Tepyecaiwv)
was a reading then unknown; and it has been judged that this
reading originated in the conjecture expressed by Origen. He
says—
T6 pévrovye HuapticOa év tots “EdAnuixots avtvypddos Ta
TEpt TOV dvouaTaV ToNayxod, Kal ard TOUTwY dv Tis TeLcOein év
Tois evayyenlous* 4 Tept Tors bd Tav Sayoviov Kataxpnuvitouevous Kal év TH Oaddcon cvpmvuyopévous Yoipous oikovoula avaryéyparras yeyovévas év TH yopa TOV Tepacnvav. Tépaca Sé tijs
"ApaBias éorl trons, ovte Oddaccay ote NivnV TANG IOV exovaa.
kal ov dv obtws mpopaves weddos Kal evéXeyKTOV of evaryyeoTal
eipnkecav, avopes éTyedO@s ywooKovTes TA Tept THY "Iovdalav.
érrel Kal év ddiyous evpopev “ eis THY yopav TaV Tadapnvav,” Kat
mpos TovTO Aextéov. Tddapa yap modus pév éote Tis Iovdalas,
mept ip ta SvaBonta Oepua tvyxdver, riuvn Sé Kpnuvois mapKespévn ovdapas eotw ev abth i) Oddacca. “AdrAa Tépyeca, ad’ Hs
ot Tepyecaio, ods apyaia trepi tiv viv Karoupévnv TiBepiada

Xiuvnv, wept iv Kpnuvos wapaxeipevos TH Alwyn, ad od Selxvutas
Tovs xoipous vIrO TOV Samwovev KaTaBeBrARCOaL. Epunvederas Se
9 Tépyeca, mapoixla éxBeBryxdtav, éravupos obca Taxa TpodnTUBS OU Tepl TOV GWTHpAa TeTrOUjKacL TapaKadécavTes avTOV
petaBivas éx TOV dplwv abTav oi TaV yolpwv Todérat.
The geographical difficulty need not be discussed here, though
it seems clear enough that Origen had no authority for the
mention of Gergasenes in this narration, and that this word may
have obtained its place to avoid a difficulty, real or supposed.
But is there any ground in this passage for the assumption that

Origen had before his mind only Matt. viii.?

This remark

occurs in his Commentary on John, when discussing the meaning
and (what he considers to be) the corruption of proper names.
He refers to the narration, but not to any one of the three
Evangelists by name; hence I regard the application of this
14
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passage, as though it were an express testimony to the text of
St. Matthew, to be a mistake; it is a good evidence that the name
was sometimes read Gadarenes sometimes Gerasenes, and AGAINST

Gergesenes as not being then a known reading. But this passage
cannot be, I believe, appropriated to any one of the Evangelists
exclusively.

In Matt. xxvii. 16 and 17, some few copies prefix ’Inaodyv to
Bapa8av as though this had been the name of that malefactor,
and that Barabbas (son of Abbas) was the surname or appellation
merely. For this reading the authority of Origen has been cited
from a passage no longer extant in Greek, but which stands
thus in the Latin Interpreter of his Commentary on Matthew :—
“* Habebat autem tune vinctum insignem, qui dicebatur Barabbas.
Congregatis ergo eis, dixit eis Pilatus: Quem vultis dimittam vobis
Jesum Barabbam, an Jesum qui dicitur Christus? Sciebat enim
quod per invidiam tradiderunt eum. In multis exemplaribus non
continetur, quod Barabbas etiam Jesus dicebatur, et forsitan recte,

ut ne nomen Jesu conveniat alicui iniquorum.” (iii. p. 918.)
Now this does not give any ground for citing Origen for this
reading in both the verses, for (as Lachmann, i. xxxviij. very
properly pointed out) Origen’s interpreter only mentions Jesus
Barabbas in the words of Pilate, ver. 17;

and further, Origen

himself (i. p. 316) quotes that sentence without ‘Incodv: he cités
these words with rév before BapaSPav,

| Oérere tdv Sto aTodtcw ipiv;

Aeyouevov Xpiorov).

as now read in B (tiva

tov BapaBBav 4 “Inoodv Tov

A scholion in certain MSS. (sometimes

ascribed to Anastasius, bishop of Antioch) also speaks of ancient
copies which gave the words of Pilate "Incodv tov BapaBPav. If
then this supposed ancient authority were unexceptionable, still it
would relate to ver. 17 only; but it has been shown how doubtful it is in itself, and that Origen himself cites there the contrary
reading; and thus the inquiry arises, What existing evidence is
there for such a reading? In ver. 16, "Incodv BapaSPav is found
in 1 & prima manu, and two other copies; also in another, & correctore: also in the Armenian and Jerusalem Syriac versions.
In ver. 17, Incodv tov BapaBPav

is the reading of 1 & prima

manu, and of the two above mentioned which agree with it; and
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a similar reading (though perhaps without rov) is given by the
corrector in the fourth:* the same two versions support the
reading here. If, however, the authority of Origen’s interpreter
be pleaded in the one verse, it should be in the other also; and

thus the insertion of ’Ijcodv in ver. 16, must not be admitted :
and further, if this interpreter is a good witness that some copies
contained this name in ver. 17, he is equally competent to testify
that some copies, and those too, perhaps, in his opinion, prefer-

able, were then without it. Thus the adoption of this reading in
both verses, involves a great inconsistency.
Let it be freely
admitted that, in the early centuries, some copies read, in ver. 17,

atTorvow wpiv *"Incovv BapaBBav (or ’Incodv tov Bap.). This
need not be felt to be the slightest difficulty: it might have
arisen, cither from a copyist taking the words which follow (omitting at first BapaSPdav 7), and then, correcting himself in part,

without erasing the word which he had written; or it might have
sprung still more easily from a repetition of the two last letters of
tpiv, which would form the contraction IN for Incotv. Thus,
ATIOAYGQYMINTONBAPABBAN
ATIOAYCQYMININTONBAPABBAN

This slight mistake is all that would be needed to introduce
the reading. Few, perhaps, are aware how often errors of this
kind arose in the ancient, undivided writing, from the accidental
repetition of a few letters : indeed, the name Jesus has found its

way in MSS. into many places simply from this cause: after the
pronoun AYTOIG, the three last letters having been repeated,
AYTOIGOIG, this has been read as the contraction for avtois 6
"I noobs.
After the marginal scholion already noticed had been appended
to certain copies, it can be no cause for surprise that the name
"Inoodv was inserted (at full length as in Cod. 1, and not as a
contraction) in some few copies in both verses.
Thus slight are the grounds on which some would apply the
* Scholz’s 299: but he leaves us in uncertainty as to this; for he incorrectly quotes
the other three MSS. in ver. 17, without noticing that they insert roy; in this Tischendorf has followed Scholz ; and as he inserts the word ’Iycoiy in his text in both verses,
the want of accuracy as to the wording of his authorities is of all the more consequence.
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notion of ‘‘ explicit ancient testimony” to this passage, and thus
important is it to sif¢ such testimony. Lachmann well asks, how
could any suppose that if the evangelist had written "Inoodv BapaBPay in verses 16 and 17, he could have expressed himself (in
verse 20), of dé dpysepeis Kal oi mpecBuvrepor érrevcay Tods bydous
va aitnowvta tov BapaBBav, tov 8¢ IHFOTN

dronrécwow.

It may be fully admitted, that ancient authorities may agree in
upholding a reading which cannot be the true one.
In every
passage, however, where this is supposed, the whole case must be
examined, so as to see whether there is really something incongruous in the ancient reading, or whether the objection springs
from subjective feeling, and from that alone. If there is a certain
error, let us next inquire if any means of correction are supplied,
and if evidence does not furnish us with such, then we must avoid

having recourse to the modern conjecture which recent traditional
copies might supply. Better by far is it to preserve an ancient
work of art which bears the marks of the injuries of time, than to
submit it to the clumsy hands of some mere workman who would
wish to mend it.

If somewhat defaced, it might still bear testi-

mony to the genius of the artist whose mind conceived it, and
whose hand wrought it;—but, if unskilfully repaired, the original

design must of necessity be yet more defaced and obscured; so
that a true judgment could scarcely be formed of its original
excellence.
But at all times let the objections to an ancient reading be
weighed, and let it be seen whether they have not simply sprung
from some traditional notion as to what the meaning of a passage
ought to be.

Thus, in 2 Tim. iv. 1, the common text runs thus,

Stapaptupopuat [ody éya|évatriov Tod Oeod Kai [ 706wvptov| ‘Inoob
Xpiotov Tod pédXovtos Kpivew Cavtas Kal vexpovds KaTa THV éredaveav a’tod Kal tTHv Bacidelav avtod:

in our English version,

‘‘ T charge [thee] therefore before God and the Lord Jesus Christ,
who shall judge the quick and dead at his appearing and his
kingdom.” It is admitted that the words ody éy® and rod xuplov
(placed within brackets above) are not genuine ; and also the best
authorities have Xpiotod before ’Incod: but, besides these differ-

ences, the best authorities have xal ty émid. instead of Kata
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vhv éxtb. And this last-mentioned variation has been pointed at
as devoid of sense.
But whence does the supposed difficulty
arise? Entirely from the meaning traditionally assigned to d:apaptvpouat, which has been taken as though it expressed a charge
given to Timothy, for which purpose ‘‘thee” has been added in
translating. But d:auaptvpouas means far more fitly, ‘ I testify,”
‘‘T bear witness,” than ‘‘ I charge,” and especially so in such a
connection as this: see Acts xx. 21, 24.

Of course, it is fully

admitted that such a phrase as ‘‘I testify that” such a thing should
be done, may, in its ultimate result, be equivalent to ‘‘ I charge
that”; here, however, the case is wholly different. The following
is then the form of the verse, as found in the oldest. and best

Greek and Latin copies:—
Atapapripopon éveorrtov Tod Oeod Kal Xpiorod “Incod, rod pédXAovros Kpivew
fovtas Kal vexpovs, kal TH émipaveray adtov Kal THv BacWelay avtov.
‘* Testificor coram Deo et Christo Jesu, qui judicaturus est vivos ac mortuos, et adventum ipsius et regnum ejus.”
‘I bear witness in the presence of God and of Christ Jesus, who is to
judge the quick and dead, both to His appearing and His kingdom.”’

Thus the ancient copies really contain a very good meaning,
and one which would, no doubt, have been seen at once, if it had

not been obscured by a kind of traditional misapprehension. To
this it may be added, that the order of the words in the Greek, as
thus corrected, being somewhat opposed to modern idiom, may
have aided in perpetuating the misapprehension.
Sometimes the reading of a passage which is supposed to contain something incongruous, is not merely that of the ancient
copies, but also of so many others as to be perhaps the numerical
majority.

Thus, in Luke xiv. 5, our Lord says, in the common

text, ‘‘ Which of you shall have an ass or an ox (évos 4 Bods)
fallen into a pit, and will not straightway pull him out on the

sabbath day?”
But, instead of évos, the reading vids is found in (A)

BEG H

M 8 (U) V A, with many later copies (in A U preceded by the
article 6); the same reading has been cited from the Peshito and
Harclean Syriac (to which I may now add the Curetonian Syriac
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aioZ of aja), the Thebaic, and two copies of the Old Latin
(corrected).
IIpéBarov is the reading of D; while évos, as found in the
common text, is that of K L X, the Old Latin; the Vulg., Memph.,
Arm., Aith. The other ancient MSS. not cited by name are here
defective, as is the Gothic version.

That vids 7 Bods is the best-supported reading is most certain;
évos seems to have sprung from Luke xiii. 15, where our Lord is
also defending his having healed on the sabbath, saying, ‘‘ Doth
not each one of you on the sabbath loose his ox or his ass (Tor
Bobv avrod 7) Tov dvov) from the stall, and lead him away to water-

ing?” Here we have dvos so connected with Bods on the subject
of the sabbath, that it would be surprising indeed if some copyists
had not introduced the word into this second passage; translators,
also, would have the same tendency quite as strongly; for they
ever sought to make intelligible what they rendered; and vids
might be as much a difficulty to them as it has been to some later
critics. IIpoSarov, as found in D, seems to be simply another

correction, taken from the ‘“ one sheep” (apdBarov év) falling into
the pit on the sabbath, Matt. xii. 11.

And yet the reading vids has been opposed by many, who have
thought that almost any conjecture is admissible in such a case.
Michaelis says (ii. 394), ‘‘ The. first editors of the Greek Testament so sensibly felt the impropriety of the reading vids 4 Bods,
Luke xiv. 5, that they unanimously inserted évos, though they
found it not ina single MS. It is true that they had the authority of the Vulgate, but even there the alteration had probably
been made from mere conjecture.” It is probable that Michaelis
mistook in thinking that the early editors did not find évos in any
of their copies; but still he approved of this, which he considered
to be a purely conjectural reading of theirs. It seems, in fact, to
be a conjecture of an earlier period.
Mill had suggested, that for vios we should read OIX: and,
though Lachmann of course inserted vids in his text, yet he mentions this conjecture most approvingly in the Prolegomena to his
second volume, page vij. He says, “ Luke xiv. 5. rivos duav TE

(or rather O TS) 4 Bods cis ppéap wreceitas ; that which pleased
the early correctors is devoid of skill, namely, to substitute évos_or
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mpoBatov. Mill was most true in his conjecture OIy. For I
prefer writing dis rather than ols, a form, perhaps too Attic, and
which by the ancients was not written ds.”
Very similar conjectures have been put forth by a writer in the
Edinburgh Review,* who traces however the reading vids or 6 vids

to the Latin ovis.

This writer says that the reading vids is ‘“ ob-

viously an absurd one,” ‘‘ a senseless reading,” ete.
But this conjecture has not nearly as much to recommend it as
that of Mill and Lachmann: it is complicated; and probably the
writer would not have thought of it, and afterwards believed it to
be so certain, if he had not been engaged in maintaining a new
theory, on the supposed Latinising of the most ancient Greek
MSS. (on this subject a word presently).
If we had not the most ancient MSS. as witnesses, Mill’s con* Edinburgh Review, No. CXCI., July 1851, p. 34.
the Textus Receptus is, tivos ipov bvos

“Luke xiv. 5. The reading of

Bois cis dpéap weoetrac; if there were no varia-

tions in the MSS., there would be nothing here but what might be expected. The
two animals, ‘the ass’ and ‘the ox,’ are continually coupled together in the Old
Testament, and therefore may be naturally expected in connection with one another
here. But how to account for the extraordinary variation of the older Greek MSS.?
With two exceptions [this is not quite correct: see above} the uncial codices all have
the reading rivos ipav vids % Bods cis dpéap receirar; ‘ Which of you shall have a Son or
an ox fall into a pit?’—a reading which is obviously an absurd one, but which is
sanctioned not only by a large number of uncial MSS., but by some versions and
ecclesiastical writers. Of the two exceptions, the one is the Vatican Codex [this is
an erroneous statement; the Alexandrian MS. probably is meant, but that is not
alone| which has 6 vids (a reading which would witness against itself by the article,
even if there were nothing suspicious about vids); and the other the Codex Beze,
which furnishes a clue to the whole difficulty. That MS. has rivos é ipav mpdBarov %
Bods cis dpéap meceirax;

The Latin equivalent of péfarov (ovis) being written in the

margin of a Greek MS. by way of explanation of the word, was, no doubt, taken by
transcribers for a Greek word erroneously spelt, and indicating an alternative reading. One probably thought the initial letter forced out of its proper place, and that
for ovs was to be read vids. Another, taking the initial letter for the article, thought
that the o of the last syllable had been omitted, and that by ous was meant 6 vids, the
reading of the Vatican [read Alexandrian] Codex. Whether ovos is an arbitrary
correction of the senseless reading vids, or whether there were two very early alternative readings, rivos ipav mpéBarov % Bods, and rivos dpydy dvos } Bods, we will not pretend

to determine. But we think no one, whose attention has been once called to the
matter, will doubt for an instant that the reading rivos icy vids # Bods (which has far
more weighty MS. authority than any other) grew up in the way we have described,
through the intervention of a Latin version.”
To this I say, in the words of a German of the last century, on a different subject,
“Then I am that no one”: even if a conjecture had been needful and justifiable, why
should we wander to the Latin for ovis, when the Greek tongue itself supplies us
with O13? To do this, would be like making an immense circuit to reach a point
near home.
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jecture might have had much in its favour: for the later of the
uncial codices do so confuse vowels, as to exchange OI and T:
thus got and ov are confounded; and so os might have been
written vs, identical in letters with the contraction vs for vids.

But the oldest MSS. are free from vowel changes such as ¢his, and

besides, the versions do not support the word sheep (be the Greek
dis or mpoBarov) in the passage.
The investigation then shows, that, without license of
ture, the reading vids cannot be rejected: is it, then, so
and senseless as has been asserted? Let the whole context
mined, instead of narrowing the question just as if we

conjecabsurd
be exahad to

inquire, whether we should have expected the collocation ‘* son or

ox”?

Our Lord is here speaking of the sanctification of the sabbath,
which the Pharisees deemed that he had violated by healing on
that day. Now the law of the sabbath, as given in the decalogue,
Deut. v. 14, runs thus: ‘ In it thou shalt not do any work, thou,
nor thy son, nor thy daughter, nor thy man-servant, nor —
maid-servant, nor thine OX, nor thine ass, nor any of thy cattle.”
This law, then, is divided into two parts; the former relating to

the rest of the persons, the latter to that of the antmals of him to
whom it is addressed.

At the head of the former stands the son,

of the latter stands the ox.

But, though persons and animals

were alike to rest, yet, if either had fallen into a well, our Lord

shows (in full-conformity with the decisions of the Jewish doctors,
so that no one could answer a word), that he should be delivered
from this danger and inconvenience, even on the sabbath;

and

similarly had he acted in healing the man that had the dropsy.
Was there, then, any thing strange in his referring to the son and
the ox in the very terms of the law of Moses, as the heads of the
two classes whose rest was commanded? ‘ Which of you shall
have a SON or an OX fallen into a pit, and will not straightway
pull him out on the sabbath day?” Though you ate commanded
to let them rest, yet, on emergency, you may act for their welfare.
The article in the Edinburgh Review, to which allusion has
just been made, repeats the charge of Latinising against the oldest
MSS., and not against these only, but also sometimes (as in the
passage just given) against even the numerical majority. A new
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theory is, however, brought forward, as explaining and accounting
for the alleged ‘“ Latinising.”
After speaking of “‘ the alteration of Greek MSS. from Latin
ones” as a *‘ fact,” ‘‘to which it would be desirable that the atten-

tion of scholars should be more carefully directed than has hitherto
been the case,” the Reviewer develops his theory thus:—
‘The main origin of the comparison of Greek MSS. with Latin
ones, is probably to be looked for in the intercourse which took
place between some of the principal ecclesiastics of the Greek
church and the church of Rome, during the time of the Arian
troubles. Among others, Athanasius and his successor Peter, in
the fourth century, and John, also bishop of Alexandria, in the

fifth, passed a considerable time at Rome, and probably brought
from thence not only an intimacy with the Latin language, but
also copies of the Scriptures as used in the Latin churches. Now
nothing would be more natural than for the possessor of any one
of these, when he found a discrepancy between the Greek codex
used in his own church, and his new acquisition, to note the variation in the margin, either in Latin (as it existed) or in its Greek
equivalent, or perhaps in both; the former for his own satisfaction, the latter for the information of his successors who might not
be ‘ docti sermones utriusque linguz.’”
This theory is then illustrated by three passages: the third of
these has just been mentioned ; the second is thus stated :—
‘¢ Mare. xi. 8. The Textus Receptus has zrodol 8é («al todo”
BC) ta iuatia attov éctpwoay eis THY 6d50v, GAXou Sé oTyBddas
éxorrov x Tav Sévdpwv Kal Eotpwaav (€orpovvvor D a b c) eis
Tv odov. For the last clause, the Vatican Codex (B) has the
variation ado dé oriBadas Kovpavtes ex TOY aypav. Now it is

not at all difficult to conceive how both these readings might be
derived from a common original, if it were not for the strange
discrepancy between dyp@v and dévdpwv. But these words can
never have been directly interchanged with one another.
The
change must have come through a Latin version; ‘ arborum,’ the
translation of dédpwv, became readily altered into (or taken for)
‘arvorum,’ and the Greek equivalent of this (@ypav) was placed
in the margin as an alternative reading to S€vSpwv.
The true
reading is (we have little doubt) to be gathered from the combi-
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nation of the two sources: kal modXol Ta iuatia adTav éotpwcay

els THY OOOV, GAXoL Sé cTIBddas Kovpavtes éx THY Sévdpwv.” (Edin.
Rev. CXCI., July 1851, pp. 33, 34.)

There are a good many questions involved in this theory and its”
application. The examples ought themselves to be of the clearest
nature, so as to be legitimate premises for a process of inductive
reasoning ; and they ought, if applied to a particular theory, at
least to involve no impossibility, an anachronism for instance.
To investigate the case before us, the evidence for aypav (instead
of dévdpwv, of the common text) must first be stated:
BC LA
(Greek); the Memphitic version as edited by Schwartze, the Thebaic, and the margin of the Harclean Syriac; also Origen twice.

This last-cited authority upsets all connection of this passage with
the Latinising theory now advanced; for, as Origen twice cited
aypov in the third century, it could not have been introduced
through Latin influence in the fourth. ‘The change must have
come through a Latin version,” is only an assertion, requiring
proof, and that is not supplied by a second assertion, that it took
place in a certain manner: and whether ‘‘ these words CAN never
have been directly interchanged,” or not, must depend wholly on
facts: few that have examined various readings are not aware that
the most unaccountable changes have continually taken place—
words have been mistaken for one another, wholly irrespective of
sense or of resemblance. Aévdpwy is a reading which may well
have arisen from an attempt, designed or not, to correct dypor,
the reading which has the support of the best MS. authority, as
well as of good versions, and Origen. For dévépwv is the reading
of the parallel place Matt. xxi. 8, and a copyist would easily
enough exchange ‘‘cut branches from the fields,” for “cut branches

from the trees.” * Proclivi scriptioni prestat ardua. The cases in
which one evangelist had been corrected to produce verbal agreement with another, could hardly be over-estimated at the end of
the fourth century.
* The reading S¢vSpwv would affix definitely to orBédas (or croBddas) the signification
of branches. But this is not exactly the meaning of omBds, even though it might be
so applied: “ stuffings of leaves,” or cushions so made, is what the word implies ; so
that here it might mean such herbage as was gathered from the fields to strew before
our Lord. The nature of the case would almost exclude the notion of any branches
being strewed in the way of the ass’s colt, except the small ones covered with fresh
verdure.
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The other case brought forward by the Reviewer is Mark i. 41,
where, for the common reading omdayxvicGeis, the Codex Bez
(D) has épyieGels, and in the Latin tratus (which is found in Cod.
Vercellensis, and one other Latin copy). ‘The Reviewer supposes
that zratus came from miseratus, misread in some Latin copy, and
that dpyoGels sprang from a retranslation into Greek. This may
possibly be the origin, but even then we might ask for some proof
that any Latin copies ever read miseratus; and it would be vain
to argue from a peculiarity in the Codex Beze, as though we
could generalise from such a point. But the notion of opyoGeis
and iratus might just as well spring up from confounding this
miracle of healing with the very different one in Mark ii. 5,
where per’ dpyfjs occurs. This passage is but a poor help to the
theory, that Greek MSS. became conformed to the Latin through
a comparison in the fourth century; for one doubtful supposition
cannot be rightly brought forward to strengthen another of the
same kind.
So much, then, for the charge of Latinising, in its most recent
form. The supposed fact should first be proved; for until that is
done, it is vain to invent theories to account for it. It may, however, be remarked, that Greeks were but little likely to introduce,
or even to notice, Latin variations.
If versions ever aftected

copies of the original, it could hardly have arisen, except among
those to whom such versions were vernacular;

show little proof of much acquaintance with
through residing in the West or otherwise.

and Greek fathers

Latin, acquired

The difficulty felt as to a passage in the form presented in the
most ancient authorities, when arising solely from the mode in
which such a passage has been’ traditionally apprehended, is well
ulustrated by 1 Cor. xi. 29, where the oldest copies read, 6 yap
éobliwv Kal mivov Kpipa éavtd éoOier kal river wn Siaxpivev 7d
copa, without avagtiws after mivwv, or Tod Kupiou after 76 capa.
A great difficulty has been raised as to the former non-insertion,
as if it involved some unprecedented ellipsis of ddoxtwacras, or
some such word, or as if the verse would thus affirm absolutely of
him who eateth and drinketh, that he doth eat and drink judgment unto himself, not discerning the body [of the Lord]. But
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let the words be taken just as a schoolboy would be told to
construe them if they occurred in some common book, and then
all notion of difficulty, harshness, and ellipsis, vanishes at once.
M7? Svaxpivev must be taken with the nominative before the verb,
and then we get the meaning plainly enough, ‘“‘ He that eateth
and drinketh not discerning the [Lord’s] body, eateth and drinketh judgment. to himself.” All this would be too obvious to
require its being pointed out, had it not been that very learned
men have stumbled at this very sentence, and raised a difficulty
where none really exists.
Simply to construe a sentence according to its grammatical
meaning, and in the order of construction, will sweep away many
supposed difficulties in the ancient readings, and it will even make
phrases which at first seemed contradictory to be identical in their
general meaning.

Thus, in Col. ii. 18, ‘‘ Let no man beguile you

of your reward in a voluntary humility and worshipping of angels,
& pt) Eopaxev EuBatevov eixh pvorodpevos U1Td TOD vods THs TapKos
avtod, intruding into those things which he hath not seen, vainly
puffed up by his fleshly mind” ; the negative pu) is not recognised
by the oldest and best authorities. This looks at first like a contradiction; and hence it has been inferred that, if we so read, we

conclude that the person spoken of had seen what is mentioned.
But simply construe the sentence without yu, and the supposed
difficulty vanishes: ‘‘ intruding into those things which he, vainly
puffed up by his fleshly mind, hath seen ;” it was not that he
actually had seen them, but only as thus puffed up. It is not
surprising that, in such a sentence as this, the versions should

generally have introduced the negative, thus to exclude all notion
of its being predicated that he had seen them.
The passages to which reference has thus been made, may be

taken as instances of the supposed difficulties which have been
started in connection with the oldest readings,—difficulties which
disappear when investigated, and which thus lead the more
strongly to the confirmed conclusion, that the ancient documents

are the witnesses to the ancient text.
All proper means, of course, should be used for checking the
testimony of the oldest MSS., especially in places of supposed
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One important aid in this, as to the Gospels, is afforded

by the Ammonian Sections and Eusebian Canons ; for we are thus
enabled to show the insertion or non-insertion of clauses in the

third century.

Thus in Luke xxiii., vv. 43, 44 are omitted in A B;

they are marked with asterisks in others; they are omitted in the
Thebaic, the revised Latin Cod. Brixianus, and in one MS. of the

Memphitic; but, besides their being supported by other authorities, they form the section marked any; that is the 283rd section

of St. Luke, belonging to the tenth Eusebian Canon, comprising
what is peculiar to the respective Gospels.
Thus the section,
though omitted by such good authorities, is well and satisfactorily
supported. It was passed over, in church reading, at an early
period, and hence transcribers omitted it.

Its genuineness is well

vouched by Justin Martyr, Irenzus, and Hippolytus. But, besides
the MSS. which now contain it, it is supported, as to evidence,
even by A, which omits it; for that MS. has the Ammonian
Section and Eusebian Canon in the margin, opposite the end of
verse 42, to which they cannot belong.
In Mat. xvi., B and some other authorities omit the latter half of

v. 2 (from éyrias yev.) and all v.3; but here again the Eusebian
Canons aid us, by arranging these verses as answering to Lu. xii. 54,
etc. The omission in B produces verbal conformity to ch. xii. 39.
A proved erratum in MSS. (the best in themselves) must be
rejected: thus, in Matt. xxvii. 28, where the order of the words

in the best MSS., etc., is, nal éxdvoavtes aitov yAaptda Koxkivnv wepiéOnxay avtd: but here the MSS. B D and the Old
Latin are cited as reading évévcavres: of these, however, D and

the Latin copies read évdvcavtes aidtév iudtiov tropdupoby xal,
so that B stands alone in having. merely évdvcavtes for éxdvcavtes.
The origin of the erratum seems to have been the parallel passage,
Mark xv. 17, cai évdidvoxovow (common text évdveverv) adtov

moppipayv kal trepitiOéacw abt@ mréEavtes axavOwov oréhavov:
hence the change of one letter, as in B, and then, to make this

consistent, the addition (from John xix. 2) in D, etc. In such a
case as this, it is no departure from principle, but the very contrary, to adhere to such authorities as A L, and the mass of MSS.

(including 1, 33, 69) and versions, in reading éxdvcavrtes.*
* Cod. 33 has abrov 7a iperia adrod.
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In Heb. xi. 35, the only two MSS. of the most ancient class
which contain the passage, A and D*, read €\aBov yuvaixas, instead of yuvaixes: the latter, however, is supported by the oldest
corrector of D (in the seventh century, probably), J K, and 17
and 37, and the rest of the cursive copies. Now, this reading of
A D* seems simply to have been suggested to the copyist by the
collocation of words: ‘they took wives,”* was a notion more
readily suggested to them than ‘‘ women received”: also, the subject of the passages is, the persons who exercised faith, so that this
would be made in one sense more consistent.
But the latter
words of the clause were then left without meaning or connection,

é& avaotdcews Tovs vexpovs avTav.

This is quite enough to hint

that there must be an erratum, and thus we are, of course, thrown

on the testimony of the other ancient MSS., confirmed as it is by
the ancient versions.t The Commentary of Chrysostom (which,
even if not his, is about contemporary) shows how he must have
read the words in the text, and early scholia preserved in MSS.
give proof of the same thing;} so that we may confidently reject
yuvaixas, as an early erratum of some copies, and retain yuvaixes,
not as savouring of conjectural emendation, but as being the demonstrated ancient reading of the text.
Some have pointed to Matt. xxvii. 49, as though the principle
of recurrence to ancient authorities would require, at the end of
that verse, the addition of the words dAXos 5é AaBav AOyynv Evv* The divisions into orixo, in D, show a kind of punctuation, and thus a very
peculiar meaning has been given to this passage, in connection with the preceding
words: in the Latin text of this MS., the hiatus in the construction occasioned by
the erratum yvvaixas has been partly obviated by an alteration in rendering.

IIAPGENBOAACGGKAINAN
CASTRAS CEPERUNT
AAAOTPIONGAABONTYNAIKAG
eR
Nene
ee
GEANACTACGOQCTOYGNGKPOYGAYTON DE_RESURRECTIONE MORTUORUM SUORUM
+ Some indeed have spoken of the Syriac as though it did not support the common
Greek reading: this, however, it does, though in a paraphrase. Ler QD9oL0
* And they gave to women their sons, from resurrection of the dead :” the translator
so rendering as to indicate that the faith referred to was in the prophets, not in the
women.
t Chrysostom’s note (after citing the words as we have them) is,—Ta xara rods mpodyras évradOa Aéye, Tov "EAtocaiov, rov "HAiav: vexpods yap avéorngay odtot.

The scholion published by Matthsei from his Cod. a is,—EAafov yuvaixes] 4 xijpa Kat
H Twpaviris,
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fev abtod tiv mreupay, kal enrOev tdwp Kal alua. This clause
is found in the very ancient and valuable copies B ©, also in L U
and five cursive MSS., in the Athiopic and the Jerusalem Syriac.
But the other versions do not contain this clause, and their united
testimony is, in such cases, of paramount weight. The Eusebian

Canons mark them as peculiar to St. John (chap. xix. 34); and

indeed St. John himself (in verse 35) intimates very plainly that
he was testifying to a circumstance not previously on record; so
that, on the face of it, this clause cannot pertain also to St. Matthew. The MSS. in general are free from it, and amongst others
A D, which belong to the most ancient class: To this testimony,
we must, of course, adhere; and if surprise be expressed by any,
that such excellent copies as B C should wrongly insert it in Matthew, it is only needful to inform such, that no manuscript what-

ever is wholly free from the harmonising mistakes of copyists, who
brought passages into verbal agreement with one another, and
inserted in one Gospel what properly belongs to another.
A
scholion which is found in the margin of a Greek MS., ascribing
this insertion in St. Matthew’s Gospel to the effects of Tatian’s
Harmony (or Dia Tessarén) is probably right in its statement of
the fact.
Among the points which may be specified in which the oldest
authorities should be followed, are proper names, as to which, not
a little has been done by copyists in the way of alteration, and
attempted correction.

Thus, from the name David having been

commonly written by contraction AAA, has arisen the vicious
orthography found in common editions, 4a8is. The older MSS.,
when they give this name at full length, spell it Zaved, and in

this they ought to be followed; it is a point quite unimportant
whether the copyists meant by ev the diphthong, or the simple
vowel « (which are continually interchanged even in the oldest
books), for we cannot do better than adhere to the form which
they actually give. In Hebrew names in general, when written
in Greek, the forms best supported by authority should be used,
even though they show that the sound of the name had been
somewhat corrupted by the Greek writers. Thus, in Matt. i. 10,

we need not be surprised to find that "Aas is the reading of B C
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M A and other authorities, where the common text has "Ayov:
nor can we rightly argue that as the latter was properly the name
of this king, therefore the other form

must be a mistake of

copyists; for the argument lies directly the other way: the better
authorities give the name in such a form that others were inclined
pro more to correct it. The real question is not, What was the
form of the name in Hebrew? but, How was it written in Greek?
For nothing can be more habitual than the changes of the terminations of proper names, when transfused from one language to
another. Similar to this is "Acad instead of the commonly edited
‘Aca in verse 7. In Josephus it may be seen how there was a
tendency to add a consonant to a Hebrew proper name; he then
further appends a declinable termination.
Some of these forms of the oldest MSS. seem strange to those
who are unaccustomed to them; but we must remember that we

find no difficulty with regard to names of which we have adopted
the Greek rather than the Hebrew forms; thus, both in the Old

Testament and the New, we have through the Greek adopted
Moses, Solomon, Eve, Abel, etc., which are quite as inadequate as
the instances just mentioned,

to express 229), mn, my,

nw,

The proper name Shiloah affords a good example of the changes
made in giving such a word a Greek form.

This, in Hebrew, is

mow Isa. viii. 6, and now Neh. ii. 15; while 3:Awdp is employed
as the Greek equivalent in the New Testament, and also in the
LXX. in Isaiah. This shows that no objection can be raised
against such forms, from the added consonant giving a termination

quite foreign to the nature of the Greek tongue. We may also
remember how, in English, we find no difficulty in using James
as the equivalent for that which sounds so differently, "IdxwBos.

In names of places, etc., the older orthography should of course
be followed, and thus the form Kadapvaovp stands on a higher
ground of authority than Kazepvaodp of the later copies. In
some words there seems to be such a difference of orthography,
that each occurrence must. stand on its own degree of evidence:
Nazareth is an instance of this; this name is sometimes found

simply Nafapa, and this seems to have been the name in itself;
and then it is lengthened in different occurrences, by various authorities, into Natapar, Nafapa0, Nafapér, Natapé0: the latter
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appears to be the form generally best attested; in Matt. iv. 13,
however, Nafapa simply appears to be correct.
It may be in
- itself wholly indifferent whether we spell Ma@@aios or Mar@aios,

but the former has the united authority of B D, and there was no
reason why it should be changed into this form from the latter;
while the analogy of Greek orthography would tend to the alteration the other way.
In grammatical forms, the old authorities must be allowed to
assert their claim; and thus the vd épeAxvotixdy ought to appear
in the flexion of verbs, whether a consonant follow or a vowel;

so too in the datives plural of nouns and participles. This retention of v is not peculiar to a few of the most ancient copies, but
it 1s so widely extended that its present gencral omission is remarkable. So, too, as to AawPBave and its compounds; in which
the ancient MSS. retain the pw before a labial, where the common
books omit it.

In this we must follow the old copies, in the rus-

ticity of sound, and write Ajprperar, AnwhOjoerar, etc. In other
points of orthography, united testimony should prevail over
custom.
But besides these points, there are others in which the oldest

MSS. (or some of them) stand opposed as to grammatical flexion
to the other copies: in these cases, the forms in the later MSS.
may be considered to be corrections. Amongst these must be
reckoned the accusatives in -av, such as yelipav, aorépay, the geni-

tives and datives in -ys and - instead of -as and -q, such as payaipns, -py, omreipns, o7reipn.
So, too, peculiarities as to the formation of verbs; such as —
the second aorist with the terminations of the first, as 40a,

Oapev, evpdumv: peculiarities as to the augment, such as not
doubling the letter p, as épadicOnv; the reduplication of the
same letter, as pepavTiopévor; the insertion of the augment before
the former part of a compound verb, as érpogpytevaav for mpoedn}Tevoav (or mpoudyt.) To these points, amongst others, might be
added the formation of the third person plural of the perfect, with

the same termination as the first aorist, as yéyovav, é@paxav: also
the termination -ocay for the third person plural of the imperfect
and second aorist.
It must always be borne in mind, that the uncial MSS. contain
15
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manyinterchanges of vowels; arising, apparently, from the mode
of pronunciation which prevailed when they were written; in the
MSS. older than the seventh century, this was, however, not
nearly as prevalent as in those that are more recent; and thus the

probability of confusion of syllables (or even words) is far less in
the oldest class. In ail, the interchange of e& and « is habitual;
so too of az and ¢ in most (from which, however, B is in great
measure exempt); while the other confusions of vowels are rare in
the oldest class,* so that they cannot be charged, like the more
recent copies, with confounding w and 0o,—a permutation which
would continually affect the sense; and which, if general, would

often make the true reading of a passage a point of conjecture:
in any question of reading between omega and omicron, the most
ancient copies must determine.
In those interchanges of vowels which were common even when
our oldest MSS. were written (es and «, and as and e), the ordinary rules of Greek orthography must be followed throughout:
but it must be remembered that, whichever is written, it involves

no license of conjecture to read the other.
Tota subscribed or postscribed belongs to the same subject as
vowel changes. This letter had formerly been postscribed, as may
be seen in inscriptions, and in secular MSS., such as the Vatican

fragments of Dion Cassius;f but it was wholly omitted in biblical
codices before the time when our most ancient copies were written,{ and the subscribed Iota belongs to a much more recent period.§

Its insertion, therefore, in printed editions, is rather a

compliance with modern practice, than a requirement of ancient
* The interchange of the words 4 and «i appears to be anterior to the confusion of
sound, which subsequently led to the substitution of one vowel for another.
+ For instance, ENTQICYNGAPIQI, AYTQI, GKGINQI; but on the same page
occurs TOIOYTQANAPI, showing that the insertion of the Iota was on the wane.
t For the only traces of Iota postscribed in uncial MSS. of the New Testament,
see above, page 158 note.

§ The cursive MSS. are most irregular in their use of the postscribed or subscribed
Tota. The following is the testimony of Mr. Scrivener, in his “Collation of the
Gospels” (a book of great value on such points, for the facts which it contains) :—
“T have diligently noted in the preceding chapter which of the copies I have collated
retain, and which reject, the «. In the great majority « ascriptum is found but rarely;
in all, it is far oftener neglected than inserted: .... « subscriptum is seldom met
with at all except in m and n, and even in them I must make the same reservation;
it is still more frequently omitted,” (Introd. p. 1xxj.)
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authority. But, though the oldest MSS. of the New Testament
show no instance of this Iota, yet there are cases in which there
may be perhaps a trace of its existence: for the oldest MSS. present the forms 5 (written, of course, dw) and S00, and yw (yo)
and ryvou, ete., as though they might stand interchangeably the one

for the other: as if, in fact, 4.2I of the more ancient orthography
might be expressed by either 4.2 or JOI. In all these points the
authorities must be followed; but this fact suggests the inquiry,
whether the terminations -o. and -@ ever stand the one for the
other in circumstances of a different kind; for if this appears to be
the case, it must be considered as orthographic variation merely;
and thus to disregard the form actually occurring, would not be
in any sense license of conjecture.
An instance of a word in which it has been supposed that the
termination -ov ought to be -@, is found in ovyxAnpovopot, 1 Pet.
iii. 7: for which it has been proposed to read cvyxAnpovou, so as

to be closely connected with the dative singular oxever, which has
immediately preceded. Now, though there is no direct authority
for so taking this word, yet there is no occasion to alter a letter of
the text to enable us to understand it thus, if the connection and
construction really require it;* for, when the postscribed « had

ceased to be written, -ws was in fact expressed either by -ov or -o.
In the MSS. later than the seventh century, there is a similar
(almost indiscriminate) use of -es and -» (for -7 as well as for -7
simply). Thus, in Matt. viii. 20, xAivy is written kAiver in G K
M X.

Now, if it could be shown that, at an earlier period, m

(after the « had ceased to be written) was expressed at option by
-n or -et, it might account for some of the terminations which we
find. Thus it would explain away the future subjunctive (as it
now stands) wa deocn. But until it has been shown that such
interchanges were in use prior to the general confusion of vowels,
as found in the later uncials, this must remain a future subjunctive, in spite of those grammariansf who wish to bend the facts of
* The Elzevir text has often been quoted (among others by Tischendorf) as though
it read cvyxAypovéyors, this, however, is a mistake; for it accords with the Stephanic
reading -uo.. For -wos, which Tischendorf has adopted, there appears to be hardly
any MS. authority at all.
+ An allusion has been made, in the concluding foot-note to § 12, to the manner in
which I.achmann was attacked for calling tva déoy the future subjunctive. Besides
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language to their rules, instead of making the rules the record of
the facts previously existing.
As the oldest MSS. are without accents (for those in B are from
a later hand), they must be placed according to the ordinary rules,
irrespective of what we find in those MSS. which contain them;

for in the oldest of such MSS. they are frequently placed with but
little regard to exactness.
PUNCTUATION is a subject on which, generally speaking, editors
have thought themselves at liberty to act according to their own
discretion: because there is no proof that the stops were any part
of the original documents, and thus their introduction has been
regarded as simply marking the sense affixed by the copyist (or
by those whose exposition he followed) to the sacred Text.
But although it is fully owned that authoritative punctuation
does not exist, yet there are, in many of the ancient MSS., marks
of distinction, which serve as pauses; and where there is any
uniformity in their collocation, a supposed necessity should be
very great which leads to a departure from them. To this may
be added, that, at times, early writers distinctly show how they

connected words, and where they introduced pauses; and this,
in such a case, may be called authority, as far as it goes. Pauses
are indicated in some MSS. by a simple dot* between two words,
accompanied at times by a small blank space: and, after. stichometry was introduced, the division of the lines, with or without

a dot, served the same purpose.

It will generally be found that

these ancient pauses answer to some

of our stops, because lan-

Rev. viii. 3 of the common text, the same construction is found in the authenticated
reading of John xvii. 2, iva way 6 dé8wxas atta dcp abtots why aidvwv.

There would beno

difficulty about the case, had not one been made by grammatical critics.
* Farther than this we cannot go in our definitions; an endeavour has been made
to distinguish between the powers of such a dot, according to its place in the middle,
the top, or the bottom of a line, as indicating a greater or less pause. This theory,
however, is untenable; and all that can be said is, that a dot indicates some pause, so
that the words included between such dots were meant to be taken together in reading, whether much disjoined from the rest of the sentence or not.
Stichometrical writing was intended for the same purpose,—namely, to aid the reader,
who might often have found difficulty in reading aloud the Greek as written without
even word-divisions: hence the orixo. were in part dependent on the reader’s breath,
and in a long sentence they would indicate often much smaller pauses than in a short
one. The divisions into crixo very often answer to the place of a dotin previous use.
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guage is more frequently definite than the contrary ; and though
it sometimes happens that sense may be made of a passage with
variety of interpunction, yet such a case is the exception: it
commonly holds good, that he who understands the subject will
be able to supply the pauses, even when no stops are marked : *
and so the sense of most Greek writers enables an intelligent
editor to introduce the modern notation of stops as we use them.
The great aim in the interpunction of the New

Testament,

ought to be so to place the pauses as not to hinder the sense from
being apprehended. Where an editor must determine how he
will connect words, he has to examine the scope of the passage,
and to avoid, on the one hand, adhering to a traditional division
unless it is supported by both sense and grammar, and on the
other he should not reject an ancient interpunction, when it can
be proved to be such, provided it involves no impropriety ; even
though it may differ from what has been usual ever since the
sacred text was printed.
Thus, in John i. 3, 4, the habitual ancient division is presented thus :—7dyta 80’ adtod éyéveto, Kal ywpls adtod éyéveto
ovde &v. “O yéyover év aité far) fv, Kab 4} Son Fw Td bas Tov

avOporev.

‘ All things were made by him, and without him

was not anything made. That which was in him was life, and
the life was the light of men.” The modern practice has been to
disjoin 6 yéyovev from the latter sentence, and to connect it with
the former, and this our English version follows. But the other
connection is that of Irenzeus, Clem. Alex., Theophilus, Ptolemy,
Heracleon, and Theodotus, in the second century ; Tertullian,
Hippolytus, Novatian, and Origen, in the third; and subsequently Alexander of Alexandria, Eusebius, Athanasius, Marcellus, Eunomius, Victorinus, Lactantius, Hilary, Ambrose, both

Gregories, both Cyrils, Augustine, and other Latin writers.

This

is sufficient proof that this mode of dividing the sentence was
common.
To this the best ancient MSS. (which have any inter* Thus the stops, marks of parenthesis, etc., form no part of a modern Act of Parliament, and in the roll, as engrossed, none of these distinctions appear. Such phraseology must be used as will not be ambiguous, for the Legislature enacts no punctuation. A curious instance of this occurred in the “Reform Bill” of 1832, in which
Lord Brougham had, in Committee, to move an alteration in the order of the words,
for as they stood the wrong borough would have been disfranchised.
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AC DL (B has not any distinction in the
more recent copies, such as 1, 33. And
such points liable to change in course of
of distinction is found in some which

we still possess in ancient

MSS., such as the Old Latin, excellent

MSS. of the Vulgate and the Curetonian Syriac, and also the
Thebaic.

To depart,

therefore, from this ancient and widely-

diffused mode of dividing this sentence, must be regarded as the
innovation, and adhering to it (in spite of modern editions), must
not be so deemed.*
While the more minute interpunction must be left to an editor's
discretion, he ought not, without good cause, so to introduce the
colon or the period as to change the sense. When this is done, it

requires that a definite and sufficient reason should be given.
Thus, in Rom. ix. 5, the common punctuation is «al é& dy 6
* It cannot reasonably be doubted that the division of these verses, now common,
was invented to oppose the Macedonians, who affirmed that the Holy Ghost was included in the zévra 8: airod éyévero: this was not very dextrously met by joining
& yéyovey to the former sentence to limit rdévra and ovde év.
That any revertence to a demonstrably ancient punctuation will be regarded as “innovation,” and will be called a new interpunction, must be regarded as certain; since
readings once spread into almost every region where the New Testament was used, are
called new when any critic adopts them on grounds of evidence. The following remarks:
of Mr. Scrivener (Supplement to Authorized Version, Introd. p. 47.), in some respects,
go too far. “Even were we to grant that no such points were employed by the writers
of the New Testament themselves, still the system of punctuation, which long usage.
has established, is not to be disturbed on slight grounds. It has existed from time
immemorial, and is doubtless the arrangement which those, whose native tongue was
Greek, judged most suitable to the order of the words, and the exigency of the sense.
Hence it is that I look with much suspicion on the innovations in punctuation which have been proposed by Griesbach, and more recently by Lachmann. Though there
are cases in which their adoption may possibly be the least of antagonist difficulties
(e.g. 1 Cor. vi. 4; Heb. vii. 18,19; x.2; James iv. 5), yet it is a resource to which we
should betake ourselves only in the last extremity.” To this Mr. Scrivener subjoins,
approvingly, a sentence from an (anonymous) work of the late Mr. Edgar Taylor. “ If
I give a man the liberty of punctuating for me, I resign him much of interpretation.”
That, however, depends on whether the author has so written as to express his meaning, and as to exclude any generally false interpretation, and whether he who punctuates understands what is before him, and acts honestly. The “long usage” to which
Mr. Scrivener appeals cannot rightly apply to any case in which anterior usage is
notorious, and the “time immemorial” must not be limited to the period which has
elapsed since the first edition of Erasmus. Let punctuation be always subjected to
the reason of the case; and though in the greater distinctions change will not often
be required, and even then it will probably be commended by some authority, yet the
fact must be freely owned, that never in printed editions or MSS. has the insertion of
the smaller pauses been on a “ system of punctuation which long usage has established.”
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ypioros TO KaTa odpKa, 6 dv él wavTwv Beds evrOYNTOS Els TOUS
aiavas. aujv. This is not only the mode in which the passage
has been taken in modern

times, but so it has been connected

habitually ; and though the pauses in the ancient MSS. do not
help us, yet the early writers do, for they so quote and explain

the passage as to connect the last clause with ypiords.

There

are, indeed, eighteen writers in the first four centuries who are
proofs of this, and (in spite of the very erroneous statement of
Wetstein) there are none who can be cited in opposition. The
versions too unanimously confirm this connection of the words,
which in them is not a mere question of punctuation ; for let that
be changed, and then, in a translation, the whole sentence must
be re-cast. The onus probandi rests, then, on those who would
change the commonly-received connection. This has been done
by some modern editors, who have introduced a full point after
odpxa. They thus give a different meaning to the whole sentence, intending apparently to introduce a doxology, ‘‘ God, who
is over all, [be] blessed for ever!” But the clause thus left disjoined would be altogether contrary to the principles of Greek
collocation; for the order of words in a doxology would have
been entirely different: edAoynTos must have introduced the sentence. ‘This is evident to any one who will compare the doxologies with evAoynTds in other parts of the New Testament and the
LXX.*
Thus, whether we look at the passage in the light
of philology or authority, the division of the sentence at odpxa

is equally opposed.t In fact, the division was originally suggested
by some in opposition to the application of 6 dv éml mdavtwv Beds
to the Lord Jesus Christ, and others may have adoptedit without
due consideration. ‘Those who, in spite of Greek idiom, would
make the concluding words of this passage a doxology, are by no
means agreed where to place the stop. The passage is pointed as
given above by some modern editors; the late Professor De Wette,
* And this Socinus himself admitted. See J. J. Gurney’s “ Biblical Notes and Dissertations on the Doctrine of the Deity of Christ,” p.445. This passage is examined
in that work with great ability, pp. 4283—456.
+ Ifit be said that MSS., such as the Codex Ephraemi (C) have a point after cdpxa,
let it also be observed that that MS. has a similar point after vouobecia, Aarpeia, and
érayyeAtar, in ver.4; at none of which places we could introduce more than a comma,
if indeed even that were needed.
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however, translated thus—‘‘ und aus welchen Christus stammet

nach dem Fleische, der iiber alle ist. Gott sei gepriesen in Ewigkeit ! Amen.”
But a new punctuation is here not only needless but inadmissible: the only connection of the words which will bear the test of
criticism is that commonly received: the climax of what the
Apostle has to say of the privileges conferred on Israel— of
whom, as concerning the flesh, CHRIST came, who is over all
GOD blessed for ever.

Amen.”

The mode in which Tertullian, Chrysostom, and Theodoret,
explain the passage 1 Cor. xv. 29, has appeared to some as if it
could not be easily connected with the actual words of the text.
They understood tép taév vexp@v somewhat in this way ; persons baptized receive a rite symbolical of death, but not of death
only, but also of RESURRECTION; if the dead did not rise, this,
then, would be b7rép Tav vexpav TovTécTL THY capdrev, and what

meaning would there be in baptism so received or administered ?*
For then the believer would be “ planted in the likeness of Christ’s
death,” without the acknowledged hope of resurrection. In this

exposition they could not have so connected the words iép tév
vexpov with the preceding Pamrifopuevor as is done by our common
punctuation. (As to this, the ancient MSS. afford us no help in
the passage). The following would apparently be the division of
the sentence according to this exposition: émel ti moujoovow oi
Barrifouevor; tTrép TaV vexp@v, eb SAwS VEKpol OvK éyEipovTaL’

tt kal Barrivovra brép adtav;t ‘ Else what shall the baptized
do; [It is] for the dead, if the dead rise not at all; why then are
they BAPTIZED for them?” In baptism there is the retrospect
of the believer having died (judicially) in Christ our surety, and
having risen in him, as partaker of spiritual life from him as so
raised ;and as baptism thus declareth how death, as the damnatory sentence deserved by us, has fallen upon our holy and perfect
surety, so are we pointed on to the assured hope of our resurrection, and our receiving, in body as well as in spimit, the blessing
* Tf there were no resurrection, then baptism would be for the dead. «i 8 vexpév éore
7d ooma, Kat ovn aviorarat. Ti Symote Kat Barrigerac;

Theodoret.

+ avrav, instead of rav vexpdy of the common text, is the ancient reading.
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If the dead rise

not, baptism would be vain; for, as the Apostle had said just

before, they who are fallen asleep in Christ would have perished.
If punctuation, according to the mode in which this passage was
understood

by. early writers,

be adopted,

then the expression

‘baptized for the dead” may be safely excluded from our theological vocabulary, as not being a thing mentioned in Scripture;
except as a thing which could not exist, unless the Christian doc-

trine of the resurrection of our mortal bodies be first set. aside.
Baptism for the dead, in that sense, might be the confession that
our sins have merited death, God’s denounced penalty ; but with-

out the knowledge that the redemption of Christ has thus met
death, and that his resurrection declares the value of his propitiatory sacrifice to every believing sinner.

The proper placing of parenthesis marks has much to do with
the intelligibility of a sentence; for it is thus that words which

are connected with what has gone before, but which, as to location, wait till the end of the sentence, can have their construction

made plain to the reader’s eye. Thus, in 1 Pet. 11. 21, our English
version rightly marks a clause as parenthetic; 6 «al suas aytituTov, vov cote. Bdmticpa, (ov capKos amdbects pitrou GAda
cuverdycews ayabis éernpotnua eis Oedv), 5’ avactdcews Inood
Xpicrod. ‘‘ The like figure whereunto even baptism doth also
now save us (not the putting away of the filth of the flesh, but
the answer of a good conscience towards God), by the resurrection
of Jesus Christ.’

In this case, however difficult we may find it

to read such a passage aloud in English, rightly connecting the
words (a difficulty which, in Greek, is mostly, if not entirely,
obviated by the construction of the language, as cwfer may wait
for dc’ avacrdcews), yet the parenthesis marks help the eye, and
the true construction is seen.
An instance of a similar parenthesis is found, I consider, in

2 Pet. i. 19, which I should mark thus: tov mpodnytixdy Adyor,
KadOs Troveite TpocéyorTes, (Ws AVyV@ paivoyTt év abyy~NPe TOT,
Ews 00 Hucpa Siavydon Kal dwoddpos dvateinp), év Tals Kapdiass
vuov.

‘* The prophetic word, whereunto ye do well to take heed,

(as unto a light shining in a dark place, until the day have dawned,
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What the meaning

of the latter words may be, according to the common punctuation,

I do not see; for the day does not dawn in the heart of one
already quickened by God’s Spirit to believe in Christ, nor does
the morning-star arise there; but the Prophetic Word is to instruct
us, not till something is wrought in us, or some spiritual light received by us, but until the shining of the day of God, the coming
of Him who has said, ‘‘ I am the bright and morning star.” No
objection can rightly be raised as to this connection being forced ; for
what is more frequent than the occurrence of dependent words which

relate to a more distant verb or participle, and not to the nearer?
In Rom. viii. 20, I would introduce a similar kind of parenthesis, with a construction of the same sort: TH yap pwatavrnte 7
xrlow brerayn (ovy éExodoa ara Sia Tov brotdkavta) er éXrrib«,
bre Kal adrh 1) KTlows éhevOcpwOncetat, ctr. ‘‘ For the creation was
subjected to vanity (not willingly, but in consequence of him who
hath subjected it) in expectancy, because the creation itself also
shall be delivered,” etc., so as to connect é’ édids with bmretayn,
and not with irord£avra.*
At the beginning of Rom. ix. is a passage in which many have
found a difficulty, which would, I believe, be obviated, if part of

the words were read as parenthetic, thus: ’AdjOeav réywm ev
YXpPLOT@, Ov Yrevdoual, cuppapTupovans jot THS TuVvEldjTEwsS jou EV
* Thus, too, the words are connected by Mr. Alford in his Greek Testament, but
without the introduction of the parenthesis by which this would be indicated. He
says in his note, “ én’ édmié. must not be joined with iwordéavra, because then the éAzis becomes the hope of the trordtas,—but with izeréyn, being the hope of the irorayeiva.”
Mr. Alford, in his Greek Testament, has shown himself in a great measure an adherent of the principle of recurring to the ancient authorities. This, in his first vol.,
he did avowedly as a kind of provisional measure; in his second vol. (Acts to 2 Cor.
inclusive) he has discarded the notion of a provisional text, and has introduced what
he considers to be the best readings. But in doing this he often departs widely from
the ancient authorities, and exercises a great deal of choice. In his digest of various
readings (which occupy the part of the page between the text and the notes), he
continually endeavours to account for the variations found in MSS., especially when
he does not follow those best attested by ancient evidence: but this habitual pragmatism really belongs to the realms of pure conjecture ; for we might just as well discuss
philosophically the mistakes made through inadvertence by modern compositors, as
trace the mental phenomena of a large portion of those made by their predecessors,
the ancient copyists: some we can classify and explain, as having to do with common
causes of error, but there are many about which nothing further can be defined beyond
stating the fact. And it is utterly unsafe to use a pragmatic argument in opposition
to absolute evidence.
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mvevpate wyio, OTe AUTH pol éoTW weyddn Kal adiddevTrros GdvvN
Th Kapdia por, (nvxouny yap avd0ewa eivar adbtos eyo amo Tod
“pliaTov), umrép THY adeAhav Lov TOV GUYyyEVaV Lov KATA odpKa"
in this manner joining d7rép Tay ad. wou, with Av7n... Kal adidnr.
odvvn TH x. wou instead of with avd@eua. ‘I have great heaviness and continual sorrow in my heart (for I myself did wish to be
anathema from Christ), for my brethren, my kinsmen according
to the flesh.” Paul felt full sympathy for his own nation still
remaining in unbelief, for he had once been in their condition,

thinking in himself that he ought to do many things contrary to
the name of Jesus of Nazareth, and doing them:

the desire of his

heart had ¢hen run in full opposition to Him whom he now knew
as the Christ, so that his wish had been to stand in no other relation to that person, than in one which he now knew to be ana-

thema. The preceding chapter has ended with the most absolute
statement of the impossibility of his being separated from Christ
his Saviour. ‘‘I am persuaded that neither death, nor life, nor
angels, nor principalities, nor things present, nor things to come,
nor powers, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature, shall
be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in Christ
Jesus our Lord.”

How, after this strong and full assertion, can

we imagine the Apostle, immediately in the most
calling on Christ and the Holy Ghost as witnesses
part to be anathema from Christ for his brethren?
prehensible to me; nor can I suppose that the
can on its own principles sanction such an idea,

solemn manner,
to a wish on his
‘This is incomNew Testament
even hypotheti-

cally, as that any could be the substitute for others, except Christ

himself.

He who knows the love of Christ in his heart cannot

indulge in such an awful thought;

and what could be said to the

Holy Ghost being the witness with the A postle’s conscience (if he
had admitted such a sentiment), and this being left by the Spirit
on record for our instruction?
When

once the position has been definitively taken, that the

ancient evidence is that which we must especially regard, other
considerations affecting various readings must have their place, in
order to judge between the ancient authorities, when they differ
among themselves.
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If the difference is found in so few MSS. as to bear but a small
proportion both as to authority and number, and if it is not supported by witnesses of the other classes (versions and citations),
then it may be looked on as an accidental variation, and one which

does not materially disturb the united evidence of the other wit“nesses.
But, where

there is real conflict of evidence,—a real and

decided variation amongst the older documents, then, in forming
a judgment, the common causes of various readings, and the kind

of errors to which copyists were liable, must be considered; and
thus a decided judgment may often be formed.
As copyists were always more addicted to amplification than
the contrary, as a general rule it must be said, that less evidence is
sufficient (other things being equal) in favour of an omission than
of an insertion; especially if the insertion is one which might
naturally be suggested.

Thus, in Mark vi. 36, some authorities

read, va amedOovtes eis Tods KUKA@ aypodrs Kal Kouas dyopdcaow éavtois ti Pa&ywow, while others have... . ayopdowow éavTois a&ptovs, TL yap ddywow ovK éExovorv: in this and
similar cases of conflicting evidence, the rule approved by Porson
holds good, Preferatur brevior lectio.
Some of the amplifications might be called common additions,
such, for instance, as avT@ or avrois after Néyet or eizrev, "Inoods
before or after Xpiords, 6 “Incods at the beginning of a narrative
in the Gospels, where the nominative was thus supplied in reading; so, too, at the beginning of an ecclesiastical lesson; and in

such portions, when taken from the Epistles, adeddol was in like
manner introduced.
One cause of amplification seems to have been the pure mistake
of repeating letters: thus, after adrois, there is in some copies the
addition 6 Inaods in Matt. iv. 19; viii. 26, 32; xvi. 15; xix. 8;
xxii. 20,43; xxvi. 38, etc., which might indeed have been a mere

common addition, but which seems more probably to have arisen
from the three last letters of arroic having been repeated,—
AYTOIGOIG, and then the added o1¢ having been read (since it
would make good sense in the passages) as o1¢ the contraction for
6 "Incods, found in the MSS. in general.
One of the most habitual kinds of amplification arose from
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inserting in one Gospel that which belongs to the parallel place in
another ; by this means, a sort of harmonising verbal agreement
was produced: this was long ago noticed by Jerome; and probably, just as often, similar sentences in the same Gospel were
brought into exact verbal identity. Another mode of amplification was that of adding to a citation from the Old Testament; a
copyist, perhaps, in these cases, having noted in the margin how a
passage was read in the other Gospels, or what the connection
was of the Old Testament citation ; and this marginal annotation
would then become a sort of authority to the next copyist to insert
the whole in the text. It is thus that iz all ancient works, marginal scholia have been intruded into the text: happily, with regard
to the New Testament, we can, by means of our existing monuments, go back to a period far earlier than classical MSS. lead us,

and the various channels of transmission of the sacred text are so
many different checks, on the ordinary classes of transcriptural
error.
Omissions by copyists sometimes appear to have occurred from
one source which might be called systematic; these are those
which have taken place 8: éuotoréXevtov ; that is, where the eye
of the scribe was deceived from two clauses ending with the same
word or syllable; and thus all that was intermediate was passed
by.

Sometimes, but more rarely, an omission of a similar kind

took place from two sentences beginning alike. Of course, omissions took place in different circumstances from the mere fact that
transcribers were not infallible;

these and many other variations

of MSS. and versions cannot be explained on any pragmatical
principles.
In cases of conflict of ancient evidence, Bengel’s rule—

Proclivi scriptioni prestat ardua,
is of wide application: there are difficult readings which deserve
the name, from the terms and expressions used, and also those
which present some kind of involved construction, such as a copy-

ist would be likely to modify or alter; to the same head may be
referred readings which exhibit some grammatical peculiarity,*
* Some of these peculiarities have been noticed above (page 209). Amongst others
may be reckoned the peculiarity of a double augment in verbs compounded with two
prepositions, such as aroxa@iompt. From this verb, arexareord6y is found in many MSS,
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which, although retained by the ancient Alexandrian copyists,
would offend every Byzantine Aristarchus, and all the successors
of that class of critics—men often of real and extensive learning,
but who look at every object from one point of view—that of
present intelligibility.
In judging of conflicting evidence, it has often been laid down
that we should adhere to that reading from which the others would
be likely to spring: the rule is good, but the application is often
very difficult; still, however, it should be borne in mind, and used

when it really can.
The confusion of vowels has often been brought forward as a
source of various readings; but as the oldest MSS. have no such

confusion beyond those of e and 4, and az and e, the supposed
interchange must not go beyond these limits: any that have to do
with @ and 9, for instance, can have no place: such variations are
intentional in such MSS.
At times, readings have been introduced from the ascetic spirit
which prevailed at the period when the MSS. were written.
Thus,

in the common text, in 1 Cor. vii. 5, TH vyoteig Kal has been
introduced before TH mpocevyy, and vnotedwy cal stands similarly
after jymv in Acts x. 30. The better authorities know nothing of
these additions. Such, too, seems to have been the origin of other
peculiar readings: in Rom. xii. 13, the text has tais ypelas Tov

drylwv KowwvodvTes: now, when aysor were no longer familiarly
considered to be Christ’s believing people on earth, but something
far more exalted, it is no cause for surprise that ypelavs should

have been changed into pye/ais, an idea utterly foreign to the subin Matt. xii. 13, and other places. This is not the case merely in the most ancient
copies, but also in very many others. But though it did not offend even the critics
of Constantinople and Mount Athos, it surprises modern scholars that any should
adopt such a form, even on competent authority. Thus Mr. Scrivener (“Supplement,” page 21), speaking of Scholz, says, “ Few other critics would have introduced
into the text the anomalous form amexareoréOy (Matt. xii. 13), and that, too, chiefly on
Alexandrine authority.” To-this might be answered, that even if the evidence for
this form and for the common amoxareoré@n had been equal, the former would deserve
the preference, because of its being apparently anomalous, and not, therefore, a copyist’s attempt at improvement. Mr. Scrivener subjoins in a note, “ avreraperdéaro however is found in several MSS. of Chrysostom, Hom. in Mattheum, II., p. 20, where
see Mr. Field’s note. I recollect no other examples of such a form.” Among other
similar instances may be mentioned xareSujryca, Dem. 542.1 (cited in Liddell and
Scott under d:atraw).
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ject on which the apostle is writing: the passage then seemed to
be an exhortation to communicate at the memorials of the saints,
(uveva, memoria, being used to express the days set apart to commemorate the dead), and thus it would accord with the corrupt
customs which Jerome describes in writing against Vigilantius,
when the communion was celebrated at the graves of martyrs, etc.
From a similar spirit, probably, arose the addition found in a MS.
which, in Rom. xiv. 17 (‘the kingdom of God is not meat and

drink, but righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost”)

after Sucasoovvn, adds xal doxnots, using the word apparently in
the sense to which it had become appropriated.
It would be, however, an entire mistake to suppose that there

was any evidence of doctrinal corruption of the sacred records
having taken place, unless in an occasional manner, as in the
above instances: but, in those and in all similar cases, the wide

diffusion of MSS. and versions were safeguards against the reception of such readings; and our ancient authorities, as a class, take

us back to a time anterior to the introduction of any such changes.
When

a passage has been discussed, and reasons

have been

assigned for the adoption of a particular reading, it is always well
to consider the reasons, even though they may not be satisfactory
in carrying conviction on the subject. Such reasons commonly
bring to light what can be said against the best-attested reading.
Thus, in Luke viii. 17, od yap é€otw xpuTrrov 6 od havepov yev7ceTat, ovde aTroKpugor 6 od pi) yv@oOH Kal eis pavepov EOn, for
ov 4 yvaoOH, the reading of B L, 33, the common text has od

yvoocOncerar. On this Mr. Green observes—‘‘ Luke viii. 17, ov
yap éott. . . amroKpudoy 6 od yvwoOnceras Kal eis pavepov édOn,
is remarkable ; because, though’6 od ywwoOyjoeraz is correct, 5 ovK«

EXOy is a solecism: but €X6y appears to be used as if od pa) had
preceded. The reading 6 ov 2) yvwoO7 has evidently arisen from
a critical correction, to render €A@y consistent.”* On the other
hand it may be said, that the common reading may as probably
(or more so) be borrowed from Matt. x. 26, where the’same words
occur, ovdév ydp éoTw Kexaduppéevov 6 ovK aToKadupOyceTat, Kal
* Treatise on the Grammar of the New Testament Dialect, by the Rev. T.S. Green,
M.A., page 128.
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Alteration from parallel pas-

sages was far more habitual, than change on real or supposed
grammatical grounds.
Matt. i. 25. ws ob érexey Tov viov adriis Tov tpwTdToKov. Here,
for the words Tov viov avths Tov mpwToToKoy, only vidy is found in
B Z, 1, 33, with the Old Latin, Curetonian Syriac, Memph., Theb.

(some of the versions retaining avrfjs). Now, this omission (or
non-insertion) has been by some attributed to design, on the part
of those who wished to exclude the idea of the Mother of our
Lord having had other children besides him. Hence they have
not abstained from charging the authorities which do not contain
the words, with arbitrary alteration. But in Luke ii. 7 the words
stand, cal érexey Tov vioy adTis Tov mpwToroxoy, and thus the

alteration in Matthew (if alteration there had been) would be
incomplete, for 7pwroroxov in Luke would be equally a difficulty.
The known propensity to insert in one Gospel what is found in
another, would make the probability very great im opposition to
the genuineness of the words in Matthew;

and this probability,

which would turn the scale if the evidence had been equal, is
confirmed by the best witnesses: there are, in fact, no testimonies

which can be brought forward such as would at all counterbalance
B Z.

The versions show, too, how gencral this reading was in

both the East and the West.

Had the omission of wpwtétoxoy in

Matt. i. originated from the dogmatic ground of upholding the
‘¢ perpetual virginity of Mary,” we might have expected to have
found the shorter reading in the Jater MSS. and versions, and not
in the earlier: for, before there is in the mind a disposition to
accommodate a text to a doctrine, the doctrine itself must have

become pretty generally received. But how does it stand in this.
case? Why, that the longer reading with mpwtéroxoy is all but
universal, from and after the time when it was deemed all but a

heresy to suppose that Mary had other children besides Jesus. So
little had dogma to do with the reading found in B Z. Versions
such as the Curetonian Syriac and the Old Latin, and probably
also both the Egyptian, are anterior in date to the adoption of
this opinion as an article of faith; and it is curious to observe that
* Tn Luke viii. 17, D reads aAd4 iva yrwoO9, partly confirming BL.
to spring from aX iva eis davepov €XOy, in Mark iv. 22.

4aaAda wa seems
.
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while the Old Latin is content with jilium, the version of Jerome,
the strenuous asserter of the dogma that Mary had no other children, is filium suum primogenitum. He doubtless followed the MS.
which he had before him in inserting the words: the older translator followed his MS. in omitting them.
I have rested the more fully on this passage, because so much
has been said of the dogmatic bias of the copyists and translators,
who did not insert the words found in the common text. It was
thus important to show that this dias (if it had existed) would
have affected the later scribes, and not the earlier, and that the

occurrence of the words in Luke (without any doubtfulness of
authority) shows that dogmatic design in Matt. is most improbable, and that the common error of parallel amplification is sufficient to account for the lengthened later reading.
The tendency to produce verbal conformity in different passages
will often, when considered, outweigh the pragmatical grounds
assigned for not following the more important authorities. Thus,

in Acts xv. 22, we have tote ofev toils amrocréXots Kal Tois TpeaButépos ovv Sdn TH éxxrAnola éxreEapévous avdpas €F adtrav
méuryat, ‘* Then it pleased the apostles and the elders, with the
whole church, that, having chosen men from among them, they
should send,” etc. (or, “to choose and send men from among
them”; of, as in our common version, ‘‘ to send chosen men”) ;

farther on in the same chapter (verse 25) we have, in the letter
written on the occasion, éofev muiv yevouévors owoOupadoy é x Xe-

Eapévors avdpas Twéurpas, “* It seemed good to us assembled with
one accord to choose men and send them,” according to the reading of A B G, etc. The common text has here éxrefapévous just
as in verse 22, with C D E H, etc.; but this reading can be so

simply attributed to the harmonising tendency of copyists, that
here the varying reading stands on a higher ground on that consideration, as well as possessing the support of at least equal evidence. Mr. Alford says of the reading of A B G, ‘‘ Grammatical
correction”; but as in fact the sentence with the common

reading

would have required no grammatical correction, and as the harmonising of copyists explains the difference of MSS., the varying
reading should be preferred. The sense is not affected; but there
is just this importance in the reading of A B G in verse 25, that,
,
16
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had it been before our translators, they could not have given the
rendering ‘‘ chosen men”; for this would require them to join
together dative and accusative; and this would have hindered
them from supposing that, in verse 22, the participle should be
taken in a passive sense (as if éxXeyOévras) agreeing with dvdpas,
instead of seeing that it governed it, and translating accordingly.
The passages to which attention has been directed, will serve as
examples of the application of principles as to evidence: it is
impossible for critics or editors to state continually in detail the
arguments connected with the evidence; the proofs must be stated
fully, and the results given: the mental links in the chain of argument must be understood from the general subject being rightly
apprehended. In this, the student who comprehends what principles have to be applied, will find no real difficulty, while to one
who does not understand such principles, it would be fruitless to
remark constantly the same things. If authorities and their value
are known, few difficulties will be raised as to their application in

particular instances.

: 15. NOTES

ON SOME PASSAGES
IMPORTANCE.

OF DOGMATIC

Amonest the passages to the reading of which discussion has
been directed on theological grounds, the more prominent are
1 John v. 7; 1 Tim. i. 16; and Acts xx. 28.
To enter into a formal discussion of the genuineness of the “testimony of
the heavenly witnesses,” 1 John v. 7, is really superfluous ; for it would only be
doing over again what has been done so repeatedly that there cannot be two
opinions in the minds of those who now know the evidence, and are capable of
appreciating its force. The passage stands thus (the words not known by
the ancient authorities being enclosed within brackets): Ver. 7, dru rpeis
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clot of paprupoivres [ev TH odpavd, 6 marip 6 Adyos kal Td dyvov mvedpa’ Kal
ovrot of rpeis ev eiow. (ver. 8) kal rpeis eioly of paprupodrtes ev TH yp] TO mvedpa

kat rd Udep Kal Td aiva, xrA.

I only add, that if the marked words be con-

sidered genuine, then any addition of any kind, found in any MS. (however
recent), and supported by the later copies of any one version in opposition to
the more ancient, possesses as good a claim to be received and used as a por-

tion of Holy Scripture.

In 1 Tim. iii. 16, there are three readings, cds épavepoOn év capki, as n
the common text; ds epay. xrA. and 6 épay. xrA. Now, to state the evidence
for these readings respectively, it is necessary (as I had occasion long ago to
point out), to divide the authorities at first into those which support the substantive Oeds, and those which have in its stead a relative pronoun: what relative is the better supported by evidence is for after consideration.
In favour of the substantive. 6d; is supported by the uncial MSS. J K
(also D from a third corrector), and the cursive MSS. in general.*
But it
is upheld by no version whatever, prior to the Arabic of the Polyglot and the
Sclavonic, both of which are more recent than the seventh century, and possess
no value as critical witnesses.

Some of the Greek fathers, who, as edited, have

been cited as authorities for the reading eds, ought to be omitted from the
list ; because it is certain, from other parts of their writings, that they did
read és in this passage, or because more exact collations of the MSS. of their
works show that @eds is an unauthorised addition ; so that in this case copyists
have amplified by introducing this reading; just as in the former case they
substituted it, as being that to which they were accustomed, for ds, which was
then become peculiar.f
The fathers, then, who support @eds are, Didymus, Dionysius of Alexandria,
and Theodoret, the two former possibly, the latter not improbably; and in
more recent times John Damascenus, Theophylact, and Gicumenius. Cyril
Alex. and Chrysostom do not belong to this list.
In favour of a relative. ds is the reading of A C* F G, 17, and two other
cursive MSS. 6 is the reading of D*. It has, indeed, been said, that the
true reading of AC F G is doubtful; and, indeed, some have cited them all for

eds; and it has been asserted also that G originally read 4.
Both A and C have suffered correction in this word; A in modern times,
* Tn one cursive MS., Cod. Leicest., I observed that the reading is 6 eds.
+ Thus Cyril Alex. really read és, though in his printed works écds also occurs; the
very context would prove that this latter reading had no place in Cyril’s sentence.
Several MSS. contain a scholion to the purport that 4s was the Cyrillian reading, even
though the MSS. themselves contain the common text .@eds (4 év ayious KupiAdos . . «
dyow, OX épavepwdy).

Chrysostom has been cited in fivdus of eds; but I have had occasion to point out
that though the word so stands in the editions, yet the citation of the same passage of
Chrysostom in the Catena on 1 Tim., published by Cramer (p. 31), shows plainly that
cis Erepov avdyer TO mpaymar Ste epavepwOn év capi, has been transformed
avé-yer TO mpaypa, Aéywv Geds EpavepaOn ev gapxi.

into eis érepov
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Such a change was effected by altering OC into

6C by introducing two little strokes, and then there was the contraction commonly found for eds. The ink in which this has been done in A is sufficiently modern and black to declare its recent application, but it has been said
that the trace of an original transverse line may be seen besides the modern
black dot in the middle, decisive that the first letter is not O but 6. Wetstein
attributed this stroke, which in some lights is visible at one side of the O, toa
part of the transverse line of the letter @ on the back of the leaf. He says
that it was only visible when he held it in such a position that he could see
some light through the leaf. ‘This was denied by Woide, who said (trusting
to the eyes of others rather than his own) that the 6 was so placed that no
part of it could be seen directly opposite to the O. Now I can state positively
that Wetstein was right and Woide was wrong: for I have repeatedly looked
at the place, sometimes alone, sometimes with others ;sometimes with the un-

assisted eye, sometimes with the aid of a powerful lens: and as to the position
of these two letters, by holding the leaf up to the light, it is seen that the 6
does slightly intersect the O, so that part of the transverse line may be seen on
one side of that letter.
As to the reading of the palimpsest C, before the writing had been chymically restored, it was shown by Griesbach and others that the line denoting the
contraction was not like the writing of the original copyist; and since the
ancient letters have been revivified, it is abundantly manifest that both this
stroke and the transverse line (previously invisible) forming the © are additions
of a later corrector: Tischendorf states this explicitly in the Prolegomena to
his edition of the text of this MS.; and I can abundantly confirm, from my
own repeated inspection of the passage, and from comparing these strokes with
the other corrections, that this is the fact.
With regard to F and G it is a mistake,* that either or both of them read
@C ; they read os, and G has no correction in the place, as if it had ever read

6. It must be remembered that F and G are both of them copies of some one
more ancient MS., and thus they are but one witness.
The versions which support a relative, are 1 the Old Latin, 2 the Vulgate,
3 Peshito and 4 Harclean Syriac, 5 Memphitic, 6 Thebaic, 7 Gothic, 8 Armenian, 9 AXthiopic: that is, atu the versions older than the. seventh century.
(Also a MS. Arabic version in the Vatican.)
This wnited testimony that
Geds did not belong to the passages in the days when those versions were
made, is peculiarly strong; and when it is remembered that no version of similar antiquity can be brought forward to counterbalance these witnesses of
every region of Christendom, the preponderance of testimony is overwhelming.
It may now be stated that some of these versions cannot show whether they
support és or 6, from the want of genders in the relative; while others (such

as the Vulgate), which mark the neuter, have given, not improbably, what
was considered to be constructio ad sensum, by taking pvortnpioy as a personal
* See above p. 165, note.
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designation for the antecedent. The two Syriac versions (the Harclean as to
the text at least), the Armenian and the ZXthiopic, are wholly doubtful as to
this point: the Old Latin and the Vulg. have the neut. guod: the Gothic has
the masc. relative, and so too the Memph. and Theb.; but, in the case of these
two latter versions, it is said that the word by which pvarnpior is translated is
also masc., and so the masc. relative in itself proves nothing.
Theodorus of Mopsuestia, Cyril Alex., Epiphanius, read és, while the Latin
fathers in general (e.g. Hilary, Augustine, etc.) have guod. The silence of

the fathers as to this passage in the fourth century, when, if they had known
the reading Oeds, it would have maintained an important part in arguments,
must not be forgotten, for such silence expresses much.
In addition to the evidence of MSS., versions, and early citations, there is a
narrative which relates to this passage. According to this narrative, Macedonius, Patriarch of Constantinople, was deprived by the Emperor Anastasius,
anno 506, for having corrupted the Scriptures (called in the account “ evangelia,” as a general term), especially in this passage, by changing one letter so as
to make OC into 6C.
“‘ Hoc tempore Macedonius Constantinopolitanus episcopus ab imperatore
Anastatio dicitur expulsus, tamquam evangelia falsasset, et maxime illud apostoli dictum, qui apparuit in carne, justificatus est in Spiritu. Hunc enim immutasse, ubi habet O35, id est, gui, monosyllabum Grecum; litera mutata O in
© vertisse, et fecisse O2, id est, ut esset, Deus apparuit per carnem. Tamquam
Nestorianus ergo culpatus expellitur per Severum Monachum.”

Such is the testimony of Liberatus Diaconus,* rather less than fifty years
after the event took place. It has, indeed, been thought that the reading eds
could not have been introduced by one who was imbued with Nestorianism;
for it has been said that this reading would contradict the distinction which

that form of doctrine made between the natures of Christ, as though they were
* Breviarium, cap. xix. I take the citation from Bentley (Dyce’s edition, iij. 366),
who adds, “The editions of Liberatus, instéad of © and @%, have 2 and O&; but it
appears from Baronius, that the manuscript had no Greek letters here at all, and that
they were supplied by the first editor. I have not scrupled, therefore, to correct the
place, as the Latin clearly requires: for DEUS answers to EO, and the Greek
monosyllable OS is in opposition to that dissyllable. And so Hincmarus in his Opusculum, chap. xviij., where he cites the same story (without doubt out of Liberatus),
has it plainly, as I have put it, 0 im © vertit et fecit @S.” Itis important toremember
this fact out of Baronius, that the MS. of Liberatus had no Greek letters; for it has
been cited again and again, as if it had been said that Macedonius changed és into as,
and this has even been put in opposition to the testimony of Hincmar.
“The first
editor,” whoever he may have been, had probably some notion how a short O might
be interchanged with a long one, and hence the mistake ;—one which might have been
avoided, if he had noticed the Latin gui and Deus; but probably he did not understand
that © would be the common contraction for 6eds.
The same transaction regarding Macedonius and the corruption of Scripture is
referred to in the Chronicon of Victor.
“ Messalla V. C. Coss. Constantinopoli,
jubente Anastasio imperatore, sancta evangelia tamquam ab idiotis evangelistis composita, reprehenduntur et emendantut.”
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But it must be remembered that Cyril was

the orthodox authority then with the strong anti-Nestorian party, and he read
ds éaveph6n: also the reading Oeds decidedly favoured the conception then
Sormed of the doctrine of Nestorius; as if it had taught that God was manifest in or by the flesh of him who was born of Mary, whereas the reading ds
strongly asserts unity of person.
This narration shows that in the early part of the sixth century the reshtiign
ds and 6eds were both known; even if it be doubted whether this was the

origin (as it may have been) of the latter.

If it did so spring up,* andif it

was thus propagated, the versions made previously are witnesses against the
addition: “cum multarum gentium linguis scriptura ante translata doceat
falsa esse que addita sunt,” says Jerome (ad Damasum) of similar cases.
It is thus seen that for reading a relative pronoun in this place, there are the
MSS. ACD FG, 17, and two others, nine ancient versions, and some fathers
certainly.
For reading the substantive Oeds, there. are J K (two of the later uncial MSS.), and the cursive copies in general ; no version prior to the seventh century ; and of the fathers of the earlier centuries there are only some doubt-

fully.

Codex B does not contain this epistle.
Thus the evidence in favour of a relative preponderates greatly ; for it is not
to be supposed that the independent more ancient versions could agree fortuitously in ignaring the substantive God, if they had it in their copies ; and if
none of them had it, then the Greek copies must have agreed in reading aa
relative.
The advocates for Oeds, as being the reading supported by the numerical
array of copies, are accustomed to divide the evidence into three heads, 1 eds,
2 és, 36: and then, by giving the ancient versions in general to 6, they seem
to make és rest on weak grounds: but upon such a question the testimony of
versions must not be separated thus minutely; for the primary question between
the substantive and the relative must first be settled, just as in all preliminary
inquiries, cognate readings must be taken as presenting united evidence, when
contrasted with something wholly opposite.
’ A relative is then by far the best attested reading. The next inquiry is;
what relative, ds or 6. This must be decided by Greek authorities, for most
of the versions are doubtful. .ds then has in its favour A C F G, 17, and two
others, with Cyril and other Greek fathers, while 6 is only supported by D a
prima manu. Thus és is by far the best supported reading.
It is also the reading from which the others might most easily have sprung
from supposed correction; while the change from 6 or 6eds into ds would in
such a sentence be most unlikely. And further, ds is the more difficult reading; for the inquiry peancalintaly: arises as to the structure and translation of
_* If so, the occurrence of «ds in any earlier citations must be occasioned by copyists
or editors assimilating, pro more, the Biblical citations to the text which they were
accustomed to read.
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the sentence : Does és go back to Oeod (avros for an antecedent? or are we to

take pvornpiov ds for a constructio ad sensum?

or is the antecedent under-—

stood, that being the nominative to the verb of the next clause éd:caroOn, “he
who was manifested in the flesh, was justified,” etc.? I do not think that either
of these solutions is precisely the true one; 6s appears to me to relate to the
person indicated, with something of the same kind of indefinite emphasis (if I

may use the term) as is found in the mode in which airdés occurs in 1 John.
‘“‘Confessedly great is the mystery of godliness: Hr wHo was manifested in
flesh, (he who) was justified in spirit, (he who) was seen by angels, (he who)
was preached among Gentiles, (he who) was believed on in the world, (he who)
was received up in glory.”
» The passage thus sets before us the whole dignity of Christ’s person; and it
has been well asked, If He were not essentially superhuman, how could the
Apostle have emphatically declared that he was manifested in flesh ?
I now pass on to Acts xx. 28, mowpaivew tiv éxkAnoiay .... iv mepterrounoato
Sia Tov aiparos rod idiov.
After éxxAnoiav there are three readings which are entitled to be considered
as to their claims to fill up the place which I have left blank.
1. TH éxxAnoiav rod Geod, the Church of God.
2. Ti éxkAnoiay rod kupiov, the Church of the Lord.
3. Try éxkAnoiay rod kupiov Kal Oeov, the Church of the Lord and God.
There are also three readings which have to be mentioned simply with the
evidence for them; none of which has a claim requiring much attention: (i.)

rT. €kk. TOD Kupiov Oeod in one or two later MSS., and the Arabic of the Polyglot, a version of no critical importance; (ii.) r. ékx. rod Oeod Kal xvpiov, in
one cursive copy; (iii.) r. ékx. Tod xpiorov as found in the Peshito Syriac (and
of course in the Erpenian Arabic made from it); Origen so reads once; and
this lection is found in three copies of Athanasius, and in Theodoret twice. It has
no MS. authority, and it might easily have sprung from the connection, in which
the Church is mentioned as being his who redeemed it with his own blood.
To revert, then, to the readings with regard to which there is some amount
of evidence.

' 1. Tot @eov.

This is found in B, and about twenty cursive copies :* and in

the following versions (1) the Vulg. in the most ‘ancient MSS., as well as in
the common Clementine (but not, however, in the Caaitchobtias edition).
- * As doubt has been cast on the reading of B,I state explicitly that this zs the
reading of that MS. The late Mr. Edgar Taylor procured a tracing of rather more
than three lines in this passage from the ewstode of the Vatican library: and it appeared in the editorial Monitwm prefixed to the second London reprint of Griesbach’s
Greek Testament (1818). But it was soon suggested that though the MS, now reads
OY, it might formerly have had KY: I therefore, when at Rome, directed my attention
particularly to that point, and I can state positively that the © stands without any
erasure, or trace of there having been originally aK. This was contrary to what I
had expected; for I had quite anticipated that I should have found that it had at first
the same reading as A C,
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(2) the Harclean Syriac (text.), and a Syriac lectionary in the Vatican of the
eleventh century. Epiphanius and some later Greek writers have this reading,
as also have Ambrose and other Latins. Athanasius in some MSS. has this
reading, and Chrysostom has been cited for it; however, he certainly himself
has xvpiov, and the reading Oeod has been taken from the Homilies on the Acts
which bear his name; but even there the reading is doubtful.* Cyril of
Alexandria reads cod twice, in a treatise on the name Oeordxos, as applied to
the Virgin Mary, edited by Cardinal Mai (Scriptorum Collectio Vaticana, viij.
part 2, pp. 125,126). It is necessary to notice this explicitly, because it has
been remarked that this reading is not found in Cyril, and the supposed silence
of this anti-Nestorian writer has been made the basis of argument.. The
genuineness of this treatise is supported by its being cited in the Emperor
Justinian’s epistle to the Alexandrian monks (p. 306), edited by Mai in vol. vii.
of the same collection. This treatise is likewise thoroughly Cyrillian in tone
and style. f
2. Tov xvpiov is the reading of
AC DE, 13 (with thirteen other cursive
MSS.), of (1) the Old Latin, as found in D and E, (2) the Memphitic, (3)
the Thebaic, (4) the Armenian, and (5) the margin of the later Syriac.
Irenzeus (or his contemporary Latin interpreter), Eusebius, the Apostolic
Constitutions, Didymus, Ammonius, Athanasius in one MS., Chrysostom (on
Eph. iv. 12), and at a later date Theophylact (three times), have this reading;
as also, among the Latins, Lucifer, Jerome, Augustine, and others. .
3. Tod kupiov kai Ocov: this is the common reading of MSS.., being found in
GH, (also C a tertid manu) and in more than a hundred cursive copies, also
in six lectionaries. As to versions, it is found in the Sclavonic alone,{ which
is of the ninth century, and has no voice in criticism. Theophylact has this
* In expressing my opinion that the Homilies on the Acts are not really Chrysostom’s, I shall not be accused of rashness by those who understand the real state of
the question: a statement which I once made that I thought they were not really his,
was met by such remarks as if this was some mew opinion of my own, previously
maintained by no one. In reading those Homilies, I felt often astonished at their

contents and style being so wn-Chrysostomlike ; and this was when I had for some
weeks read hardly anything except his works, so that my perceptions were fully alive as
to such points. On examination I found that, from Erasmus onwards, scholars had
doubted or denied that this work is genuine. This was no small confirmation of my
previously formed judgment.
+ Some of the other works published by Mai in the same place as Cyril’s, are certainly zot his (in one of these, p. 56, xvpéov is cited in this passage); they contain abundant proof that they were subsequent to the Eutychian controversy ; and not only do
they combat heresy of later date than Cyril’s time, but they express sentiments by no
means Cyrillian.
t It is instructive to see how repeatedly, when the mass of modern MSS. oppose the
ancient, they are supported by xo versions except those later than the seventh century.
In speaking of the Sclavonic as belonging to the ninth century, I do not discuss whether or not the other books were translated about the same time as the Gospels. We
know when this version was began, but as to its completion we have no evidence: the
oldest existing MS. of the whole Sclavonic Bible is of a.p. 1499. (Davidson’s Biblical
Criticism, ii. p. 238.)
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reading once, so that when he has rod xupiov simply, he may probably abbreviate the reading to which he was accustomed. ‘This reading is found in the
Complutensian edition, and as it is that supported by numbers, it would of
course have been defended by many if it had been in the common text. The

Latin in the Complutensian differs from other copies of the Vulgate in having
“dni (i.e. Domini) et dei.”
In this conspectus of authorities; the Xthiopic version has not been cited for

any of the readings: it is doubtful whether the Roman text of this version
should be quoted for Oeod or xvpiov, and the edition of Mr. Platt has xpicrod.
All that can be said is, that, like the Peshito Syriac, it opposes the compound
reading rov xupiou kat Oeod.
The whole question must lie between rod xvpiov and rod Oeod ; for the reading that combines both fails as to ancient MS. authority (showing plainly that
the mass of copies must not be valued on the ground of numbers), as to versions, and as to early citations: if this had not been sufficient, it might be
added that it is the longer reading, and as such would require a imeiiitied
evidence before it could be received.

Tov Oeod has good witnesses in B (the other MSS. are unimportant) and the
Vulgate ; but rod xvpiov has preponderating testimony; for B alone could not
on such a point outweigh AC D E; and as to versions and fathers, rod xupiouv
stands on stronger ground; and therefore it should be accepted, even while all
that can be said in favour of rod Oeod is fully admitted. Either of these readings might easily have sprung from the other, as the change is but one letter
(KY and ©Y); and, while 6eod might claim the preference as being, iin connection
with “blood,” the more difficult reading, 7€xxAnoia rod xupiov is a reading found
nowhere else in the New Testament; so that a copyist would naturally alter it
to éxx. Tov Geov, as is found 1 Cor. i.2; x. 32; xi.22; xv. 9; 2Cor.i. 1; Gal.
i.13; 1 Tim. iii. 5, 15. This whole passage may also be compared with 1 Pet.
v. 2, rotpdvare 7d ev tpiv moipviov Tov Oeod EmtaoKxorodvres, which might

aid in suggesting rod Ocod in Acts xx. 28, mpovéxere....7G Totpvia, ev @
ipas rd mva rd dyov ero EmtaKdmovs Totpaivery THY exkAngciay Tod Kupiov.
Thus the introduction of Oeod, instead of xvpiov would be natural, though the

contrary would not be so; and even if the evidence for éxk. rod xupiov had not
been so strong, it would have been confirmed by its peculiarity, and by the
immense probability of the familiar phrase being substituted for it.
But although this passage with the reading xupiov gives no direct testimony
to the Godhead of the Lord Jesus Christ, it is of very great doctrinal value;

for it brings out in full view the true sacrificial character of his death on the
cross: “Feed the Church of the Lord, which He hath purchased with his own
blood.” Thus, even if the dignity of his person were not here stated, the
preciousness of his blood is emphatically declared, as being that which was
adequate to meet the infinite holiness of God and His wrath against sin, and to
secure the Church unto Christ as His own, as that which He has thus appropriated at so costly a price. If this work of propitiation is rightly considered,
and its value as thus declared as applied in result, how much does it show that
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the dignity of this Redeemer exceeds that of 4 mere man. His blood was so
unspeakably precious that it was capable of outweighing, even before God, the
sins of all his people; and ¢his it is that shows how exalted must be the person of whom such things could be spoken. If this passage, as rightly read,

does not declare our Lord’s Godhead, it still states, in clearest words, his redemption and Lordship.

Many have shrunk from the results of criticism because of these three passages: they were accustomed to them as setting forth theological verities;
and they have desired. to cling to them; although they might have known
that in argument they are worthless, because opposers are full well aware

how groundless or uncertain are those readings of these passages which some
have called orthodox. The consequence unhappily has been, that the most
essential and fundamental truths of Christian doctrine have been supposed
by some to rest on uncertain grounds.
Now, the same criticism which
shows that particular readings are not.genuine, proves incontestably that
others are unquestionable; and thus no point of orthodox truth is weakened,
even though supports, which some have thought sustained it, are found to
differ from such supposed use and bearing. There are undoubted passages
enough (such as Matt. i. 23; John i. 1; xx. 28; Rom. ix. 5; Phil. ii. 6;
Heb. i. 8) which speak of the proper Godhead of Christ, without our wishing
to press into the same cause others for which we have no sufficient evidence,
and which were not required to establish that necessary truth in the early
controversies.

Criticism, however, need not be at all feared; if it takes away on sth one
hand readings which were thought to have some dogmatic value, it will give
on the other quite as much. Instances of this will be seen in two peeenes
John i. 18, and 1 Pet. iii. 15.
John i. 18, Gedy ovdcis Edpaxev marore 6 povoyerns vids 6 dv eis tov Kddrov
tov matpds, ékeivos e&nynoaro.
Here, instead of povoyerns vids of the common text, great authorities support povoyejs Oeds. This is the reading of
BC* L, 33. (As to B, this
reading is given in Bartolocci’s MS. collation at Paris, and I myself saw it in
the MS. at Rome; in C it was chymically brought to light.) This is supported by the following versions, the Peshito Syriac and the marg. of the
Harclean ; the Memphitic (sic) and the A{thiopic: and as to fathers, the
reading may almost be called general, for it is that of Clement of Alexandria,
Trenzus, Origen, Eusebius, Epiphanius, Lucian, Basil, Gregory of Nazianzum, Gregory of Nussa, Didymus, Basil of Seleucia, Isidore of Pelusium,
Cyril of Alexandria, Titus of Bostra; as also of Theodotus (in the second
century), Arius, Marcellus, Eunomius, ete.; and amongst the Latins, Hilary,
Fulgentius, Gaudentius, Ferrandus, Pheebadius, Vigilius, Alcuin, ete. The
reading of’ the common text, vids, is found in A and the MSS. in general: of
these A alone belongs

to the most ancient class; D ishere defective.

It is

that of the Old Latin, of the Vulgate, the Curetonian Syriac, the text of
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the Harclean Syriac, and the Jerusalem Syriac Lectionary, and the Armenian. It is found twice in Origen, in Eusebius, Basil, and Irenzeus (though
all these writers have also the other reading, and in general they so speak of
Geds in the passage, that vids must have proceeded from the copyists) :—the
Latin writers in general agree with the Latin versions in reading filius.
In forming a judgment between these two readings, it must be remembered
that povoyevs would naturally suggest vids as the word which should follow
it, whereas @eds strikes the ear as something peculiar, and not elsewhere
occurring in Scripture; the change, being but of one letter (YG for OG), might
be most inadvertently made; and though the evidence of the Latin versions
and the Curetonian Syriac is not of small weight, yet the same chance of

change would, in a case of this kind, affect the copyists of a version (or indeed
the translators) just as much as the transcribers of Greek MSS.
eds, as the
more difficult reading, is entitled to especial attention ;and, confirmed as it is by

MSS. of the highest character, by good versions, and by the general consent of
early Greek writers (even when, like Arius, they were opposed to the dogma
taught), it is necessary, on grounds of combined evidence, to receive it in preference to the easier and more natural reading vids. No critical edition hitherto
published has given @cds in the text ; it is placed, however, in Lachmann’s inner
margin, as a reading between-which and that in the text the evidence stands
in doubt: he gave it that place on the combined testimony of Origen and
Irenzeus, but he did not know (for then it was not ascertained) that this reading is that of B and C, two of the principal witnesses that he admitted.*

1 Pet. iii. 15, xdpsov dé roy Ocdv dy:dcare, so the common text; but instead
of Gedy the reading ypiordér is supported by most preponderating evidence;
for it is the reading of A BC, 13, and some other cursive MSS.; of the
Vulg. the Peshito and Harclean Syr., the Memph. Theb. Arm. (the Aithiopic
has neither word); it is also cited by Clement and others: the reading edy is
supported by the evidence of no MS. older than G and J (at Moscow) of the

ninth century, and it is found in no version older than the Arabic in the Polyglot. Thus the reading xpuordv may be relied on confidently. This occurs ina
citation by the Apostle from Isa. viii. 12, 13. In the Prophet the words are,
“Neither fear ye their fear nor be afraid; sanctify the Lorn of hosts himself.”
The citation of the Apostle exactly agrees with this, except in the concluding
words, in which, in the corrected text, we have xipiov dé rov xpiorév dyiacare,
“ Sanctify the Lord Christ” : this shows that the expression 1X nin2y mn
“ Jehovah of hosts Himself” in the prophet, finds its New Testament exposition as an equivalent in kvpiov rov xpiordy, “the Lord Christ,” thus marking

the divine glory of our Lord in the most emphatic manner. And this is in
thorough accordance with the Apostle’s train of thought; for the following
* When Lachmann really knew from me the MS. authority in favour of écés, he at
once admitted the claim of that word to stand in the text instead of vids. Indeed, his
principal witness for giving the preference to the latter word was B, which had been
supposed to read thus.
ar
:
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words of the prophet, in which he says that Jehovah of Hosts should become
‘“‘a stone of stumbling and rock of offence,” had been previously applied by
him (ch. ii. 7, 8) to the Lord Jesus.
The LXX., which so often has influenced copyists to bring passages in the New Testament into verbal conformity with it, has not caused the introduction of the word 6edv; for the passage
there runs rév d€ Pd8ov adrod od py PoBnOnre ovdé pH rapayOynre: Kipiov adrov
dyiacare. In this citation the Apostle shows how independent the New Testament writers can be of the LX X. when needful; indeed, in some part of the
passage the LXX. so reads as utterly to contradict both the Hebrew text and
the New Testament use of the facts previously revealed. To the LXX. translators it was incomprehensible that the Lord could become a stone of stumbling and rock of offence to Israel; and thus, in ver. 14, a negative is introduced, cat ody ws AiPov mpookdppatt ovvayvtncecbe, OVSE as wéTpas Mrepart.

On such points, and all that relate to the Godhead of Christ, and in doctrinal
statements, the LXX. is continually at variance with both the New Testament
and the Hebrew text.

§ 16—NOTES

ON JOHN

3,4;

AND

VII. 53—VIII. 11; JOHN

MARK

VY.

XVI. 9—20.

In the application of criticism to some of the longer passages
which are found in some copies, but omitted in others, it is neces-

sary to state the evidence fully and distinctly, so as to obviate,
if practicable, all possible misconception as to its value and bearing. A few such passages will now be considered; in doing
which, it is only needful to premise that the principle of following
the evidence which Divine Providence has caused to be transmitted to us, must in these cases, as well as in all that are similar, be

strictly maintained.
St. John vii. 53 —viii. 11, is a passage which has held its place
in the text by a very doubtful tenure, as is familiar to all who are
acquainted with the simplest facts relative to biblical criticism;
and even in the copies which contain these twelve verses there are
peculiarities of a singular kind.
This narrative is found in some form or other in the following
authorities: D F GH

K U, and more

than 300 cursive copies,
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without any note of doubt or distinction, as also in a few lectionaries. In E it is marked with asterisks in the margin; s0, too, in

sixteen cursive copies (two of which thus note only from viii. 3).
In M there is an asterisk at vii. 53, and at viii. 3. In §, it is
noted with obeli, and so, too, in more than forty cursive codices.

This narrative is placed at the end of the Gospel, by itself, in ten
cursive copies;* four others similarly place viii.3—11.

Four MSS.

(of which Cod. Leicestrensis, 69, is one) place this passage at the
end of Luke xxi., and one copy has it after John vii. 36.
As to versions, it is found (i.) in Cod. Colbertinus and some
others of the Old Latin (Cod. Veronensis is here defective); (ii.)
the Vulgate, (iii.) Athiopic, and (iv.) Jerusalem Syriac Lectionary.
(As to the other versions, see below.)
It is mentioned by Jerome as being found in many copies, by
Ambrose, Augustine, and other writers since the fourth century.
But, though cited from the time of Augustine and onward, that

father was well aware that the passage was far from universally
read in the copies then extant; and he endeavoured to account for

the fact by a conjecture: ‘‘nonnulli modice, vel potius inimici
vere fidei, CREDO, metuentes peccandi impunitatem dari mulieribus suis, illud, quod de adultere indulgentia dominus fecit, aufer-

rent de codicibus suis, quasi permissionem peccandi tribuerit, qui
dixit, Deinceps noli peccare.” (De Adult. Conj., 11. 6,7.) But
this supposition of Augustine would not account for the fact of
the omission of this passage having been so general, as it will be
shown to be when the testimony of the versions against it is
stated.
* One of these is the excellent Basle MS., Cod. 1. On the last leaf this passage is
added, with this prefatory note: rd mepi ris worxadidos Kedddaov.

ev TH KaTa iwavyny evay-

yediw* as év trois wAccoaw (sic) avtiypddous* wy Keywévov> my 88 mapa Tuv Oelwy mpwv* THY épunvevodvTwv pynwovevOev* dnt dy twavvov Tov x. K KupihAou aAe~avdpe/: ovSE why bd Ge0da: pwioveoT: Kat Tv AoLT| + wapéAea KT| Tov Té7 |+ KetTat Se OUTwWS* mer’ dALya THs apx. TOD Ts Ke| FHS TOD
Epevvycor kal iSe* Ste mpopytys Ex THs yadtAaias* ovK éyeiperar.

This note has been printed

commonly (as taken from Wetstein) with mistakes such as maAciorows for mAcloow, an
alteration which has been so rested on in argument as to affect the sense.
The 86th section (7s’), to which this note refers, commences at John vii. 45, and
extends to the end of viii. 18. Now whatever may be the antiquity of this prefatory
note, it appears to have belonged to a more ancient copy than Cod.1. For, as it
quotes Vii. 52, ov« éye‘pera:, it can hardly have originated with this MS., which has in
the text ov« éyetyeprat [sic] (though commonly quoted for éyeperar, as given by Wetstein, who must have followed the note at the end, instead of the text itself of the
MS.). éyetperar is the best-supported reading (B D T 4, 33, etc.).
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This passage 7s omitted by A B C T (MSS. of the oldest class*),
by L X A,t by Cod. 33, and more than fifty other cursive copies,
by more than thirty lectionaries, in some of which, if not all, this
passage is omitted where it would occur in the middle of a section.
In connection with MSS. which omit this section, reference must

be made to those mentioned above, which mark it as doubtful, or
transfer it to the end of the Gospel, or place it elsewhere ; for all
these are so far witnesses against its insertion.
The versions to which this section does not belong are (i.) the
Old Latin (as found in Cod. Vercellensis, the revised Cod. Brixia-

te and some others), (ii.) the Peshito and (ii1.) the Harclean
Syriac, (iv.) the Memphitic, in the MSS. of value and authority,
(v.) the Thebaic, (vi.) the Gothic, (vii.) the Armenian.
It is true that, in some of the editions of the Peshito Syriac,
subsequent to that in Walton’s Polyglot, this section is found;
but it does not belong to that version:

and so, too, such MSS. of

the later Syriac as are cited as exhibiting it at all, mention that it
is an addition.

As to the Armenian, six old codices of those used

by Zohrab omit the whole passage, as also do the MS. lectionaries;
nineteen MSS. have the section separately, at the end of the
Gospel, while only five (and those the most recent) place it here.
One proof that it is a later addition, and not an original part of
‘this version, is found in the great variety of forms in which it
exists in those Armenian copies which contain it at all; some of
these are quite peculiar, and resemble none of the Greek copies.

It is thus rejected, as not a genuine part of that version. (For
this precise statement I am indebted to Mr. Charles Rieu.)
Though the mere silence of ecclesiastical writers is no proof that
they were unacquainted with a particular section, yet that silence
becomes significant when they wrote expressly on the subject to
which it relates, and when they wrote in such a way as to show
* A and C are defective in this part of St. John’s Gospel; but it is certain, from
the exactitude with which the quantity in each page of these MSS. can be calculated,
that they could not have contained these twelve verses.
+ In Land A there is a blank space left, but not sufficient to contain the passage:
the copyists seem to have had a notion that something was here inserted in some
exemplars; but this was clearly not the case with regard to those from which they
-were transcribing. In 4, the first words of viii. 12 were at first written directly
after vii. 52, and then a line was drawn through the words.
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that they could hardly by possibility have been acquainted with
it.

So, too, with regard to such ecclesiastical writers as wrote

Commentaries.
Thus it may be held for certain, that Tertullian* and Cyprian

knew nothing of the passage; while Origen and Chrysostom show
in their Commentaries, that they were not aware of its existence.

It has been indeed objected that nothing is proved by Origen’s
silence; because he often passes by portions of St. John’s Gospel,
and he had no occasion to mention this narrative : but, in reading

his Commentary on this part of the Gospel, it is difficult (if not
impossible) to imagine that he knew of anything between vii. 52
and viii. 12: for he cites and comments on every verse from vii. 40
to 52, and then at once continues from viii. 12 in the same manner
(iv. p. 299, ed. De la Rue). The silence of Chrysostom on the
subject, as well as that of Cyril of Alexandria, and Theodorus of
Mopsuestia, was long ago noticed.
The omission of this section by Nonnus, in his metrical Paraphrase of this Gospel, is worthy of notice; for though he does

pass by parts, yet no narrative portion of certain genuineness, and
of such length as this, is unnoticed.
* Granville Penn, in his “ Annotations to the Book of the New Covenant,” states
well the argument which may be drawn from Tertullian’s silence: he says, “That the
passage was wholly unknown to Tertullian, at the end of the second century, is manifest in his book De Pudicitia. The Bishop of Rome had issued an edict, granting
pardon to the crime of adultery, on repentance.
This new assumption of power
fired the indignation of Tertullian, who thus apostrophised him: ‘ Audio [etiam]
edictum esse propositum, et quidem peremptorium, “Pontifex scilicet Maximus [quod
est] episcopus episcoporum, dicit [edicit]: “Ego et mechie et fornicationis delicta,
ponitentia functis dimitto”’ (c. 1). He then breaks out in terms of the highest
reprobation against that invasion of the divine prerogative ; and (c. 6) thus challenges:
“Si ostendas de quibus patrociniis exemplorum preceptorumque celestium, soli machia, et in ea fornicationi quoque, januam peenitentise expandas, ad hanc jam lineam
dimicabit nostra congressio.’ ‘If thou canst show me by what authority of heavenly
examples or precepts thou openest a door for penitence to adultery alone, and therein
to fornication, our controversy shall be disputed on that ground.” And he concludes
with asserting, ‘Queecunque auctoritas, queecunque ratio mecho et fornicatori pacem
ecclesiasticam reddit, eadem debebit et homicide et idololatriz pcenitentibus subvenire.— Whatever authority, whatever consideration, restores the peace of the church
to the adulterer and fornicator, ought to come to the relief of those who repent of
murder or idolatry” It is manifest, therefore, that.the copies of St. John with which
‘Tertullian was acquainted did not contain the ‘eremplum celeste,—the divine example? devised in the story of the ‘woman taken in adultery’ ” (pp. 267, 268). Was this
edict that of Callistus, referred to in the recently-discovered Philosophoumena (of
Hippolytus), ix. 12, pp. 290, 291?
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It thus appears that the oldest MS. authority for this narration

is D, and that the only important versions in its favour are the
Vulgate, and such copies of the Old Latin as contain it.

The

Vulgate resolves itself into the testimony of Jerome, who mentions that copies existed of both kinds,—those which contained it
and those which did not.
I have put together the authorities
which contain this narration, because, in fact, those in which it is

found give it in such a variety of phraseology, as exceeds the
difference commonly understood by the term various readings.
In D, the oldest MS. which contains it, it is utterly unlike the
other copies; and they, too, abound in extraordinary variations.
This circumstance would weaken the testimony of the authorities
which contain this narration, even if there had been a less con-

clusive array of witnesses (all the oldest MSS. except D, most
versions, and decided testimony of fathers) on the other side.
In the fourth century, this section seems to have obtained a
place in some copies (first perhaps in the West, where it was
first mentioned), but even then it is spoken of doubtfully; it gradually was received into most MSS., but still with expressions of
uncertainty, and with notes of its doubtful authenticity; and thus,
even though it was adopted as a part of the printed text by the
first editors, yet its genuineness was not believed by Erasmus
himself: the same opinion was held in that century by Calvin,
Beza, and other biblical scholars.*

If the last three hundred years

have removed all feeling of question from many, it has not been
from better grounds of certainty having been discovered, but from
that kind of traditional inertness of mind, which has rendered
many unconscious of what have been deemed the most manifest

facts of criticism.
;
We can no more canonise this passage, if it were not genuine
Scripture from the beginning, than we can the books of the Apocrypha, or any other writings. If the best MSS., versions, and

fathers, know nothing of such a portion of Holy Scripture, it
behoves all who value God’s word not to adopt, as part of it, what
is not only unsupported by sufficient evidence, but which is opposed by that which could hardly be surmounted. The ancient
* See Beza’s note on the passage, above, page 34.
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translators in general could not have agreed, in so many countries,
to pass by so considerable a portion of this Gospel, if they knew
it, or had it in their Greek copies.
I do not rest at all on the internal difficulties connected with
this passage, on the supposition that it is genuine Scripture; because, if it had been sufficiently attested, they would not present
anything insurmountable. The peculiarities of the language are
indeed remarkable, and very unlike anything else in St. John’s
Gospel; but to this it might be said, that the copies differ so much
that it is almost impossible to judge what the true phraseology is.
Perhaps the difficulties in the passage have been over-estimated:
at least we have no reason to conjecture that any omitted it on
account of such difficulties, any more than we have to think that
any expunged it on doctrinal grounds, as suggested by Augustine.
It may be felt by some to be a serious thing to conclude, that
twelve whole verses which they have been accustomed to read are
no part of Holy Scripture; and yet if they are only in possession
of a moderate share of information, they must know well that
they are and have always been regarded as of unproved genuineness: I would also ask such, if it is not a very serious thing to
accept, as part of the word of God, what (as they have the full
opportunity of knowing) rests on precarious grounds, and is contradicted by the best testimonies? Would it not render all Scripture doubtful, and go far to undermine all true thoughts of its

authority, if all that rests on utterly insufficient evidence, and all
that is supported by unquestionable testimonies, were placed on
the same ground? It is impossible to give real and sufficient
sanction to that which is not attested to be a genuine part of a.
book of Scripture, and thus, while it is in vain to attempt to raise

it to the place of authority, the only consequence will be to de_ press the true Scripture to the low and unsatisfactory level of such
unattested additions.
Though I am fully satisfied that this narration is not a genuine
part of St. John’s Gospel, and though I regard the endeavours to
make the evidence appear satisfactory to be such as would involve
all Holy Scripture in a mist of uncertainty, I see no reason for
doubting that it contains a true narration.
There is nothing
unworthy of the acting of the Lord Jesus detailed in this history.
17
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And thus I accept the narrative as true, although its form and
phraseology are wholly uncertain, and although I do not believe it
to be a divine record. No doubt, that there were many narrations
current in the early church of some of the many unrecorded actions of our Lord, and the only wonder is that more have not been
transmitted to us. This, from the variety of its forms, seems to
have been handed down through more than one channel. Perhaps
some one added it at the end of John’s Gospel, as one of the
“‘many things which Jesus did which are not written in this
book,” and others afterwards placed it where it seemed to them to

belong.

|

We learn from Eusebius, that Papias transmitted an account of
a woman who was accused before our Lord, é«réOevtav Sé Kal

adAnv iotoptav Trepl yuvatKos, ert Toddais dwaptias SvaBrnOeions éml rod Kupiov: iv 16 nad’ ‘EBpalovs edayyédvov mepiéyer
(H. E., iii. 39). ‘* Papias also put forth another history concerning a woman accused of many sins before the Lord: and this

history is contained in the Gospel according to the Hebrews.”
The Hebrew original of St. Matthew’s Gospel appears to have
been the basis of ‘‘ the Gospel according to the Hebrews”; and it
seems, from the mode in which Eusebius mentions the narrative

as having proceeded from Papias, that he regarded it'as a later
addition introduced into that Hebrew document.
It has been
much discussed whether this is the same as the narration in. John
vil. 53—viii. 11. In favour of the identity may be mentioned
that in D (Cod. Bez) the sin of the woman is spoken of in a
general manner, é7l duaptia yuvatka etXnupévny, instead of év
pouyela Kateiknupevnv.
And if it had been circulated in the
fourth century in a Hebrew (Syro-Chaldaic) dress, the leading
forms in which it is now found might have originated in different
Greek translations of the narrative;

or else from the writings of

Papias in Greek, and from a Greek translation of the Syro-Chaldaic form of the narration. From Ruffinus’s version of the passage
in Eusebius, it seems clear that in the age immediately subsequent
to that historian, it was thought that the narration to which he
referred, was the same as that which had by this time found its way
into some copies.

Ruffinus renders,

“ Simul et historiam quan-

dam subjungit de muliere adultera, que accusata est a Judeis apud
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Attention to this, and also to the point of resem-

blance between the Cod. Bez

and the words of Eusebius, was

directed by Dr. Routh; who adds, ‘‘ Evidenter constat, etiamsi
suspecta hee evangelii pericope eadem esse censeatur atque historia
Papiana, nondum

eam

codici Novi

Testamenti

tempore Eusebiit

insertam fuisse” (Rel. Sac., i. 39). The judgment
these last words, however contrary to the notions
prefer modern tradition to ancient evidence, is fully
the most searching investigations. We first hear of
in any copies of the New Testament after the middle

century.

expressed in
of those who
confirmed by
this narrative
of the fourth

The statement of Eusebius gives us a probable account

of its origin, and I believe that we shall not err if we accept this

as a true history, transmitted not by the inspired apostle St. John,

but by the early ecclesiastical writer Papias.
John v. 3,4... .. Tov acbevotvTwv, TUprav, yorov, Enpav,

[éxdeyouévwv tiv Tod VdaTos Kivnow].

(verse 4) [dyyedos yap

Kata Katpov KaTéBawvev év TH KOAULBHOpa Kal érdpacce Td bdwp*
6 ovy TmpaTos EuBas peTa THY TapaynY TOD YdaTos, Uyins éylveTo,
@ OnmorTe KaTEiyeTO VoonMaTt|.
There exists a great variety of reading in this passage of the
common text; which, however, can be more conveniently discussed by taking in order the two separate parts which are included above within brackets.
The last clause of verse 3, éxdeyou. T. T. 05. Kivnow, is omitted
by A* B C* L and a few cursive MSS.; also by the Curetonian
Syriac, the MSS. of the Memph., and by the Thebaic version;
also by Nonnus in his metrical paraphrase.
This clause is found in most. MSS., including D (the only one
of the most ancient class which contains it), 33, and some of the
later uncials; also in the Latin and other versions.

~ Ver. 4 is omitted by B C* D, 33, and a few other cursive MSS. ;
it is marked with asterisks in S and others; it is omitted in the

Codices Brixianus and Rhederigianus (f and 7) and others of the
Old Latin; in the Curetonian Syriac, in the Memphitic MSS., the
Thebaic; while of the Armenian, Mr. Rieu states, ‘‘ Many leave

out verse 4.

Amongst the few which have it, some mark it with
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apostrophes.” In the Harclean Syriac the former half of the verse
is marked with an asterisk (a@yyedos . . . TO bSwp), and the remainder is marked with an obelus; this latter part of the verse is

omitted in the Aéthiopic (except in Mr. Platt’s edition). Augustine is cited as omitting the verse.
This verse is found in A L and the other MSS., and in the
versions not already mentioned.
(The Gothic is, however, defective in all this part of St. John’s Gospel.) Tertullian says,
** Piscinam Bethsaidam angelus interveniens commovebat. Observabant qui valetudinem quzrebantur.
Nam si quis prevenerat
descendere illuc, queri post lavacrum desinebat.” (De Baptismo,
c.v.) Chrysostom, etc., have the passage.
The authorities in favour of this verse differ greatly among
themselves as to the words and their connection:

thus, some have

ayy. yap, and some ayy. 6é; some then add xvpiov, and some
tov Geod, while others, with the rec. have neither: cata «arpov
is inserted elsewhere in some authorities, and in the best copies of

the Old Latinis altogether omitted: instead of xaréGavvev, some
copies (including A) have éAovero: the best Old Latin codices
omit év Th Kodkvp8nOpq, and also peta tiv Tapayny Tod bdaTos.
There are also several other minor variations; and thus the testi-

mony in favour of the verse is materially lessened; the Old Latin
in particular had it in a far shorter form.
The following are the remarks of Bishop Marsh on this verse:
‘As this verse is totally omitted in the Codex Beze and the
Codex Vaticanus, which are the two (?) most ancient MSS. now
extant; is likewise omitted in the text of the Codex Ephrem,
(which was somewhat inferior [?] in age to the Codex Bez), but
written in the margin as a scholion [by a much more recent
hand]; is written in more modern manuscripts in the text itself,
but marked with an asterisk or an obelus, as suspicious; and in

manuscripts still more modern, is written without any mark; we
see the various gradations by which it has acquired its place in our
present text, and have proof positive that the verse was originally
nothing more than a marginal scholion, and of course spurious.
Other passages likewise in the Greek Testament owe their present
existence in the printed editions to the same cause.” (Notes to
Michaelis, ij. 737, 8.)
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How much does the discovery of the Curetonian Syriac, and
the fact that it omits the whole passage, confirm this judgment,
that we have here a marginal scholion inserted in the text!
In fact, the words added in the common text to verse 3 seem to

have been one scholion, and verse 4 another; the former intended
to explain why the multitude of the sick waited there; the latter
as an exposition of what the moving of the water, spoken of subsequently in verse 7, might mean. These scholia belonged at first
to different MSS. (whether in margin or text); the former only is
found in D; only the /atter in A; and the insertion of both in the

same copy seems to have sprung from the cherished principle of
transcribers,—to omit nothing that is or seems to be part of the
text.

I have spoken of verse 4 as one scholion; but this, too, may be
divided into two parts, as is seen in the Harclean Syriac; and
these are shown by some of the authorities to have had once a
separate and independent existence: but when the varied forms in
which this verse had floated, assumed a more defined and concrete
character, then both members were superadded, though, when

attached to the preceding scholion, the last member contained a
repetition.
Tertullian gives us a plain proof that this process had commenced in his day; although it is wholly uncertain whether these
scholia, or any one of them, had as yet found its way into the text
itself. In this and in all similar cases, it is only what might be
expected if we find the versions in general containing the passage;
for the transcribers of the versions had exactly the same tendency
to make the text full and (as they thought) complete. The thing
which is worthy of remark is, when we find that existing copies of
the versions do not contain additions, and this is most often the

case when we possess them in MSS. of extreme antiquity, such as
that of the Curetonian Syriac. Such MSS. take us back approximately to the time when the version was actually made, and
thus they often give us the text free from later accretions.
Copyists had no motive for omitting these clauses, if they had
them before them; for there was no wish to avoid anything which
spoke of miraculous interference:* but, on the other hand, scho* T only mention the fact, that some have chosen to accuse critics who do not
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liasts had strong pragmatical reasons for explaining why the multitude of sick persons lay in the porches, and to what the moving
of the water in verse 7 referred, and why the impotent man had
remained there so long. With the text in its shorter form, these
points are unexplained ; and this is an indication that the longer
form originated in a pragmatical desire to meet a difficulty by a
marginal note or notes, and that then (as usual) all found a place
in the text of subsequent copyists. B C (with D, 33, mostly),
copies of the Old Latin, the Curetonian Syriac, Memphitic, Thebaic, and the MSS. of the Armenian, preserve a text to us anterior to this process of accretion.
Thus the shorter form is upheld, lst, by the early evidence;
2nd, by proofs of the gradual insertion of two (or three) scholia
in the text of different copies; 3rd, by marks of doubt still continued after the insertions were combined and had become common;
as well as, 4th, by the grounds of argument affecting the question
of omission or addition.
St. Mark xvi. 9—20.
The last twelve verses of this Gospel
have some remarkable phenomena connected with their history ;

in order fully to discuss their authority, it is needful first to
establish by evidence of facts certain propositions.
I. That it is historically known that in the early ages it was

denied that these verses formed a part of the Gospel written by

St. Mark.

:

II. That it is certain, on grounds of historical transmission,
that they were from the second century, at least, and onward,
known as part of this book.
III. That the early testimony that they were not written by
St. Mark is confirmed by existing monuments.
After these propositions have been established, the conclusions

to be drawn may assume the form of corollaries.
adopt this passage as genuine, of having done so from their wish to get rid of the
mention of supernatural agency.
I regret that those who have thrown out such
insinuations have not first informed themselves of the opinions of such critics,
before they indulged in injurious and improper insinuations against their honesty
and orthodoxy. But could the opinions of these modern critics, by any process of
reflex action, affect the ancient MSS. and versions? I say again, that critics are held
responsible for finding the evidence to be such as itis. Is this equitable?
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(I.) The absence of this portion from some, many, or most
copies of St. Mark’s Gospel, or that it was not written by St. Mark
himself, is attested by Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, Victor of
Antioch,

Severus

of Antioch,

Jerome;

and by later writers

(especially Greeks), who, even though they copied from their
predecessors, were competent to ¢ransmit the record of a fact.
(i.) Eusebius, in the first of his Questiones ad Marinum, discusses 7s mapa wév TO Mardaiw “oe caBBdtov” daivetar
éynyeppévos 6 cwrnp, Tapa Sé 76 Mapkw ‘ rpat Th wd TOV caBBatov.”* He thus commences his solution of the difficulty : tovrou
dutT av ein 7) AoW 6 peV Yap TO KehdraLoy av’Td THY TOTO
dacKkoveay trepixoTrv abetav, elou av wn €v ATacLY avTHY
hépetOat tots avtiypaddots tod Kata Mdpxov evarryeniov.
Ta y obv dkpLBH TOV avTiypaddwy TO TéXOS TEpLypades
Ths Kata Tov Madpxov ictopias év Tots Noyots Tod opOEvTos veavioKov tals yuvaskl Kal eipnKotos avtais, ‘‘ un hoSeicbe, "Incodv
Enreite tov Nafapnvov:” Kal tots &ns, ols émunéyer, ‘' Kal aKxovcacat Epuyov, Kal ovdevi oddév eitrov, époBobvto yap.” év TovT@
yap cxedov év &tract Tots avtuypddos ToD Kata Mapxov
evayyediouv TepuyéypamrTas TO Tédos’ TA Oé EES oTaviws & TiCWW
GX ovK év Tact Pepopweva TepiTTa av ein, Kal pddtoTa elmrep
éxovey avTiNoylay TH TOV NoLT@Y evayyedLoTav papTupia’ TadTa
ev ovp elrot av Tis Tapartovpevos Kal TaVvTN avalp@V TeEpLTTOV
épetnua. (Mai Scriptorum Collectio Vaticana, i. ed. 2, 1831,
p- 51, 2). Eusebius then goes on to explain the supposed difficulty, irrespective of the supposed>authorship of these verses. This
testimony, then, is clear, that the greater part of the Greek copies

had not the twelve verses in question. It is evident that Eusebius
did not believe that they were written by Mark himself, for he
says, cata Mdpxov peta tiv avdotacw ov déyeTat WhOat Tois
pabnrais.t The arrangement of the Eusebian Canons are also an
argument that he did not own the passage ; for in genuine copies
of the notation of these sections the numbers do not go beyond
* Similarly cited p. 74, and also p. 53 (ter.), except that there rod caBBdrov is the
reading.
+ Cited from Eusebius in Victor’s Commentary on Mark ii. 208, ed. Matthsei, Moscow, 1775. The quotation is here taken from Matthei’s New Testament, ii. 269, and
Griesbach’s Commentarius Criticus (ii. 200), who adds, “quod scribere non potuisset
si pericopam dubiam agnovisset.”
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Some copies, carry indeed,

this notation as far as ver. 14, and some to the end of the chapter;

but these are unauthorised additions, and contradicted by not only
good copies which contain these sections, both Greek and Latin
(for instance A, and the Codex Amiatinus), but also by a scholion
found in a good many MSS. at ver. 8, éws ade EvcéBios éxavovioev. It has been objected that these sections show nothing as
to the MSS. extant in Eusebius’s time, but only the condition of
the Harmony of Ammonius, from which the divisions were taken.
The objection is not without significance ; but it really carries
back our evidence from the fourth century to the third; and
thus it is seen, that just as Eusebius found these verses absent in
his day from the best and most numerous copies, so was also the
case with Ammonius when he formed his Harmony in the preceding century.
(i.) Gregory of Nyssa says, in his second Homily on the Resurrection,* é€v tots dxpiBéotepots avTiypagots TO Kata Mdpxov
evayyéduov péxpt Tod * éboBodro yap,” exer TO TENos.
(iii.) Victor of Antioch, in his Commentary on Mark, says:—
érreLon) év Tict TOY aVvTVypadav TpocKeltar TS Kata Madpxov evayyerio,
avactas bé TH uid ToD caBBarou teal épdvn,” KTr. SoKet
dé tobTo Svahwvelv TO bd TOD MarOalov cipnuéve, Epoduev, @S
Suvatov Hv eimeiv, tt vevdPevtar To Tapa Madpx@ tedevtaiov &
Tiat pepopevov. TAHV iva un SdEwpev él TO Etouwov Karahevyew,
otTws dvayvacbucla, “ avartas 86,” Kal trooti~aytes érdyoper,
“arpwt TH uid ToD caBBdtov,” KTr..... Tapa TAEiCTOLS aVTLypapos ov hw 5é tadTa Ta émipepopeva ev TO Kata Madpxov
evayyerio’ os vida yap évouicay aita tives eivar. jets be €&
axpiBav davtvypaddav, es ev TreioToIs ebpovTEsS aUTd, KATA TO
Taraotwaiov evayyérvov Mapkov, as exer
adjOea, ovvrebelKapev Kab Thy év aiT@ émupepopévny SeotrotiKny avdctacw pera
70, €poBodvro yap. (Matthxi Gr. Test. ii. 269.)

This remark of

* This is not the place to discuss the real authorship of these Homilies; they have
been commonly attributed to Gregory of Nyssa, and they may probably be vindicated
as his by a critical editor, when any such will exert his abilities on the works of that
Cappadocian bishop. As it is we can only read him in editions very inferior to those
of his contemporaries, his brother Basil and Greg. Nazianzen.
If, as some have
thought, these Homilies really belong to his contemporary, Hesychius of Jerusalem,
the argument based on the citation is not affected, the only difference is the name of
the witness.
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Victor is worthy of attention ; for his testimony to the absence of
these twelve verses from some or many copies, stands in contrast
to his own opinion on the subject. He seems to speak of having
added the passage in question (to his own copy, perhaps) on the
authority of a Palestinian exemplar.
(iv.) Severus of Antioch, ‘in the sixth century, says, év wév obv

Tois aKpiBeotépos THY avTLypddav TO Kata Mdpxov evayyéduov
péxpt Tod ‘ epoBodvTo yap,” &yeu Td Tédos’ ev SE TLSL TpocKeEtTaL
kai TadTa, “ dvaotas 5é mpal mpetn caBBatwv épavn mpwrtov,”

«Tr.*

This testimony may be but a repetition of that already

cited from Gregory of Nyssa; but if so, it is, at least, an approving

quotation.
It is worthy of remark that both Eusebius and Victor have 77
pura where our text has mpétyn ; this may be an accidental variation ; as they do not afterwards give the words precisely as they
had before quoted them ; or it may show that they spoke of the
passage, ver. 9—20, without having before them a copy which
contained it, and thus that they unintentionally used 77 mid as
the more customary phraseology in the New Testament.
Dionysius of Alexandria has been brought forward as a witness
on each side.

Scholz refers to his Epistle to Basilides, as though

he had there stated that some, or many, copies did noé contain
the passage; and Tischendorf similarly mentions his testimony;
while, on the other hand, Dr. Davidson (Introd. i. 165) places
Dionysius amongst those by whom the passage ‘is sanctioned.”
All, however, that I can gather from his Epistle to Basilides
(Routh, Rel. Sac. ii. 223—32) is, that in discussing the testimony
of the four evangelists to the time (whether night, or early in the
morning) at which our Lord arose from the dead, he takes no
notice whatever of Mark xvi. 9 ; and this he could hardly fail to
have done, as bearing more closely on the question, when referring
to the beginning of the same chapter, if he had acknowledged or
known the last twelve verses. His testimony, then, quantum
valeat, is purely negative.
Jerome’s testimony is yet to be adduced. He discusses (Ad
Hedibiam,

Quest.

II. ed. Vallarsi, i. col. 819,) the difficulties

brought forward as to the time of the resurrection.
* (Montfaucon, Bibliotheca Coisliniana, p. 74.)

‘ Hujus

°
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questionis duplex solutio est; aut enim non recipimus Marci
testimonium, guod in raris fertur Evangeliis, omnibus Grecie
libris pene hoc capitulum in fine non habentibus, presertim quum
diversa atque contraria Evangelistis ceteris narrare videatur; aut
hoc respondendum, quod uterque verum dixerit,” ete.

He then

proposes to remove the difficulty by a different punctuation, in
the same manner as Eusebius and Victor did. But an endeavour has been made to invalidate Jerome’s testimony by referring to what he says in his Dialogue against the Pelagians, LH.
15. ‘In quibusdam exemplaribus, et maxime in Grecis codicibus
juzta Marcum in fine ejus Evangelii scribitur : Postea quum accubuissent undecim apparuit eis Iesus, et exprobravit incredulitatem
et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his qui viderant eum resurgentem
non crediderunt. Lt illi satisfaciebant dicentes; Seculum istud
iniquitatis et incredulitatis substantia* est, que non sinit per immundos spiritus veram Det apprehendi virtutem: idcirco jam nune

revela justitiam tuam. Cui-si contradicitis, illud certe renuere
non audebitis ; Mundus in maligno positus est,” ete. (Ed. Vallarsi.
ij. 744, 5.) Hence it has been inferred that Jerome contradicts
himself as to the Greek copies. But (i.) that conclusion does not
follow, because he may here speak of those Greek copies which
did contain the verses in question, and not of the MSS. in general.
(ii.) If this testimony be supposed to relate to Greek MSS. in
general, it is at least remarkable that we have no other trace

of such an addition at ver. 14. (iii.) Jerome wrote against
the Pelagians in extreme old age, and he made in that work
such demonstrable errors (e.g. citing II. 2, Ignatius instead of
Polycarp), that it would be a bold step if any were to reject an
unequivocal testimony to a fact stated in his earlier writings on
the ground of something contained in this; especially when, if
the latter testimony be admitted as conclusive, it would involve
our accepting a strange addition at ver. 14 (otherwise wholly
unknown to MSS., versions, and fathers) as a reading then current
in Greek copies.
These testimonies sufficiently establish, as an historical fact,
* “Unus Vatican. sub satana est, quam certe preferrem lectionem, si qui haberet
pro que.” Vallarsi. Quia might be suggested for gue, or the relative might be connected with incredulitatis,
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that in the early ages it was denied that these twelve concluding

verses formed a part of the Gospel of St. Mark.
(II.) I now pass to the proofs of the second proposition ;—that
it is certain, on grounds of historical transmission, that, from the
second century at least, this Gospel concluded as it does now in
our copies.
This is shown by the citations of early writers who recognise
the existence of the section in question. These testimonies commence with Irenzus:*

“In fine autem Evangelii ait Marcus, Et

quidem Dominus Iesus, postquam locutus est eis, receptus est in
ce@los, et sedet ad dexteram Dei” (C. H. iii. 10. 6). This sentence
of the old Latin translator of Irenzus is thus cited in Greek in

confirmation of his having used this part of the Gospel: ‘O pév
ov KUpLOS ETA TO AaAHGAL adTois averAndUe eis TOY Ovpavory, Kal
éxabicer éx SeEvav Tob Ocod. Eipnvatos 6 tév arroctéX\wv TAN Iov
€v T@ Tpos TAS aipérers / AOYH TODTO aViVEyKEV TO PynTOY ws
Map eipnpévov.t
Whether this part of St. Mark was known to Celsus has been
disputed. My own opinion is, that that early writer against
Christianity did, in the passage which Origen discusses (lib. II.
§§ 59 and 70), refer to the appearance of Christ to Mary Magdalen, as found in Mark xvi. 9; but that Origen, in answering

him, did not exactly apprehend the purport of his objection, from
(probably) not knowing or using that section of this Gospel. This
would not be the only place in which Origen has misapprehended
* Clement of Rome, Justin Martyr, and Clement of Alexandria, have been often
mentioned as sanctioning this passage. So Scholz, following apparently Griesbach’s
Greek Test. but without attending to Griesbach’s correction in his Commentarius Criticus (ii. 201), as to the two former of these writers. Hug says (Fosdick’s trans. p.
480 note), “ We shall look in vain in Clem. Romanus for the passage referred to in
some editions of the N. T. It is in Pseudo-Clement’s Constit. Apost. ]. viii. c.1. TI
find, too, no passage in Justin Martyr, nor in Clement of Alexandria.” It is strange
that Hug, in making this remark, should not have noticed that the whole section in
the Apost. Const., to which he supplied the reference, is taken from Hippolytus epi
xapicparwv, the very work to which Hug had referred in the place to which this note is
appended. Those who originally cited Clement and Hippolytus made one authority
into two. So, too, Ammonius has been quoted on the same side, when it is certain,
from the Sections which he formed, that he belongs really to the other.
t+ Published by Cramer from Cod. Harl. 5647, in the Addenda to the Catena on

Matt. and Mar.
Treneeus.

This fragment is not noticed by Stieren in his recent edition of
;

252

AN

ACCOUNT

OF

THE

PRINTED

TEXT

the force of remarks of Celsus from difference of reading in the
copies which they respectively used, or from his not being aware
of the facts to which Celsus referred.*
Amongst the works of Hippolytus, enumerated as his on the
ancient marble monument now in the Vatican, is the book zrepi
YaploudTov atrooToNiKn Tapddoots, in which this part of St.
Mark’s Gospel is distinctly quoted: (apostoli loguuntur) @s av

TETEAEL@pevav Huav dnoly [6 Kvpios| macw dua wept Tov é&
avtod Sia Tod mvevpatos Siouévov yapiopdtav, Jnpeta Sé Tots
TioTevoacl Tav’Ta TapakorovOnce ev TH Gvopwati pov Sarpovia
éxBarodat, yAoooats Kawais NaNjcovow, dpers apodot, Kav Oavdoyuov TL Tiwow ov pu) avTovs BAdrper_ eri appaoTous yeipas
értOnoovet, Kal Karas &Eovot. Tovtwv tav yapiouatwv mpdTepov pev nuiv SobévTwy Tols aToaTOAOLs, MéEANOVEL TO EvaryyédLoV
Katayyérrew radon TH KTice’ Errevta Sé Tots Ov Huav TicTEvoacW
avayKalos yopnyoupevov. (Ed. Fabr. i. 245. Cotel. Patr. Apost.

i. 391, ed. 1724).+

After these testimonies of the second and third centuries, there

are many who use the passage ; such for instance as Cyril of
Jerusalem, Ambrose, Augustine, Nestorius, (ap. Cyr. Alex. vi.
46.)
Under this head may be mentioned the MSS. and versions in
* In proof of difference of reading, I refer to Origen against Celsus, vi. 36; where
Celsus says of our Lord émei réxtwy jv thy réxvqv, and Origen denies that he is himself
so called in any of the Gospels received by the Church. Celsus seems to have followed Mark vi. 8, as found in the common text, and in the ancient copies
ABD;
Origen’s reading seems to have been 6 tod réxrovos vids Kai Mapias, as in Codd. 33, 69,
the Old Latin, etc. As to facts, Origen tries to render suspicious the remarks of
Celsus against the Christians as mutilating their ears,—remarks which really (as has
been pointed out) applied to the Carpocratians. See Iren. C. H. i. 25, 6, and Hippol.
Philos. vii. 32, sub fin. (p. 256.)
+ This is not the place to discuss the form and composition of the “ Apostolical
Constitutions,” or how far the genuine work of Hippolytus

has been interwoven in

the eighth book. The introductory treatise is certainly, in the main, genuine, even if
a later writer has so moulded it as to make the apostles speak in the first person.
Chevalier Bunsen, in his “ Hippolytus and his Age,” ii. 243, 4, speaks doubtfully of the
first sentence from which the former part of the above citation is taken. But Hippolytus knew well the writings of Irensus, in which the latter part of Mark xvi. is
quoted; so that the use of that portion is no objection; and further, this citation is
almost essential to introduce what follows, the genuineness of which Chevalier Bunsen
maintains (ére:ra 8% rots morevcaow). I see no occasion for supposing that the compiler made other change in this treatise, except putting it into the first person plural,
as if the apostles unitedly spoke.
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general (the conspectus of their evidence on both sides will be
given under the next proposition) ;and amongst the MSS. those
may in particular be specified which continue the Ammonian
Sections on to the end of the chapter. This seems to have been
done to supplya supposed omission ; and in ancient MSS., such
as C, it is clear that the copyist took this section for an integral
part of the book.
The early mention and use of this section, ‘and the place that it
holds in the ancient versions in general, and in the MSS., sufliciently show, on historical grounds, that it had a place, and was
transmitted as a part of the second Gospel.
III. To consider properly the ¢hird proposition (that the early
testimony that St. Mark did not write these verses is confirmed
by existing monuments), the evidence of the MSS. and versions
must be stated in full.
The passage is wholly omitted in Codex B.,* in the Latin Codex
Bobbiensis (4), in old MSS. of the Armenian, and in an Arabic
version in the Vatican (Cod. Arab. Vat. 13).f Of these versions,
the Codex Bobbiensis adds a different brief conclusion,

‘‘ Omnia

autem quecunque precepta erant et qui cum puero [1]. cum Petro]
erant breviter exposuerunt. Posthzc et ipse jhesus adparuit. et
ab orientem usque. usque in orlentem. misit per illos sanctam et
incorruptam (** add. preedicationis, *-nem ?) salutis eterna. Amen.”
And the Armenian, in the edition of Zohrab, separates the con-

cluding twelve verses from the rest of the Gospel. Mr. Rieu thus
notices the Armenian MSS.; ‘‘ époBotvto yap: Some of the
oldest MSS. end here: many put after these words the final
Evayyéwov kata Madpxov, and then give the additional verses
with a new superscription, evayy. xara M. Oscan goes on without
* Of course no man who apprehends the facts of the case will be surprised that this
most ancient MS. should accord in this with the documents whose readings we know
from the testimony of Eusebius and others. It is marvellous
that any could have such
unintelligent temerity as to write that “this circumstance appears to us sufficient to
stamp the character of this highly-lauded codex as unworthy of trust, although the
most ancient, it is thought, in existence.” At this rate, readings and documents are
only to be valued according to some subjective estimate of unintelligent traditionists.
+ This Vatican MS. version must not be confounded with “the Roman edition of
the Arabic.” ‘This mistake has been made by Mr. Alford, for instance, Gr. Test. i. 299.
The Roman edition of the Gospels contains the whole passage.
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any break.” The Arabic MS. in the Vatican is that described
by Scholz in his “ Biblisch-Kritische Reise” (pp. 117—126) ; and
though the Arabic versions are of too recent a date to possess
much critical value, this MS., so far as may be judged from the
few extracts made, seems to be based on an ancient Greek text.

Besides the MS. which omits the verses,* they are marked with
an asterisk in two cursive copies.

In L, after éboB8odvro ydp, there is added
~x ww nn wane
----- “déperé [i.e. -rav] mov nab tadra” ~-----~»%
mavra Sé TA Tapnyyerpeva Tots Tepl TOV TéTpoV auVTOMWS eENyryI-

Aav’ peta Sé tadTa Kai adtos 6 "Inoods amd avaronrhs Kab axpe
dvcews eEarréctinev Ov avtay TO lepov Kai apOaptov Kipvyya Ths
aimviov carnpias wi et EY he ee «. Thus far L is supported by
the cursive cod. 274, by the marg. of the Harclean Syriac, and by
a Latin Codex Bobbiensis (see above). L then continues:
“éornv [i.e. -tw] 5€ kal tTadTa hepomeva peta Td ’EdoBodvtat
yap.” ~--—---—-~» avactas 6 «tr. (and then follow the
twelve verses).
In Cod. 1, ver. 8 ends on folio 220 A, and at the top of the
next page is written in vermillion, éy Tuo. péev TaV dvTiypadov
Ews wde mANpodTas 6 evaryyedioTHs Ews 00 Kal EvaéBuos 6 rapdiNov éxavovicev. év TroAXols 5é Kai TavVTA Péperas (and then follow
ver. 9—20).° A similar note or a scholion stating the absence of
the following verses from many,

from most,

or from the. most

correct copies (often from Victor or Severus), is found in twentyfive other cursive codices ; sometimes with téXos interposed after

ver. 8. The absence of Ammonian divisions in A L and other
good copies after ver. 8 should here be remembered.
_
Such is the testimony of existing monuments confirming the
ancient witnesses against this passage.
On the other hand, the passage is found in the uncial codd.
* The MS. at Moscow denoted “g” in the Gospels, by Matthei, perhaps omitted
this section: there is a break at ver.he and all after that is at least defective, even if
the MS. ever possessed it. (See Mattheei’s larger Greek Test. vol. ii. p. 260, and vol.
x. p. 228.)
+ Probably other MSS. also distinguish these verses with an asterisk besides the
two which have been specified; for it is singular that these two MSS. are two consecutive codices in the Vatican Library (756 = 757), examined by Birch. (187 and
138 of Griesbach’s notation).
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ACD, XA,
EGHKMSU
V (F is defective); as well as
in 33, 69, and the rest of the cursive copies which have been collated. It is in copies of the Old Latin; in the Vulg. in the
Curetonian Syriac, as well as the Peshito and the Harclean (with
the marginal note given above), and the Jerusalem Syriac; in
the Memphitic, Gothic, and Aithiopic; besides those which have
been previously mentioned as characterised by some peculiarity.
The Thebaic is here defective, but it is supposed that a citation in
that language may be a paraphrase of ver. 20. The Gothic is
defective in the concluding verses, but enough is extant to show
that it recognised the passage ; and of the Curetonian Syriac no
part of this Gospel is found except a fragment containing ver. 17
to the end of this chapter.

The Old Latin is here defective in the best copies; for the
Codex Vercellensis is imperfect from ch. xv. 15, and Cod. Veronensis from xiii. 24. Also the Cod. Brixianus is defective from
xiv. 70. The mode in which Cod. Bobbiensis concludes has been
noticed already. The Codices Colbertinus, Corbiensis, and others,

are those which may be quoted as showing that the Old Latin
contains this section.*

It has been suggested that this portion of St. Mark was omitted
by those who found a difficulty in reconciling what it contains
with the other Evangelists. But so far from there being any
proof of this, which would have required a far less change, we
find that the same writers who mention the non-existence of the

passage in many copies, do themselves show how it may be harmonised with what is contained in the other Gospels ; we have no
* Hug says (Fosdick’s translation, p. 480), “The splendid, but much injured, MS. at
Verona, wants all after chap. xvi. ver. 7; and the neater and less injured MS. at
Brescia, which contains a mixed text, has met with a still greater loss, viz., all of the
book after xv. 66; but the better preserved MSS. of Vercelli and Corvey .... are evidences in favour of the passage in question.” This statement is replete with errors;
but as the whole section is omitted in the last German edition (posthumous), of
Hug’s Einleitung, I am unable to say whether they belong wholly to him, or in part
(as is often the case throughout) to the translation. As these errors, however, have
been copied by others, it is of some consequence to point them out.
(i.) Cod. Veronensis does not end at xvi.7, but at xiii.24. (ii.) Cod. Brixianus does
not end at xy. 66, but at xiv. 70. (iii.) Cod. Vercellensis can give no evidence in the
matter, as it is imperfect from xv. 15. A later writer has added to this MS. xvi. 7—20
from the Vulgate, and this probably misled Hug as to this MS.: how the mis-statements as to the other MSS. arose it is difficult to conjecture.
Also Cod. Corbeiensis
takes its name not from Corvey on the Weser, but from Corbie in Picardy,
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reason for entertaining the supposition that such a Marcion-like
excision had been here adopted.
In opposing the authenticity of this section, some have argued
on the nature of the contents ;—that the appearance of our Lord

to Mary Magdalene jirst, is not (it is said) in accordance with
what we learn elsewhere ; that the supposition of miraculous
powers to be received (ver. 17, 18) is carried too far ;—that (in
ver. 16) Baptism is too highly exalted. I mention these objections, though I do not think any one of them separately, nor yet
the whole combined, to be of real weight.

There is no historical

difficulty which would be regarded as of real force, if, on other
grounds, doubt had not been cast on the passage ; for else we.
might object to many Scripture narrations, because we cannot
harmonise them, owing to our not being acquainted with all the
circumstances.

As to the doctrinal points specified, it is hard to

imagine what difficulty is supposed to exist; I see nothing that
would involve the feelings and opinions of an age subsequent to
the apostolic. °
The style of these twelve verses has been relied on as though it
were an argument that they were not written by Mark himself.
I am well aware that arguments on style are often very fallacious,
and that by themselves they prove very little; but when there
does exist external evidence, and when internal proofs as to style,
manner, verbal expression, and connection, are in accordance with

such independent grounds of forming a judgment, then these
internal considerations possess very great weight.
A difference has been remarked, and truly remarked, between
the phraseology of this section and the rest of this Gospel. This
difference is in part negative and in part positive. The phraseology of St. Mark possesses characteristics which do not appear in
these verses.
And besides these negative features, this section
has its own peculiarities; amongst which may be specified pary
caBBarov (ver. 9), instead of which 77 pud Tov caBBdtwv would
have been expected: in ver. 10 and 14 sentences are conjoined
without a copulative, contrary to the common usage in St. Mark.
éxeivos is used four times in a manner different from what is found
in the rest of the Gospel. The periodic structure of verses 19 and
20 is such as only occurs once elsewhere in this Gospel (xiv. 38).
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Many words, expressions, and constructions occur in this section,
and not in any other part of St. Mark : e.g. qopevouas (thrice),
Oedopar (twice), amrictew (twice), repos, mapaKxodovbéw, BrdTrTH,
érraxonovbéw, cuvepyéw, BeBaiw, Tavtaxod, peta TadTa, év TO

ovouatt, 6 KUpLos, as applied absolutely to Christ (twice).* Now,
while each of these peculiarities (except the firstt) may possess
singly no weight, yet their combination, and that in so short a
portion, has a force which can rather be felt than stated. And if
any parallel be attempted, as to these peculiarities, by a comparison
of other portions of St. Mark, it will be found that many chapters
must be taken together before we shall find any list of examples as
numerous or as striking as those which are crowded together here
in these few verses.
These considerations must be borne in mind as additional to the
direct evidence stated before.
It has been asked, as an argument that the section before us
was actually written by St. Mark, whether it is credible that he

could have ended his Gospel with . . . éboBoivto yap. Now, however improbable, such a difficulty must not be taken as sufficient,
per se, to invalidate testimony to a fact as such. We often do not
know what may have caused the abrupt conclusion of many works.
The last book of Thucydides has no proper termination at all ;
and in the Scripture some books conclude with extraordinary
abruptness: Ezra and Jonah are instances of this. Perhaps we do
not know enough of the circumstances of St. Mark when he wrote
his Gospel to say whether he did-or did not leave it with a complete termination. And if there is difficulty in supposing that the
_work ever ended abruptly at ver. 8, would this have been transmitted as a fact by good witnesses, if there had not been real grounds
for regarding it to be true? And further, irrespective of recorded
evidence, we could not doubt that copies in ancient times did so end,
for B, the oldest that we have, actually does so. Also the copies
which add the concluding twelve verses as something separate, and

those (as L) which give another brief termination, show that this
* Peculiarities in addition to these are given by Dr. Davidson. Introd. i. 169, 70.
+ The change (as noticed above) of mpury caBBérov into rH mG 7. caBB. by Eusebius
and Victor of Antioch in their citations, may show how unexpected the phraseology

is which is found in ver. 9.

:
18
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fact is not incredible. Such a peculiarity would not have been
invented.
It has also been urged with great force that the contents of this
section are such as preclude its having been added at a post-apostolic period, and that the very difficulties which it contains afford
a strong presumption that it is an authentic history: the force of
this argument is such that I do not see how it can be avoided ;
for even if a writer went out of his way to make difficulties in
a supplement to St. Mark’s Gospel, it is but little likely that his
contemporaries would have accepted and transmitted such an
addition, except on grounds of known and certain truth as to the

facts recorded. If there are points not easy to be reconciled with
the other Gospels, it is all the less probable that any writer
should have put forth, and that others should have received, the
narrative, unless it were really authentic history.

As such it is

confirmed by the real or supposed points of difficulty.
As, then, the facts of the case, and the early reception and
transmission of this section, uphold its authenticity, and as it has
been placed from the second century, at least, at the close of our

second canonical Gospel ;—and as, likewise, its transmission has
been accompanied by a continuous testimony that it was not a
part of the book as originally written by St. Mark ;—and as both
these points are confirmed by internal considerations—

The following corollaries flow from the propositions already
established :—

I. That the book of Mark himself extends no farther than
époPovvto yap, xvi. 8.
II. That the remaining twelve verses, by whomsoever written,
have a full claim to be received as an authentic part of the second
Gospel, and that the full reception of early testimony on this
question does not in the least involve their rejection as not being
a part of Canonical Scripture.*
It may, indeed, be said that they might have been written by St.
Mark at a later period; but, even on this supposition, the attested
* The conclusions at which Mr. Alford arrives in the note in his Greek Testament
are very similar to these.
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fact that the book once ended at ver. 8 would remain the same,
and the assumption that the same Evangelist had added the conclusion would inyolve new difficulties, instead of removing any.

There is in some minds a kind of timidity with regard to Holy
Scripture, asif all our notions of its authority depended on our

knowing who was the writer of each particular portion ; instead
of simply seeing and owning that it was given forth from God,
and that it is as much his as were the commandments of the Law
written by his own finger on the tables of stone. As to many
books of Scripture, we know not who the writers may have been ;

and yet this is no reason for questioning their authority in the
slightest degree. If we try to be certain as to points of which there
is no proof, we really shall find ourselves to be substituting conjecture in the place of evidence. ‘Thus some of the early Church
received the Epistle to the Hebrews as Holy Scripture ; who,
instead of absolutely dogmatising that it was written by St. Paul—a
point of which they had no proof—were content to say that ‘‘ God
only knoweth the real writer”: and yet to many in the present
day, though they have not one whit more evidence on the subject,

it seems, that to doubt or disbelieve that Epistle to have been
written by St. Paul himself, and to doubt or disbelieve its cano-

nical authority, is one and the same thing. But this mode of
treating Scripture is very different from what ought to be found
amongst those who own it as the word of God.
I thus look on this section as an authentic anonymous addition to what Mark himself wrote down from the narration of St.
Peter (as we learn from the testimony of their contemporary,
John the Presbyter); and that it ought as much to be received as
part of our second Gospel, as the last chapter of Deuteronomy
(unknown as the writer is) is received as the right and proper
conclusion of the books of Moses.
I cannot but believe that many upholders of orthodox and
evangelical truth practically narrow their field of vision as to
Scripture by treating it (perhaps unconsciously) as though we had
to consider the thoughts, mind, and measure of apprehension possessed personally by each individual writer through whom the
Holy Ghost gave it forth. This is a practical hindrance to our
receiving it, in the full sense, as from God; that is, as being really
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inspired: for, if inspired, the true and potential author was God,
and not the individual writer, known or anonymous.*

We know from John the Presbyter just enough of the origin of
St. Mark’s Gospel to be aware that it sprang from the oral narrations of the Apostle Peter; and we have the testimony of that
long-surviving immediate disciple of Christ when on earth (in
recording this fact) that Mark erred in nothing. But even with
this information, if we thought of mere human authorship, how
many questions might be started: but if we receive inspiration as
a fact, then inquiries as to the relation of human authors become
a matter of secondary importance. It has its value to know that
Apostles bore testimony to what they had seen of Christ’s actions,
and that they were inspired to write as eye and ear witnesses of
his deeds and teaching. So it is of importance to know that in
this Gospel we have the testimony of Peter confirmed by John the
Presbyter ; but the real essential value of the record for the continuous instruction of believers, is that inspiration of the Holy

Ghost which constitutes certain writings to be Holy Scripture.f
* “Tfone knew a person to have compiled a book out of memoirs, which he received
from another, of vastly superior knowledge in the subject of it, especially if it were a
book of great intricacies and difficulties ; it would in no wise follow, that one knew the
whole meaning of the book, from knowing the whole meaning of the compiler: for the
original memoirs, i. e. the author of them, might have, and there would be no degree
of presumption, in many cases, against supposing him to have, some further meaning
than the compiler saw. To say, then, that the Scriptures, and the things contained in
them, can have no other or further meaning than those persons thought or had, who
first recited or wrote them, is evidently saying, that those persons were the original,
proper, and sole authors of those books, i.e. that they are not inspired.” Butler’s
Analogy, pt. II. ch. vii. § 3. (Dr. Fitzgerald’s edition, p. 267.)
“ On the allowance of a real inspiration, it was God, and not the writer, who was the
proper author of the Prophecy.” Warburton’s Divine Legation, book vi. sect. vi.
(cited by Dr. Fitzgerald.)
.
+ Kat rov@’ 5 mpecBitepos eAeyer Madpxos mév épunvevtns Tlérpov yevduevos, boa éurnpovevoer,
&xpiBas éypaiev. ov wév ror Taker TA Vd TOU XpLOTOD H AExOévra H TpaxPevTa* ovTE yap HKoVeE TOU
xupiov ovTe mapnKodovOncey avtg: torepov Sé, ws epyv, Uérpw, ds mpos tas xpelas ewoveiro Tas
SiSacKxarias, GAN ovx wowep civragw Tov KuptaKdv Tovovpevus Adywr, Gate OVSéeV HuapTre
Mdpkos, ovrws Evia ypdipas ws amreuynudvevoer. évds yap émoujoato mpdvoray, Tod pndey dv
jixovoe mapadimetv, } WeicacGai 7 év avtois. (Kuseb. H. E. iij. 39).

We can hardly over-estimate the importance of this testimony of John the Presbyter—a witness who had seen the actions of Christ when He was on earth, and had
heard his teaching; and who lived thus to attest the work of one who had not written
from personal knowledge. Much has been said on the meaning of épunvevris Terpov,
but it seems to be here used as indicating that Mark wrote for others the narrations
which Peter had orally declared. The Presbyter says that Mark wrote ov rate and
ody donep ovvratw Tav Kupiaxdy movovpevos Aéywr ;this may mean that he did not compose
a history, but only wrote down the separate narrations given by the Apostle Peter; or
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Those which were originally received on good grounds as such,
and which have been authentically transmitted to us, we may
confidently and reverently receive, even though we may not
know by what pen they were recorded.

CONCLUSION.
THE generation of EDwarD LEE and DANIEL WHITBY (see
pp: 21 and 47), is yet flourishing amongst us. Many still sympathise with those feelings which aroused against Erasmus, on
account of his meddling with sacred criticism, the indignation of
a certain bishop, who wished the secular arm to hinder the boldness of biblical scholars.* It was then deemed to be unbearable
that theologians should have to learn from grammarians what the
word of God actually contains; now, however, both theologians

and grammarians of certain classes are united in contemning and
condemning those critical studies which they have never taken the
pains rightly to understand for themselves. And thus it is that
those who labour in the collation of MSS., or in seeking to render
the results of such collation available for others, are misrepre-

sented, not on the ground of what they have done, but because of
what some choose to say that they have done or attempted. And
such sweeping condemnations find their admirers amongst those
who wish to take what may be called a popular theological stand.
it may mean that he did not give a digest of our Lord’s feaching, as speaking more of
his actions; or it may include both. If the former explanation be true, then another
must have arranged the narrations in order, and then the supplement may have been
added. Be this as it may, the book of Mark was received as authoritative by the
Apostolic Church, and transmitted, with the narrations in their present order, so that
the point need occasion no difficulty.
* See above, p. 25,note. Erasmus, in his “Apologia de In principio erat sermo”
(Opera ix. 111, 112), does not give the name of this bishop: but in a letter to Herman
Busch, dated July 31, 1520 (Ep. DXIV. tom. iij. 561, seq.), he mentions that it was
Standish, Bishop of St. Asaph, whose unintelligent zeal thus carried him away.
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These things are not very encouraging to those who, with
solemn and heartfelt reverence for God’s Holy Word, desire to
serve Him, and to serve his people, by using intelligent criticism
in connection with the text of the New Testament.

Assailants

often say much of the “‘ temerity” of critics, and they speak of
the ‘‘ sweeping alterations” which they have made on “slight or
insufficient grounds.”
This involves the question not simply of
principles, but also of facts. It may not sound quite courteous to
say of such opposers, Don’t believe them too readily; but however
it may be phrased, in whatever gentle circumlocution it may be
clothed, or with what soft epithets of any kind it may be accompanied, still those homely words express what has to be said, and
that plainly and distinctly. There are good and sufficient reasons
for speaking plainly ; and though we should, if possible, maintain
courtesy, in the place in which it ought to be found; yet it is
better to be considered open to a charge on this head, than to be
misunderstood as to important facts relative to the text of God’s
word. But indeed the defenders of that traditional modern Greek
text of the later copyists, and of-the early editors who followed
them, often seem to think that no courtesy of any hind is due to
those scholars who recur to ancient authority at all. To say
nothing of earlier assailants, Matthzi and his followers have shown

with great skill what can be done by imputing evil motives, and
misrepresenting principles, and that, too, in language most studi-

ously offensive. I desire to adhere to all courtesy of expression
and statement; but if it shows a want of urbanity plainly to say,
that those who maintain the traditional text often invent or dream
their facts, and then draw their inferences, then I must be obnoxious to the charge.*
* In proof of what has been stated above, I refer the reader to Dr. Bloomfield’s
“Additional Annotations on the New Testament” (1851), who, as well as other writers
devoted to the advocacy of similar principles, habitually overlooks the real facts in

the statement of evidence: and thus he accuses critics of having made false allegations which really are not so,—of inserting or cancelling readings which they have
not inserted or cancelled,—and of being actuated by evil motives, such as no one
ought to think of imputing without sure knowledge and definite proof.
I now add examples of these misstatements of fact used as the basis of argument:
the passages in Dr. Bloomfield have been taken just as they may be found throughout.
Luke x.11. “I can by no means approve of the cancelling of é¢° suas by Griesb.,
Lachm., and Tisch., on the authority, they allege, of MSS. B D L, 1, 33,” ete. .....

“But MS. B (the most ancient of all MSS.) Aas the words.”

Thus Griesbach, Lach-
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They do thus advance allegations as facts, which are not such;
and by such invented premises, they draw conclusions of the most
mann, and Tischendorf are charged in plain terms with an incorrect allegation of
evidence, and in reply it is peremptorily asserted that “B has the words.” But, in
opposition to Dr. B.’s charge of error, be it known that the separate collations of
both Bentley and Bartolocci attest that B Has NoT the words.
James i. 3. Here Dr. B. charges Tischendorf with erroneously quoting Cod. B for
the omission of ris ticrews—adding, “nor is there any proof extant that the MS. has
not the words, for none of the collators attest their absence.” Did it never occur to
Dr. B. to examine published collations before thus making assertions about them?
Bentley’s collation of B does attest the omission of the words in question.
2 Tim. ii. 3. Dr. B. says, “ Here, instead of od ofv xaxoz., six uncial and five cursive
MSS.,.. . have ovyxax.” These six uncial MSS. are A C* D* E* F G; and of them
he says immediately after, “‘ Moreover, what weakens our confidence in those uncial
MSS. in this case is that they all of them have the manifest blunder of the scribes in
reading ovorparusms for orpar.;” he adds, that od oty xaxor. “is found in the Vat. B.”

What Dr. B., in referring to six MSS., says of “all of them,” is true only of two,
D* E*; and to quote a reading in 2 Timothy from the Vatican MS. is futile, for that
MS. does not contain the Epistle: yet Dr. B., drawing, as before, his facts from his
imagination, says that a certain reading “is found” in it! Just so, on 2 Cor. v. 12, he
quotes A!
1 Pet. iv. 1. “The é before capxi, not found in very many MSS., has been cancelled
by Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., and Tisch.” This assertion, as far as Scholz and Tischendorf are concerned, is utterly incorrect ; and Griesbach does not cancel é, but only
marks it as a probable omission.
Rom. ix. 1]. “For «axsv Lachm. and Tisch. edit ¢adAov, from MSS. A B and eight
others, confirmed by several fathers; perhaps rightly,” .... “The same diversity
of reading exists at 2 Cor. v. 10,... where Tisch., on slender external authority,
though with strong support from internal evidence, edits dadAov; while Lachmann,
by a glaring inconsistency, retains xaxév.” This “inconsistency” is that he im each
case follows EVIDENCE.
So on 1 Peter i. 20, after noticing that “ Lachm. and Tisch. adopt the reading
écxérov” instead of the common écxérwv; he says that the former derives support
from Heb. i. 2, “and 2 Pet. iii. 3, én’ éoxérov trav Hugpwv, which has place in Text. Rec.;
though there Lachm. and Tisch. think proper to read, inconsistently enough, from
several MSS. én écydrwv. Surely the reading, whether écxérwv or écxdrov, ought to
be made the same in the same writer.” And so, no doubt, the copyists thought,
and so they made it the same. But might not St. Peter use difference of language
when he speaks of different things? and why should critics be charged with ¢nconsistency in cases in which they consistently follow evidence, and not preconceived
imaginations ?
On Rom. v. 18, Dr. B. says, “It is remarkable that in this passage, and that of Philemon 18, above noticed, Lachm. and Tisch. should read, from a few uncial MSS.,
é\Aéya, and Lachm. should place in the margin here éAdoyaérar; for there is not
the slightest vestige of such a verb as éAdoydéw.” But there is just as little trace
of é\Aoyéw, for if it be not the true reading of these passages, Dr. B. himself states
that it is only found in one inscription. It is not therefore remarkable that in such
cases critics should follow their MSS.: and so they have done; and thus it is not true
that either Lachmann or Tischendorf has in the text in Rom. v.13 departed from the
common reading éAdoyeirax: it is also incorrect to state that Lachmann’s margin has
edAoyarar, for it has édAdoyaro.
[On

264

AN

ACCOUNT

OF

THE

PRINTED

TEXT

unfavourable kind against the ancient documents of every sort and
region,—against the text which rests on such documents; and
they speak against the critics who value them and bring them
forward, as if they were both devoid of all acumen, and had no
moral conscience with regard to Holy Scripture. This renders
discussion almost impossible; for it is not a question of principles,
but often simply of facts; and there are those who are sure to
regard confidence of assertion as carrying with it a great (if not
convincing) force in a question of argument.
Of late such assertions have been put forth as to the grounds on
which the common Greek text rests, as would (if they were received) cause all critical labours to be regarded as needless, if not
mischievous. An endeavour has been made to cast doubt upon
the simplest and most elementary facts connected with the original
editions, and to make it appear that early editors possessed almost
all that could be desired in the way of critical aids.
Facts which critics have successfully laboured in establishing
have been ignored; while some separate portions of their arguments have been taken as a groundwork on which to establish the
strangest paradoxes;—such, for instance, as that the Complutensian MSS. were really ancient; that Erasmus ‘“‘ possessed a collation

of the Vatican MS. (B) itself” (see above, page 22, as to what he
really had from that MS.); that Erasmus’s copy of the Apocalypse,
in which he says that the commentary was intermixed with the
text, might have been of the extremest antiquity, and that the
On Rom. xiv. 10, Dr. B. ascribes such motives to critics as ought not to be hinted
without distinct proof. “Lachm. and Tisch. edit cod [instead of xpicrod| on the
authority of seven uncial and one other MS., with the Coptic and some later versions—grounds these so slender, as can hardly satisfy any but those who (like the
Socinians) would bring in @cod here, in order to weaken (though vain is the endeavour)
the strong evidence for the Divinity of our Lord, supplied in the next verse.” Did,
then, the copyists of
AB C D E F G introduce 6cod in this place to oppose the
proper Godhead of Christ? Or are the ancient MSS. of xo value as witnesses? or
are we to put words in or out of the text, just as may be dogmatically convenient?
But in 2 Cor. v. 10 we read, that we must all be manifested eumpooder rod Bijuaros rod
xpirrod, and hence, on the usual principle of harmonising, has arisen xpcorod instead
of cod in Rom. xiv. 10: “for we must all appear before ro Bijari rod Gcod.” Compare
the two passages, and then say whether reading @eod here has a tendency to oppose
our Lord’s true Divinity.
These are samples of the mode in which facts are misstated, and grounds of criticism are misrepresented; and that, by some persons, repeatedly and habitually.
These remarks apply to none who repudiate and condemn advocacy of such a kind.
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that ‘‘ Griesbach, Davidson,

and Tregelles” were all guilty of making a false charge against
Erasmus, in asserting ‘‘ that the MSS. which he employed were
very few, and those modern;” that the collations of certain MSS.
‘* were doubtless of tmmense value in the formation of Beza’s first

edition” (an edition which only in the most trifling points differs
from those of Stephens, and for which, in fact, MSS. were scarcely
used at all):—-these and the like statements, gravely propounded
as facts, have their parallel in the enunciation of principles which
succeeds: ‘* we think that the uncial or ancient MSS., as a whole,
are of less value than the great body of cursive or modern ones,
and that the consent of the later uncials, and a majority of the
cursive MSS., ought to decide a reading, in opposition to the
more ancient uncials and a small minority of modern MSS.”
This is intelligible, and it presents a ground on which discussion
is possible, which is not the case when all that is presented is
assertion in opposition to known and proved facts,—facts familiar
to all those who have studied the subject. I quite believe that
those who enunciate such principles are thoroughly sincere, and
that the more recent any copies may be, the more they would
value them.
It may be thought that such opinions might pass unnoticed,
and that those who value critical studies might regard them as
very harmless: but, observe, the evil lies in this, not that opinions

of a peculiar kind are held and maintained, not that critical principles are stated which would lead to conclusions which others
believe to be wrong;

but that facts are misrepresented,-— facts,

which are the true basis of all argument, and which, if apprehended untruly, would affect all conclusions. This it is that requires
that plain words should be spoken;

for the uninformed are actu-

ally misled, even though it may be to the instructed quite sufficient
refutation of these allegations for them to be stated plainly.
Be this, then, my excuse for saying definitely, that all such

representations of facts are utterly and absolutely untrue: I have
no doubt that those who advance them fully believe them;* just
* The statements just given, with much more in the same strain, may be found in
a paper “On the Sources of the Received Text of the Greek Testament,” in the
“ Journal of Sacred Literature,” Jan. 1854. The reader who wishes, will find more of
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so does the uninstructed traveller in the parched desert hasten
onward, in the confidence that water is before him, and just so

does he encourage others, when all that he really beholds is a
delusive mirage. The text of God’s holy word is in question, and
is it better smoothly and courteously to receive the assertions by
which others are guided astray, or to be obnoxious to the charge
of rude dogmatism for stating plainly how facts really stand, and
for endeavouring to direct to true sources of criticism?
Holy Scripture is too precious a deposit for there to be any real
question, when its value is intelligently known and felt; and thus
there must be a willingness to meet, and, by God’s grace, to bear

the obloquy attached to those who seek to oppose the traditional
inertia which has fallen on so many of those who profess warm
regard for the word of God.
Would that their zeal had been
more accompanied by knowledge! For had it been so, they would
not have canonised the very dust and the vulgar accretions which
the same kind of thing in an article “on the Greek Vulgate” (by this term the writer
means, the common Greek text of the New Testament) in the same Journal, Oct. 1852,
signed “W. E. T.” Dr. Kitto, then the editor of that journal, inserted the last-mentioned article to call forth a reply from me:

I was, however, little inclined to answer

twelve pages of assertions, which any knowledge of facts would serve to correct;
nor would readers of common courtesy and ingenuousness expect me to discuss questions with any one who departs from the limits of such inquiries, not only in being
the inventor of his so-called facts, but also in endeavouring to obtain a vantageground by imputing evil motives. A man who lays down as a preliminary, that his
opponent is “greatly wanting in due reverence for the word of God,” and has been
“ suilty of a capriciousness and inconsistency most reprehensible,” is one who need
himself expect no answer. As to facts and imputations alike, Neh. vi. 8 is a sufficient
reply to W. E. T., a writer with whom I am not acquainted, and whose reasons for
diligently contradicting whatever I state are wholly unknown and unguessed by me.
In the same Journal for July, 1853, W. E. T. (“on the Samaritan Pentateuch”) enun-

ciates his critical canon, “ Zranscribers are more liable to omit than to add”: this
opinion is one which (according to Porson) “omnes indocti” maintain. This might
be enough; but W. E. T. illustrates his position by citing the long addition of the
Samaritan text at Exod. xx. 17, saying, “ This very important addition to our present
Hebrew

text

possesses,

we

certainly think, very

strong

claims

to be received as

authentic.” Now this said addition represents God as speaking, at Mount Srna,
of Mount Gerizim as being “ beyond Jordan towards the west,” NS {IVA Iya
wow 81219 774. This is plain proof that these words could not have been spoken
by God at Mount Sinai, but that they have been interpolated in the Samaritan copy
in Exod. xx. from Deut. xi. 30, where all is right as spoken in the plains of Moab.
Such writers deserve no serious refutation, even if, for the sake of others, the character of their assertions is shown. Whatever differences of opinion there may be,
‘discussion is very practicable so long as facts are adhered to, and there is no imputing
improper motives; for this introduces into a region in which fair discussion is
impossible.
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the carelessness of past ages has allowed to adhere to the sword of

the Spirit, and partly to hide its brightness. —
How much has been done of late to put the word of God into
circulation, and to translate it into the tongues of pagan nations!
Would that this could be carried out tenfold more! But is it not
at least remarkable that, as far as modern translations in general
are concerned, all the labours of critics have been in vain?

If

scholars had been engaged in giving to the nations of India translations of Homer or Aéschylus, it would not have been so; for
they would instinctively have embodied the results of criticism :
is it not then strange that Christian scholars should have so generally acted with less intelligence in translating into the tongues of
such nations that infinitely more precious book, the New Testament? Are there many modern translations in which any results
of criticism have been introduced? What is the number of those
in which 1 John vy. 7 does not appear, and from which converts to
Christianity would not think that verse to be a special ground for
believing the infinitely precious doctrine of the Holy Trinity?
It is a cause for thankfulness that the common Greek text is no
worse than it is; but it is cause for humiliation (and with sober
sadness do I write the word) that Christian translators have not
acted with a more large-souled and intelligent honesty.
There
has, indeed, been honesty of purpose and deep devotedness; and
hence the feeling of sadness is the deeper that there was not a
fuller intelligence. A while ago this could not have been expected,* but of late years it might reasonably have been demanded;

and now it is not too much

to ask for this from all

engaged in publishing translations of Holy Scripture for the nations to whom the gospel: is carried forth.f It is futile to plead,
* Because for a long time critical studies, in connection with the text of the New
Testament, were as much neglected amongst us, as the Passover often was of old, in
the times of the kings of Judah. Bishop Marsh, by his translation of Michaelis,
directed attention in some measure to the subject, and this was done far more extensively through the appearance of the Rev. T. H. Horne’s Introduction, thirty-six
years ago. There was, however, a continuous want of pains-taking, personal study,
as if Biblical Criticism had deserted the shores on which it had formerly been
specially cherished.
+ In connection with this subject, may I remark on the unhappy practice of publishing and circulating dishonestly perverted versions in the languages of Roman
Catholic countries,—versions which are, here and there, intentionally corrupted,

-
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that our English authorised version is based on a different text,
and that translations for newly-evangelised nations ought not to
differ from it: our English version was honestly executed before
critical studies had properly begun; and to make it the standard of
criticism shows as little intelligence as if it were made the standard
of translation.

But indeed the latter error, puerile as it is, has

been committed; and good, well-meaning men, of limited mental
horizon, have constituted themselves judges of new versions, cri-

ticising, through the medium of what others report, words or
sentences which are not in precise accordance with our English
translation ; and that, too, even when the idiom of language demanded a different collocation of clauses from what we use in
English. Translators, no doubt, have felt the inconvenience of
such censorship, and of being subjected, tacitly or avowedly, to
such trammels.

_

But we need not be surprised that, with regard to ¢ranslations,
facts are such; for in this country there has been a timidity about
the whole matter,—the truths of God’s word have been valued,

and yet there has been seemingly a fear lest too close a scrutiny of
the text of that word would invalidate those

truths, or render

them doubtful; as if the doctrines which God has revealed might
rest just as well on a basis of dim uncertainty, perchance of transcriptural error, that is (if deliberately maintained) of falsehood,
as on the ground of absolute and ascertained ¢ruth. This kind of
caution is exactly the same as if any would sanction and perpetuate errata found in a printed edition of the Bible.
And thus texts are quoted in discussion, as proving doctrines,
which rightly have no bearing on them at all. Are there none
who still bring forward 1 John v. 7 in proof of the Trinity? In
this, there has been indeed a retrogression from Luther and from
Cranmer.
‘The doctrine is most true, as resting on indubitable
warrants of Holy Scripture; but it is not to be proved by citing
as Scripture that which, if there be any truth in evidence, is no
part of Scripture at all. In discussions on baptism, we still someespecially in opposition to the doctrine of the finished sacrifice of Christ. This
practice of circulating such versions has been, in spite of remonstrance, defended on
various grounds ; and those who have so remonstrated have been blamed for interfering. “Is there not a cause?”
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times find those who cite Acts viii. 37: ‘‘ And Philip said, If thou
believest with all thine heart, thou mayest. And he answered
and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.” This is
done* apparently in entire unconsciousness that no part of this
verse is recognised in critical texts, or indeed (what would weigh
more with some) in the first printed edition.
In questions on church order, it is often said that ékxAnola, in
the singular, is not applied to many assemblies, or to that portion
of the Church universal which may be diffused through any particular country or countries; and, amongst other proofs, Acts ix. 31
is still relied on (“‘ then had the churches, éxxdnaolat, rest through-

out all Judea and Galilee and Samaria,” etc.), though critical
texts, relying on united ancient authority, have here the whole
passage in the singular, 7) wév obv éexxdnola Kad’ dds Ths ’Iovdalas cat Tariralas xal Sapapelas cixev cipjvnv, oixodopoupévn
Kal Tropevopévn TO POB@ TOV Kupiov, Kal TH TapaKAjceL TOD dylou
mvevpatos, émAnOvvero.t
Pains have often been taken to explain difficulties occasioned
wholly by readings of later copies: thus, in Acts xiii. 19, 20, in
our version, St. Paul says, ‘‘ And when he had destroyed seven
nations in the land of Chanaan, he divided their land to them by

lot: and after that he gave unto them judges, about the space of
four hundred and fifty years, until Samuel the prophet.” Endeavours of various kinds have been made to reconcile this term of
four hundred and fifty years, from the rise of the judges till
Samuel, with other Scripture dates; and this passage, as thus read,
has furnished materials for whole volumes.t But the most ancient
copies put this period of-four hundred and fifty years in quite a
* Tt may be denied that this verse is s¢i/2 thus quoted: I therefore explicitly state
that it has been so done, even while these sheets were passing through the press. I
subjoin a remark from the North British Review, No. xxxviii., August, 1853, on the
doctrine which this verse is used to establish. “Though the words in Acts viii. 37,
containing the reply of Philip to the eunuch, when he asked to be baptized, ‘If thou
believest with all thine heart, thou mayest,’ are now allowed on all hands to be an
interpolation, we should refuse nevertheless to admit an adult to baptism, save on
the personal profession of his faith.” (Review of Dr, Davidson’s Biblical Criticism,
page 435.)
+ I only state the fact; I build no theories on it.
t In the title of Sir Henry Ellis’s new edition of Blair’s Chronological and Historical Tables, this period is still called “the computation of St. Paul.”
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different connection: ‘‘. . . . he divided to them their land by
lot, as éreow Tetpaxociows Kal TevTiKovTa, Kal peTa TadTa edwKev
Kpitds, about four hundred and fifty years; AND AFTERWARDS
he gave unto them judges.” This is the reading to which attention should have been drawn, and which should have received

explanation.
A later reading may cause an expositor needless labour: thus,
in 1 Johnv. 13, the common text has tadra éypawva tiv tols TricTevoucw eis TO dvoUa TOD Viod TOU Oeod, iva cidHTEe STi Fwnv ExeTe
aioviov, Kal va muotetnte eis TO Gvowa TOD viod Tod Heod. But
this reduplicate reading of the modern copies has sprung, by
addition and transposition, from two varieties found in the older
copies, Tadra éyp. tu. wa eidfire OTe Go. ey. aiwv. ot muoTevovTes
(or Tots mruotevovaw) eis T. dv. T. vi. T. Oeod.
In discussions on prophecy how much has been said about ‘ the
beast that was and is not, AND

YET 18!” Rev. xvii. 8, To Onpiov

& tt Hv Kal ovx ott, Kaitrep éoTiv, as it stands in the common
text. But this phraseology would not have been used if the older
text had been known or remembered, 76 @npiov 6te jv Kal ovK
éotw Kal mapecta; “*...the beast, because it was and is not,

AND SHALL BE PRESENT.”
Expositors of the Apocalypse have
in general followed readings of little or no authority, and that to
a degree that has of necessity vitiated much of their explanation.*
How easily might a more intelligent course have been pursued!
Those who profess to be competently informed on any science,
or on any branch of similar knowledge, would, as a matter

of

unquestioned certainty, be very differently grounded in their acquaintance with elementary facts. They would not go on perpetually drawing conclusions irrespective of really knowing and
ascertaining the data which they use as their premises.
Few things are more to be deprecated than that there should
* T ought here to except two who, though differing widely in their expositions, have
used the revised Greek Text which I published in 1844. This was done by B. W.
Newton, in his “ Thoughts on the Apocalypse,” 1st edition, 1844, 2nd edition, 1853; and
by the Rey. EB. B. Elliott in his “ Hor Apocalyptice,” in the second and subsequent
editions. The Rev. Chr. Wordsworth, D.D., has also himself adopted an ancient text
as the basis of explanation.
The English translation of the Revelation from ancient authorities, after it had
been again closely revised, was published without the Greek Text in the end of 1848,
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be any divorce of the vital godliness of the Church from its intelligence and knowledge; and yet can it be denied that there is
a danger of this? Is it not evident that real spiritual Christianity
is often found in those whose measure of biblical knowledge is
very limited? and also that they make the narrow boundary of
their own apprehension the limit within which they wish to confine others, condemning as wrong and dangerous all that is more
intelligent and comprehensive? And on the other hand has there
not been too often an extent of biblical knowledge in those whose
minds have been cold, dead, and lifeless as to all its spiritual value

and efficacy ? and has not this caused others to shrink from critical
studies, as though they must be, of necessity, soul-deadening and
delusive?
_ These things cannot be doubted by any who are informed on
the subject; and thus it becomes a thing of deep importance to
press on the attention of those whose hearts know and love the
truths of Scripture, that they should make fundamental biblical
studies their own field; that they should combine intelligence
with grace, and that on no account should they leave criticism in

the hands of those who do not apprehend the true value of that
revelation which Holy Scripture contains.
Iam persuaded that very much of the biblical study amongst
us in the present day is superficial in the extreme. Holy Scripture is examined for particular purposes, and is valued so far as it
seems to answer such objects. It is very right that those who,
with awakened consciences, are inquiring what the will of God is,
should specially seek to know what the Holy Ghost has taught as
to sin, and God’s judgment against it, and our condition as sinners; and what is set before us as to God’s mercy to us sinners, in
sending his eternal Son to be the Saviour for evermore of all who
believe in his name; whose blessing then is to know Him as their
sacrifice, substitute, and surety, and now their forerunner in glory.
But this is not all: if peace is preached by Jesus Christ, let him
who has relied on his blood know of a certainty that he has that
peace, and let him go on to learn all the extent of God’s revealed
will as set forth in Holy Scripture. If ‘all Scripture is given by
inspiration of God,” .... “ that the man of God may be perfect,
throughly furnished unto all good works,” it behoves that the
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believer should look at Scripture comprehensively, seeking light
and guidance from above; and not merely at portions or passages
of such a character as may suit some real or supposed personal
feeling or want.
But if it be asked by any if I think that textual criticism is that
which will furnish this more comprehensive and thorough-going
understanding of Holy Scripture, I answer, Certainly not: criticism is a means tending to an end, and nothing more. And thus
let it be remembered that in the sanctuary of Israel, there were
those who had to attend to the external services; and the hewers
of wood and drawers of water had their place; so that without

them the priests could not have ministered within as to their
sacred functions. In erecting the temple, not only was it needful
to build the visible and glorious edifice, but it was essentially
necessary that there should be the deeply-laid and firmly-built
substructions—unseen indeed by most ; unthought-of, perhaps, by
the casual observer; but indispensable to the edifice whose glory
should be visible to all.
The student of Scripture, who seeks to use it for the spiritual
edification of others, takes a high stand, and engages in a blessed
work: to this I make no claim in these textual studies; but 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.
A partial and imperfect acquaintance with Scripture; a neglect
of fundamental biblical study ; the holding of true doctrines more
traditionally than intelligently; a meagre theology which does
much in excluding the Lord Jesus Christ from a great part of
Scripture; a superficial habit of exposition, which causes a
slender and partial apprehension of the word of God to be held,
to the exclusion of all that is more deep and substantial ;—are
amongst the weaknesses of Christian people in this day. And
those who most require to be told that this is the case, are those
* “Rx elementis constant, ex principiis oriuntur omnia: et ex judicii consuetudine
in rebus minutis adhibita, pendet sepissime etiam in mazximis vera atque accurata
scientia.” (Clark, cited by Blomfield: Prom. Vinct., p 135.)
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who are least willing to hear that it is so. Close, accurate, and
pains-taking study is needed, as well as personal godliness ; for

most assuredly the Scripture, when looked at in the limited
manner so common, is treated not as if it were God’s objective
revelation, but as if it were to be measured by man’s subjective
apprehension. It is true that it addresses to us those things which
we have to know for our personal well-being and salvation ; but’
there we must not stop ; for the Scripture reveals God,—his actings for his own glory,—his purposes as resting on Jesus Christ
the Lord of glory. And unless Scripture is apprehended asthis
objective ‘revelation, its full force and significance are unnoticed
and unfelt.
|
- Those who uphold evangelical truth, are well aware that doctrinal error in many forms, and those, too, at times, both plausible and attractive, is widely disseminated.
It is useless to
ignore this as a fact ; and it cannot be met by mere re-assertions
of orthodox truth.
These statements may be felt to be very

satisfactory to those who, through God’s mercy, already believe
them ; but they do not suffice for guarding TRUTH against opposers; and it is no mercy to those who are in danger of being led
astray to meet questions and objections by assertions of dogmatic
orthodoxy. If anything can be done, Scripture and the truths

taught therein must be apprehended’ spiritually, morally, and
MENTALLY.

And thus, while the whole basis of evangelic belief

remains the same as to the ground of personal salvation, through

the atonement of Christ, there will be a fuller apprehension of
divine truth, and (through the blessmg of God) a greater ability
to use aright the things so taught. The glory of Christ in his
believing people will be more known, and the Church will be
apprehended as a reality, in contrast, on the one hand, to a body
constituted by forms or ordinances, and, on the other, to that

agglomeration of orders (to use the monastic term) in which it
seems, in the apprehension of many, to consist.
The subject of biblical study in its lower elements, namely,

textual criticism, has led to these remarks; the meagre and superficial manner in which this is treated is only a symptom of the
partial character of all biblical learning, and of the need that there
is, if possible, to revive it in its widest extent amongst those who
19
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know in their own souls the value of divine truth, and wish to use

it for God as applicable to themselves and others.
I trust that in this department of sacred learning some among
us will be found desirous of not being mere perfunctionary stu-

dents; for thus, and thus only, can sacred criticism flourish again
in this its former abode. I have long laboured with this object in
view ; and, whatever the actual results may be, I have the fullest

confidence that my efforts have been made in the right direction.
This Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament
is, of course, primarily intended for biblical students: let me
then, in conclusion, request any such, into whose hands this

volume may come, to remember, that the Scripture has been
given us, not as that on which our minds are to rest with any
mere intellectual interest, but as being the revelation granted in

mercy by God to us sinful men.

How easy is it for us to misuse

God’s best and holiest gifts! How often is Holy Scripture regarded
only intellectually, without its value or purport being apprehended
by the heart and conscience! To what can this lead but a deeper

spiritual blindness, a twofold veil over the heart? But let the
Scripture be known as the written testimony of the Holy Ghost,—
a testimony that the Son of God has come to save the lost, and
that now forgiveness and reconciliation to God through faith in
his blood are set forth,—then will the word of God be felt as

speaking with life-giving power to the heart and conscience, and
then will there be the ability to seek for spiritual light and guidance to know and apprehend it aright for the purposes for which

it was bestowed.

We have to remember the solemn position in

which we stand as sinners against God, whose wrath has been
revealed from heaven against all unrighteousness, and that the
record of his mercy, as shown in the cross of Christ, is contained
in Holy Scripture: the privilege of possessing it and using it will
either be the greater condemnation of those who do not rest on
the message of the Gospel thus declared, or else it will be for the
eternal welfare of those who, through the mercy of God, thus
receive into their hearts by faith the knowledge of Jesus Christ as

the Saviour.
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THE

OF
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LACHMANN,
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THAT IN COMMON USE.

Tue following Collation exhibits to the reader, at one view, a comparison of the common Text with those which have been formed by
critical editors, in accordance with the principles adopted by them.
‘ The Text of Grrespacu

has been taken from his manual edition,

Leipsic, 1805 ; in which his matured judgment is most fully expressed :
for although the second volume of his large edition, with critical
authorities, was not published till the following year, the greater part
of it had been printed some years previously; and the former volume
of that edition had appeared in 1796. The points of variation are but
few between the two editions, and they relate more often than not to
questions of the-degree of probability attaching to different readings.
. In Griesbach’s Manual, as well as in his larger edition, besides the
Text actually adopted, the probability of readings being true or not is
indicated according to the value which he set on different classes of
evidence. These designations of that critic have been retained; for
they are as essentially parts of his system as are the readings in his
text: he also placed certain readings at the foot of the page of his

i
manual edition, simply as being such as students might perhaps hear
discussed by their instructors, and which they might therefore find

convenient to see in the edition which they used, although Griesbach
himself rejected them: these readings have been, of course, altogether
omitted in this Collation.
The Text of ScuHoxz has been taken from his edition, 1830-36,

but with due regard not to follow typographical errors, as if they had
been the variations advisedly adopted by that editor. The readings
which Scholz subjoins to his Text, and which he designates as
Alexandrian or Constantinopolitan (i. e. according to his system and
nomenclature), have been also introduced into this collation. In this
part of Scholz’s edition, as well as in the text, etc., the errata are

numerous, and the needful designations are not unfrequently omitted
or confused: hence it has been needful to exercise some judgment in
correcting such errors of notation: occasionally, however, this was
almost, or quite, impossible; and then it was necessary to pass by the
reading in Scholz’s margin without inserting it.
It must be remembered that Scholz professedly follows the Constantinopolitan family of authorities; so that when a reading no? in his
text is thus designated, it points out a place in which he advisedly
departs from that class of witnesses. Sometimes the reading adopted
by Scholz is itself marked as pertaining to one of these families; in
such cases the object of the designation is to contrast the readings
found in the two classes of authorities.
LacHMANN’s Text has, of course, been taken from his larger edition,
1842-50.

In this Collation, besides the variations of his text, the

readings of his margin have been given; these are the places in which,
in the opinion of that critic, the authorities are so divided as to cause
the preferable reading to be a matter of uncertainty. Similarly the
readings which he enclosed within brackets as being questionable,
have been distinguished in this Collation.
The readings adopted by TiscHENDoRF have been taken from his
second Leipsic edition, 1849: as he only gives a ¢ext, without indicating
doubts or degrees of probability, there was nothing to insert in this
Collation, except a conspectus of the readings actually adopted by him.
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Besides these four critical texts, the variations have been noticed
of that of Srepnens, 1550, from the Elzevir text, 1624 (second and

more correct edition, 1633): this comparison will be of some value,
though the variations are neither great nor very important, as the
editions in common use fluctuate between these two texts.
Mill
followed the edition of Stephens without intentional variation (except
in the correction of errata), and from Mill’s edition (as if he had
formed a critical text, which he did not) reprints have been made
habitually in this country.

Explanation of the Abbreviations, etc., used in the Collation.
Gb., Sch., Ln., Tf., St., Elz., stand, of course, as the contractions
for Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Stephens, Elzevir.

The mark )( is placed between the word or words of the common
text and the variation noticed:

if it is an addition, omission, or trans-

position, this mark is no¢ inserted.
Precedence is given to the readings adopted in the Zest by the
critical editors; to these are subjoined, with some mark of distinction,
those readings which Griesbach designates as falling under one of the
heads in his list as to degree of probability, those which Scholz denotes as Alexandrian or Constantinopolitan, and those which Lachmann
places in his margin, or which he encloses between brackets as being
doubtful.
The following is the list of Griesbach’s signs :—
+
~
#
«

indicates a probable omission.
indicates a less probable omission.
(rarely found) signifies an addition of some slight probability.
marks a reading of great value, which, however, Griesbach
did not prefer placing in his text.

~ marks a reading of somewhat less authority, considered by
Griesbach to be inferior to the text.
When these two latter signs are affixed to the reading of the common text,

for which Griesbach substitutes another, then they mark readings which that
critic considered to be inferior, indeed, to that which he adopted, but still
supported by much authority,

_

lv
Alz. and Cst. are, of course, the abbreviations denoting Scholz’s socalled Alexandrian and Constantinopolitan readings.
Ln. txt. signifies that Lachmann has the reading in his text, with
that of the common text (if no other is specified), in his margin.
Ln. mg. implies the same with regard to Lachmann’s margin.
Readings enclosed between brackets are those which Lachmann has
thus marked as being doubtful; but if such readings have also been
cited as connected with other critical texts, then the readings themselves have not been bracketed, which might occasion confusion, but

the reference to Lachmann is given thus [Ln].
It is believed that this will be found a sufficient explanation of the
following Collation to make it useful, as presenting a concise conspectus
of the resul¢s of critical studies hitherto carried on.

MATTHEW.

Cuap. I.
r. AaBid X Aavid Gb. Sch. Tf.;
Aaveld Ln. semper.

3. Boog X Bods bis Ln.
—’° 087d X *IwBnd bis Ln. TE.
6.6 Bacideds, om. Ln. TE.
— Sodopavra X Sohopwva Gb.
Sch. Tf.

4, 8. "Aca X "Acad Ln.
8. O¢iav ¥ ’O¢etay Ln.
9. Otias X ’O¢eias Ln.
- "ECexiay X ?E¢exeiay Ln.
Io. *Eexias X "Eexeias Ln.
- *Apaoy X "Apos bis Ln. Tf.
= "Ieaciav X "leoeiay Ln.
.’Iwoias X "Iwoeias Ln.

- Maréav X Mad6av bis Ln.
18. "Incod, om. Tf. (Gb. >].
— yerrnots Ost. \ yéveois Gb.
Ln. Tf. [Alw.] [Ree. Gb. ].
— yap, om. Ln.

19. mapaderyparioat X Sevyparioat Ln. Tf. [Gb.%].

20. Mapiay. { Mapiay Te.
22. TOU Kupiou, om. Tov Lu. Tf.
(Gb. -]. [Ale.]

. 6 Beds, om. 6 Ln.

- SeyepOers\eyepOeis Ln.[Alz]
. Tov vidv airs Tov mpardToxoy \ vidy Lu. Tf. [om. avr.
Tov mpwer. Alx.]

Cuapr. IT.
I. Rewroewe X ‘Iepovoadnp

rod Kupiov, om. rov Ln. Tf.
[Gb. >]. Ala.
14. umd \ va Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.»].
Alxz.

18. Opjvos Kal, om. Ln. Tf.
(Gb. 3]. Alx,
- HOere YX AOéAnoev Ln.
. kar’ , Ovap daiverar \ air.
kar dv, Ln. Tf. Alz.

Cuar. IV.1.6 Ingovs, om. 6 Tf.
3- avT@, om. Tf. [Ale]
— eltrev, add. avT@ Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

4. dvOparos \ 6 dvOpwmos Ln.
Tf. (Gb. %]. Alz.

— emt mavti \ év wayrt Ln. TE.
[Gb. 8].

3. tarnow X eornoev Ln. [Gb.

~]. Alx.
. WOev YX etondOev Ln. TE.
6. A€yer X elev Ln.
. emt, om. Ln. [Gb. 71.
~ ‘Hpddov Tov marpos avrov \ 9. Reyer \ etrrev Ln, [Ala.]
— mwavtTa co. coravr.Tf{Alz.]
Tov warp. avr. “Hpod. Ln.
. Na¢apér X Nagapéé Lx. Tf. 10.°Ymaye, add. dricw pov
Gb. > Sch. [Ln.] Tf.
[Ala.]

12. 6 Incovs, om. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Ala.

Cuapr. III.

1. b€ Gb. >. [om. Ala]
— kal Aéywr, om. kal Ln. Tf.

3. ord X dia Sch. Ln. Tf. (Gb.
~]. Alx.

4. avTov Hv X hv adrovd Ln. Tf.
6. €Bamrifovro, add. [mdyvres]
Ln.

13. Naf{apér\ Na¢aped Tf.LAlx.];
Nafapaé Ln.
— Karepvaodp { Kadapvaodp
Ln. Tf. [Gb.%] sic semper. Ala.

16. oxdret €ide as \ okoria
pas eidev Ln. Tf.
18. 6 ‘Ingods, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
19. adrois, add. 6 "Inoovs CLn.].

— "lopdavn, add. rorap@ Ln. Tf. 23. OAnv tv Tadshaiay 6 Iycous X 6 "Ingods Ody TH
[Alx.]
TadsAaia Ln.; ev Gdn TH
4. avTov, om. Ln. Tf.
8. Kapmrovs a&iovs \ Kapmdov
Tadidaig Tf. [om.6 "Ingois].
a&vov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
24. Kal SarporrCopevovs, om. kat
. 78n Sé Kal, om. kal Ln. TE.
Lu. Tf.
[Gb. >]. [Alw.]

. Barrifo tpas X tpas Barti¢w Ln. Tf.

Cuap. V.

Lal Lal

— kal rupi Gb. >. [om. Cst.]

1. aUT@, om. Ln.

4 & 5. Trans. Ln. (text) Tf.

9. adrot [Ln.].
12. avToU Gb. >.
II. phya, om. Ln, Tf.
3. ‘Hpdidys 6 Baoddebe 5 Bas: = drroOnxny, add, avrod Ln.
“Hpodns Ln. Tf. [Alex]
14. ‘Todvns, om. Ln. Tf.
— kal’ ipav, ante may roy. Tf.
8. dxpiBas eferdoare \ eer. Ig. mpos avrov X avr@ Ln. Tf.
— Wevddpevot,om.Ln.Tf.[Gb.3].
axpiBes Ln. TE. [Alz.]
16, Kal1 Barrio bels \ Sarria bels 13. BAnOnva €&w Kat X¥ BAnbev

9. €oTn \ eorabn Ln.Tf.[Gb.s).
[Ala.]

~ dvéBn evOds X evOds avéBn

13. paiverat Kat’ dvap X Kar

- dve@xOnoav YX nvedxOnoay

11, edpov
X ido Gb. Sch. Ln. TF.
évap aiv. Tf.; Kar’ dvap
epayn Ln.

é Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf. [4lx.]

Ln. Tf.

ar. eppeOn X €ppnOn Ln. TE. (et
sic deinceps).

22, iki}, om. Ln. Tf.
Ln. ; auT@ {Ln.].
2s. ev Ths68@ per’ adrod X per’
— Kal épxdpevor, om, kat Ln. Tf.
avrov év Ty 65@ Ln. TE.
20

MATTHEW.
26. TE Trapado, om. Ln.
27. Tois apxaios,om.

Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf.
[Gb. 9].

. wav, add. {oby] Ln.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

, amo \ ek Ln.

Tf. [Gb. 3].

. ovpavois \ Trois ovp. Ln. Tf.
. mpoepyrevoapey \ empodn-

18. Ta TapanT@pata avT@Y, om.

28. aurns \ avryy Sch. Ln. TE.
— avrov X éavrod Ln.

Tovs ai@vas. any Cst.; om.

16. domep \ ws Ln. TE.
— avtav ¥ éavrdy Ln.

Tevo. In. Tf.

30. BAnOy eis yéeevvay X eis ye- — Ort adréxoves, om. 6rt Ln. Tf.
evvay améOn Ln. Tf. [Alaz.] 18. TOis avOparos vnorevav X
vnot. Tois avOp. Ln.
31. OTL, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
32. Os dy dmodvon \ was 6 dzo- —kpunt@ X kpupaig bis Lu.

Avdwv Lu. [Gb. »]. [Ala]

— poryac
ba X porxevOnvat Ln.

Tf. [Gb. ~].

—€y TO avepa, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

tf [Ale]

— ds édy amon. yapnon X 6
drrohen. yapnoas Ln.
36. 7)pehauvay monoa \ row7-

oa 7)pehatvav Ln. Tf.
37. ore 2 éorat Ln. TE.
39. pamrives emt J pamiger eis Ln.
— gov owaydva X orayéva cov
Lu. Tf.
42. Oidov X dds Ln. TE
44. evhoyeire Tous KaTap@pevous

. ToUTOUS [Ln.]

— dpomocw avriv X dporwbnwerar Ln. (Al.

Ti oixiay abrod X adrov rip
oixiay Ln. Tf.

23. mpooererov \ mporemauray
Ln. x mpoo meray Tf. Als.

: Thy oikiay avrod X avrov tiv

2 ia)

j tpav X vou bis Ln. Tf. [Gb.%).

oix. Ln. Tf.

. Tpowekowpay \ mpooéppngav

— kal, om. Ln.

~T

: opbarpss’ add. cov Ln.
Ln. mg.
-o opbaryuds cou amdois 7 X 28. ouveterecev X éréAecev Ln.
7 0 op. gov am. Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]
24. pappeova \ payeva Gb. Sch. 29. ypappareis, add. av’rav Kal
Ln. Tf.
oi dapicato: Ln. ; add. ad26, kal X 7) Ln.; om. kal ti winre
tay Tf. Alx.
Tf. (Gb. >).

. av§dver ov Koma, ovdé vyCuar. VIII.
Oct X avédvovew: ov Komt. KatraBavri 8€ aire X Kal
tpas, kaos moire Tovs
Gow obde vnPovew Ln. TE.
pucouvras tpas, om. Ln. TE.
karaBadvros avtov Ln.; [ka. enetnret\emu(nrovorw Ln.Tf.
taBavtos attov Alz.]
[Gb. 3] [rots pucotow Gb.
. THY Baoweiay Tod Oeod Kal v . EGov { mporedAOay Ln. TE.
Sch.].
tiv Sikacoovyny \. tH bi— énnpeatévray tas, Kat, om
[Gb. »].
Kaloo. kal tiv Bao. Ln. Tf. 3. 6 Incods, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
Ln. Tf. [Gb.-].
i Je
=)
c
a
46. rd avd X ovTws Ln. TF.
34. Ta €autns X éavtns Ln. Tf. > . mpoceveyke X mporéveyKov
>

U

>

~

>

4

,

ol

(Gb. s].

47. edgods YX didods Gb. x.
~ Tehdvat ¥ €Ovixot Gb. Ln. Tf.

Cuar. VII.

[Alw.] (Rec. Gb. x].

= ore X rd adrd Ln. Tf. [Alzx.]

48. domep Yaos Ln, TE. [Ala]
— év Trois ovpavois
ovpdnos
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

Cuar. VI.
é: MPoweXere, add. 5é Tf. [Ala.]
— €enpootyny \ Sixarcoodvyny
Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

4. autos, om. Lun. Tf. [Gb. -].
[Alx.]

Ln. Tf.

— Moos X Motos Ln. TE.

wp

. dvriperpnOnoerar X-perpyOno. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
. amo X ek Ln.

(semper) [Gb. 8].

. EicehOdvte Se tO “Invod X

tn

ceived. O€ adT@ Gb. Sch, Tf.;

. THY Soxdv ek Tod 6pOarpod
cou X ek rod 6hO. cou thy
Soxdy Ln. Tf.
an.kataratno@ow
\X Karatra-

ceived Odvros O€ av’rod Ln.
[Alz.]

tn
>

Thoovow Ln. Tf.

8. dvovynoerat \ avotyerat Ln.

Kai Aeyet avt@ 6 "Incods X
Aéyet atta Ln. Tf.
co. Kai
drroxpibels X dsroxpid.
~r:

dé Ln.

- Adyov X Ady Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

ekovoiav,add. Tac odpevos Ln.

eat, om. Ln. Tf.
edy, om. Ln, Tf.

32.

Io. dxohovbotow, add. abt@ Ln.

. airnon X airnoes Ln. Tf.
— ovde ev TO “Iopann Tocav=
. Kat eay ixOdy airnon X i
7) kal
T™my mio X map ovdevi
ix8. airnoes Ln. Tf. [7 Kai,
Too. riorw ev TH “Iopanr
5- mpooevxn X mpocedxnabe
Ln. Tf.
Alz.)
ovK ever Ge Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— éav, Alzx. om.
13. €katrovrapx@ \ éxarovrapxn
— domep X ws Ln. Tf.

— ev T@ avep@, om. Ln. Tf.
(Gb. >i. Alz.

— dy, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
- Ort, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
6. ™@ ev; TO Gb. >.

— & TO pavepd, om. Ln. Tf.
Ale.)
Io. THs Ys, om. Ts Ln. Tf.
12. apicpev X apnkapev Ln. Tf.
13. OTL TOU eoTW n Paciela Kat

. outros \ ovr@ Gb. ~.
13. elo €AOere \ eioeAOare

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Ln.

TE.

— 9 wvAn, om. Ln.

. Ort oTEVI) \ Ti OTE?) Gb. Sch.
in. [Rec. Gb. »].

—7 mohy [Ln.]
15. IIpoo€xere de, om. S€ Ln.

4 Svvayus Kat 4 Sd£a eis 16. orapvany \ orapudds Lu.
2

— kai 2°, om. Ln. Tf.
~ avror, |om. Ln. Tf.

~ év Th Spq exeivy X dard ris
Spas exeivns Ln. ; [ad fin.add.

kat Smoorpépas. 6 éxarov=
TdpXos eis TOV Oikov )avrov,
év avy TH Spay evpe Tov
maida vyavovra Alz.).

MATTHEW.
1g. avtois \ ad’r@ Sch. Ln. Tf. 13. els perdvotay, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. 15. Toudppov YX Youdppas TE.
[Gb. »].

18. mohAovs SxAovs \ 6xAov Ln.

[Alx.]
14. TOAAG, om. Ln.

17. amro\ovvrat \aéd\Avyrat Ln.
— BadXovow, post doxovs Ln.
22. elev { A€yee Ln. TE.
23. TO mAotoy, om. TO Ln. TE.[Alz.] — duddrepa X aucpdrepor Gb.
21. aUTOU, om. Ln. Tf.

25. of paOnral, om. Tf. [Ln.]
— avtov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— npas, om. Ln. Tf.
24. OTL Kal, om. kal Ln. Tf.

—tmaxovovow aite X aire
trax. Ln. Tf.
28. ehOdvrt ato \ EAOdvTos adTov Ln. [Alz.]

— Tepyeonvav\Tepaonver Ln.
[Gb. ©]; Tadapnvar Sch. Tf.
(Gb. »].

29. Inoov,om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.
gt. emitpeov mpiv dmedOeiv
améoreAov nas Gb. Ln. TE.
{Alx.] Rec. Gb. ~.

[Gb. ~]. Ala.

19. rapadwWaow

\ mapadécw

Ln. Tf.; mapadacovow Ala.
- dobijorerat yap bpiv ev exeivy
Th Spa ti Nadnoere, Gb. >.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Ln.]

18. dpyev \ add. eis Gb. Sch. Ln. 23. adAny X érépav Gb. Ln. ;add.
[Kady €v€ TH] érépa Sudkoow
— €Oav\mporedOay Ln.; eicopas, evyere eis Thy adeA\Oay Tf. [Gb.}.
Any] In. ; add. eadem, sed
—"Ort, om. Tf.
19. nkoAOvVOnceV \ nKoAOvGer Ln.
€k Tavtns Gb. —.
22. emiotpagels \ orpadeis Ln. — yap Gb. +3 0m. [Ala.]
— TOU, om. Ln. Tf.
Tf.
24. Keyes adrois \ €AXeyev Ln. Tf. _ dy, om. Tf.
23. Tov oikodeamdrnv X TH oiKko=
(Gb. ~]. Alex.
Seorérn Lu.
24. aire, om. Ln.
— éxddeoay X émexddeoay Gb.
— vie X vids Ln. Tf. (Gb. s].
28. mpoanrdoy X rpoondOav Ln.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ToUTO moinoat X TonaL TOd- — Tovs oikiaxovs X Tots oikiakois Ln.

To Ln.

32. avtois, add. [6 Inaovds] Ln. 30. dvedxOnaay\ nvedx Ono. Ln. 28. poBynOnre YX hoBeiacbe Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
Tf.
- ann Bor X drm Oav Ln,
- eis ry dyéAny Tay xolpav X — éveBpinoaro X éveBpipnOn — dmokrewvoyvray \ arokrer=
Ln. Tf.
vovrav Ln. Tf.; dmoKxrevoveis Tous xolpous Gb. Ln. Alz.
— TOY Xoipav, om.Gb. Ln. [Alz.]
34. cuvayTnow \ dmavrnow Ln.

— draws \ iva Ln.
Cuap. IX.
1. T0, om. Ln. Tf. [@b. >]. Alz.
2. mpooéepov X mpoadépovow In.

- dpéwvrat X aievrat Ln.
— oot ai dpaptiar cov \ cov
aii duap. In. Tf. [Gb.~]. Ala.
3. €urov X etray Ln.
4. dav X eda Ln. [Gb. 6].

= ipeis, om. Ln. Tf.
5. apéwvrat
dpievrar Ln.
— go X wov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— éyerpat X &yetpe Sch. Ln. Tf.
(Gb. »].

6. éyepOeis X eyetpe Ln.
8. Oavpacavy\epoBndncay Ln.
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

9.6 Inoovs exeiOev X éxeid. 6
"Ino. Tf.
— Mar@aiov\ Ma86. Ln. semper.

ro. abrou dvakeypevov YX avak.
avr. Ln.

11. elroy \ €deyov Ln. TE.
12,
—
—
13.

32. avOparoy, om. Ln.
33. A€yovres, add. Stu St. Elz. ; 29.
om. Mill, Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
38. €V TS Aa@ [Cst.] om. Gb. Sch. 31.

emt TH vis Gb. =.

poBnOnre X PoBeiobe Ln.
TE. [Al@.]

Ln. Tf.

36. €xAeAvpevon

\ eoKkvApevor

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

32. Ovdpavois X rots obp. Ln. Tf.
33. ay X be Ln. Tf.

~ €pprppevor X peptppévor Ln. ; —airiy Kaya X Kaya adbrov
eptypevor TE.

Ln. Tf.

- ovpavois X rots oup. Ln. Tf.
38. bs ov AapBdver X ds dy pH

Cuap. X.
2. IdxwBos X Kat "Idk. Ln.
apn Ln. mg
3. AeBBaios 6 emixAneis, om. |- ~ axoovbet Xdxodovbfon Ln.
Ln. [Gb. ~].

— 6 emixdrnbeis Gaddaios, om.

mg.

42. eav \ dy Ln.

Tf. (Gb. >].

4. Kavavirns ¥ Kavavaios Ln.
Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.

- “Tovdas, add. 6 Elz. Ln. (Alz.]
- “loxapiorns X 7Ioxapiod Ln.
4." Ort, om. Tf.

8. vexpovs eyeipere, ante Aemp.

2.
5.
—
—
—

Cuap. XI.
Ovo X Sid Ln. TE. [Gb.]. Adz.
Kat y@dol, [kal] Ln.
kai k@ol, [kal] Ln.
vexpol, prem. kal Tf.[Ln.] Alz.
Kat mr@yxol, [kal] Ln.

Gb. Ln. Tf. [4lx.]; om. Sch. | 6. €av X dy Ln.
(Gb. >].
7, 8, 9. e&nAOere\e&nOare Lu.

10. paBdov X paBdSous Sch. Tf.
(Gb. «]. (Ln. mg.]
— €oTiv, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

"Ingods, om. Ln, Tf.
12. ad fin. add. Aeyorres, Eipnyn
avrots, om. Ln. Tf. [(Gb.]. Alz.
TO OlK@ ToUT® Alz.
avX X ara La.
13. edbéran X €XOdrw TE.
€Aeov \ €Aeos Ln. TE. [Gb. ~]. 14. eay X &y Ln. Tf.

Alz.
— ddd’ \ are TE.

Tov Gb. Sch.

kal ux, [kat] Ln.

— eEepxdpevor, add. €&o Ln. Tf.
— Komoproy, add. €k Ln.
3

Tf. [Alz.]

8. ivarious, om. Tf. [Ln.]

— Bacittéwy ¥ Bacivreieov Sch.
[Gb. »].

9. Weiy; mpopntny X grpod.
ideiy Tf.
10. yap [Ln.]
= eyo CLn.]

— ds X kat Ln. Tf.

MATTHEW.
11. avrov eotw\ €or avTod TE. 1g.6xAoL, om. Ln.
13. mpoepnrevoay \ empodnr. 17. O@s \ iva Ln. Tf.
Lu. Tf.
18. eis, om. Ln. Tf.
21. €v, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
1g. akovewv, om. Tf.
16. matdapiots \rardiots Gb. Sch. 22. mpoonvexOn \ mpoonveyKay
Ln.

Ln. Tf.

15. @ot, add. [av’tev] Ln.
— cuvact ¥ cumacw Sch. Tf.
[Gb. s].

—idcopa

\ idocouat Ln, TE.

(Gb. ~]. [Azz]
16. Dua@v, om. Ln.
— axovet { axovovow Ln. Tf.
[Ale]
14. etOov \ etday Ln.

— év dyopais kabnpevors X Kad. — Saiponfdpevos tupdds kal
év ayopa Ln. [Gb. ~]. Ala. ;
kads \ Sapo (dpevor tvprov kai kopdr Ln.
xaO. €v ayopais Tf.
— kai mpoopervorar tots érai- — tov Tupddr, om. Ln. Tf.
18, omeipovtos \ omeipavros Ln.
pos avt@v,

—
a1.
—
23.

17. Kal heyou-

— Kal Aadeiv, om. kai Ln. Tf.

ow \ & rpoopevodrra rois 23.6 Inoovs, om. Ln. Tf.
éraipois (érépots) Aéyovow 24. Dav €oovrat Kptrai X Kpir.
Ln. (Tf.) Gb. ~. [Alz.]
€vovr. tov Ln. Tf.
28. €y@ ev IIvedpart Ocov X é&v
dpiy, om. Ln. Tf. [Ala]
Xopaiv { Xopageiv Tf.
IIy. Qed ey Gb. Sch.Ln.Tf.
BnOcaidav X BynOcaida Ln. 29. Ocapmrdoat \ dpmdacat Ln. TE.
(Gb. ~]. Alz.
— diapracet X dpmdcec Ln. TE.
7) €ws \ px ews Ln. [Alz.]
31. Tois avOpwrrors 2°, om. Ln.

— TOU, om. Ln. Tf.

— tWobcioa X iWawOns TE. [Gb.
8]. Alz.; tYroOnon Ln. [Cst.]
— xaraBiBacOnon X Kara8n-

32. av X éay Ln. Tf.

—ovx adeOnoerar
adeOn Ln.

X od pi

[Gb. »].
38. THS Kapdias, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

— yevopevar €v ool, Epervay
év gol yev. Evewvev Ln. Tf.
28. Seiepeieon X &kpuas Ln.TE.

— Ta, om. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
36. eav, om. Ln. Tf.

26.

24.
ag.

23. ynv THY kadnv X Kany yy
Ln. Tf.

— cumav X ovmeis Ln. TE.
24. omeipovte \ omeipayre Ln.
2s. €ometpe \ emeorretpay Ln. TE.
24. Ta, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
28. SovAoL, om. TF.

— cirov atte \ aire héyovow
Ln. Tf.

-—TovT@ TH X TO viv Sch. 29. en \ hyow Ln. TE.

— éyevorro \ éyevnOnoav Ln.TE.

on Ln. Tf.

Tf.

22. TOUTOV, om. Ln. Tf.

30. expt \ €ws Ln. TE.
—7T®@ Kaip@, om. T@ Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Tf.

— eis déopas, om.eis TE. [Gb.3].
— cvvayayere X cvvayere Ln.
éyevero evdoxia X edd. eyev. — AaAjnowor \ AaAjoovow TE. 32. KaTaokyvooyv \ KaTacKnvoiv
38. amexplOnody, add. av’t@ Ln.
Ln. Tf.
Ln.
33. abrots, add. \éyav Alzx.
Tf. (Alz.]
€av BovAnrat 6 vids dmoKa— evexpuvpev X expuwper Gb. ».
AvWat X dy 6 vids droKa- — kat Bapicaiwy, om. Ln.
42. SoAopavros \ SoAopavos bis 34. ovk X ovdev Ln. Tf.
AdWy Ln. mg.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
35. KOopov, om. Ln. Tf.
mpads \ mpavs Ln. Tf.
44. EmotpéWo els rov oikdv 36. 6 Incods, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.3].
pou X eis Tov otk. pou emer. — mpoon)Oov \ mpoondAGay Ln.
Cuar. XII.
— Bpdoov \ duacadpnoor Ln.
Ln. Tf.
caBB8acr X caBBaros Ln.
34. avTOIs, om. Ln. TF.
— axodd{orra, add. [kat] Ln.
elroy \ €iray Ln. TF.

1.
2.
3. avTos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

4. €payev X epayov Lan.

— ovs \ 6 Ln. (txt.) TE.

48. €mta €repa) érep.énr. Ln. mg.
46. O€, om. Ln. Tf.

— adedgoi avrov, [avrod} Ln.

6. peiCov X peifoy Sch. Ln. Tf. 48. elévte \ A€eyovre Ln. Tf.
so. moimnon \ mouq Tf.
[Gb. ~].
».”EXeov \ €Aeos Ln. Tf.
8. kal, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

10. Hv THY, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
II. €oTal, om. Tf.
— eyepet X eyeiper Ln.

12. 48 Baer \ ca8Barots Ln.
13.7Y xeipad aov \ cov THY
xetpa Lu. TF.

— aroxarectdOn \ dmexateor.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. Oi b€ bapioaior cvpBovdAcoy

€\aBov kar adrov e&eAOdyres X €&eO. S€ of Papic.
oupB. €daBov Kar avrov
Ln, Tf. [Alz.]

Cuar. XIII.
1.
—
2.
—

O€, om. Ln. Tf.
amd ¥ éx Ln.
T0, om. Ln. Tf.
omeipe \ orreipat Alex.

39. 6 omeipas avra eoTw X éo-

tw 6 omeip. atta Ln.
— TOU aidvos, om. Tov Ln. Tf.
40. Karaxalerat

X katerat

Gb.

Sch. Tf.

— TovTov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. =].
Alz.
43. dxovewy, om. Tf. [Ln.]
44. Iau, om. Tf. [Ln.]

— mavra Goa éxet TW@det
\ Tor.
nav. Goa €xeu Ln. Tf.

4.97\Ge X AdrAOov Ln. [Alex]; 46. ds etpav \ etpav dé Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf. [Alz.] [Ree. Gb, »].
éAOdvra TE.
48. avaBiBaoavres, add. abriy.
— Kat Karéepayev, om. kal Tf.
g. vis X THs yns Ln.
g. akovewy, om. Tf.

10.
—
11.
14.

paOnral, add. abrod Ln.
eizrov X eizay TE.
TOV ovpavay, Gb. >.
€9 5om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
4

Ln. Tf.

— ni roy aiyaddr, Kal xabicavres \ Kal emt rov aly.
ka@. Ln. [Rec.mg. Ln.]; om.

kal Tf.

— dyyeia
\ a&yyn TE.
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gr. Aéyer avrois 6 "Incods, om. 26. kal lddvres adrov of panrat 31. X@Aovs, prem. kal Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]
X of b€ pad, iddvres avdrov
Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3].
32. nwepas X Hyepat Gb. Sch. Ln.
Ln.
— Kupte, om. Ln.Tf. (Gb. >]. Alx.
Tf.
— tiv Oddacoay X ths Oadaos2. 6 d€ etmev X éyee Ln.
ons Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
33- avrov, om. Tf. [Ln.]
els tiv Baowdetay X tp Baoireia Gb. TE. (sic pram. év 24. evbéws X evOds Ln.
35+ e€xédevoe \ mapayyeivas Ln.
[Ala.]
— avrois 6 Incovs X 6’Inaois
Ln.) Alx.
Tois GxAous X TH BxA@ Lu.
avrois Ln.
34. exmdnrrevOa \ éxmAnooe28. avT@ 6 Illérpos etme X 6 Ié(txt.) [Rec. mg.] Ala.
oOa Ln. Tf.
. KaltAaBev\éXaBev Ln. [Alx.]
Tpos eimev av’T@ Ln.
$8. ovxt \ odx Ln. TE.
evxapioTnoas, prem. kal Ln.
mpds o¢ édOciv\€XO. mpds
— Mapidp X Mapia Tf.
€daxe \ edidou Alz.
oe Ln. Tf. (Alz.]
—"Iwojs X loon Ln. Tf.
avTov, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alx.
. 6 Tlerpos, om. Ln. Tf.
87. marpidt avTov, om.avTov Ln.
TO Bxd@ X Tois bxAors TE.
edOeiv X Kal HAGev TE.
Tf.
hpav, post KAaopatov Ln. TE.
. euBdvrev X dvaBdvrwy Ln.
Cuar. XIV.
. eveBn X avéBn Gh. TE.
Tf. [Ala.]
3. kat €Oero, om. Tf. ; améOero,
Mdydaka ¥ Mayaday Ln. Tf.
. €AOdvres, om. Alx.
post kal ev th ud. Ln.
Tevynoapéer \Tevynoapeé Ln.
— puraky X tH pvdaky Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XVI.

[Alz.]

Cuap. XV.
— Didimrov, om. Tf.
w&. Urroxpiral, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3).
Alz.
4.avT@ 6 "Iwavyns X 6 “Iway. 1. Of d7rd, om. of Ln. [Alz.]
TO pev, prem. Kat Ln.
— ypappareis kal Papioaior f
avr. Ln.
4.Tod mpodnrov, om. Ln. Tf.
ap. kai ypap. Ala.
6. yeveoiav Sé dyopeveav \ ye[Gb. -].
veoious d€ yevouevors Ln. TE.; 4. vereiNato, eyo X etmev
§. AUTOD, om. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ©]. Alz.
yev. S€ yevouevay Gh. ~,
marépa ov, om. cov Gb.Sch. 8. avTois, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
4. eav X dv Ln. Tf.
eddBere X €xere Ln. [Alx.]
Ln. Tf.
9. €humnOn 6 Bacireds, dua dé
. erupidas \ apupidas Ln.
. kal ov, om. Kal Ln.Gb. >. LAlz.]
rovs \ AumOeis 6 Bac. did
ur
I
.aptov X aprav Sch. Ln. Tf.
riysnon \ Tinos Ln. TE. [Gb.
tous Ln. Tf.
[Gb. s].
~]. Alx.
10. TOY, om. Ln. Tf.
i) THY pnTépa avrod, om. Ln.
mpocéxew\ mpooexere Sé Ln.
12. 7Opua \ wrepa Ln. [Gb.%).
Tf. [Gb. ~]; mpooeyxere
6. THY evroAny
X Tov Adyor Ln. ;
— adrod ¥ avroy Tf. (Ln. mg.]
Gb. ».
Tov vomov Tf.
13. Kal akovoas \ dkxovoas Se
. Tod dprov \ rév dprov Lx.TE.
. mpoepnrevoe \ empopyrevLu. Tf. [Alz.]
Gdn’ X adda TE.
oev Ln. Tf.
— men \ wefol Ln. mg.
. Ke, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb. -].
14. 6 Ingods, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3}. os). Eyyi¢es pou 6 Nads obros TO
. etrov \ eimray Ln.
Alz.
oTdpuartt av’rar, Kal X 6 Aads
a@Xou YX of Ln.
ovros Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— avrovs X avrois Gb. Sch. Ln.
. avrois, add. {6 "Incovs] Ln.
12. aVTOD, om. Lu=Tf. [Ala.]
LS,
13. mpoondrbov X mpoond@ay Ln. — eimov X Aéyovow Ln. Tf. Ale. .Kal dmoxpiels X daroxp. dé
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
. OOryoi lot rupAol X rupAoi
— avTov, om. Ln. Tf.
eit 6Onyot Ln. Tf.
Tois Ovpavois, om. Tots Ln. TE.
— aroAvoor, add. ody Tf.
. KXeis X KXeiSas Ln. Tf.
18. avrovs Ode ¥ Sde avr. Ln. Tf. 13. TaUTHY, om. Ln. Tf.
—6 eay X 6 dy La. (txt.) TE;
19. TOVs xdpTous X Tod Xoprod 16. Inaovs, om. Ln. Tf. (Alzx.]
doa dy Ln. mg.
. ovm@ \ ov Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
Ln.
Sedepevor X Sedepeva Ln. mg.
. €xpavyacev YX éxpagey La.
— kal haBay, om. Kai Gb. Sch.
. Seoreinarto X ereripnoevLn.
(txt.); ekpa&ev Ln. mg.
Ln. Tf.
~T

— edddbynoe \ nideynoev Lu.TE.

— avT@, om. Ln. TE.

22.
—

—
- 2g.
—
—

[Gb. s].

avTov, om. Ln. Tf.
— vie \ vids Ln. TF.
*Inaods, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
23. Npa@Tav \ Npwrovy Ln. Tf.
6 Inaovs [Cst.], om. Gb. Sch. 25. mpooekuver \ mpoowekvvnoey 21.6 Incovs, om. 6 Ln.
— admedOciy cis ‘IepordAupa X
Ln. Tf.
Gb. ~. Ln. mg.
eis ‘Iep. dareX. Ln. TE. [Alx.]
.€ote Kadov \ eEeorw Lu. Tf.
avrov [Cst.i, om. Gb. Sch. Tf,
Td mAoiov, om. TO TE.
. tuprods, kapods X kapods, 22. emiTav av’T@ \ avr. emt.
Ln. Tf.
andre
X HAGev Lu. TE.[Gb. ©]
tuparods Tf.
6 Inoois, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. - Tov Incov X av’rov Ln. Tf. 23. fou el X et €uov Lu.; ef pov
Tf.
(Gb. »]. Alx.
tis Oaddoons X tiv Oadacoay Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
31. Tovs dxAovs \ roy SxAop TE. 2g. yap dy X yap édy Ln. TE.

21. yuvatk@v kal madiov X mat.
kal yuy. Ln.

5
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26. aedeirac X abeAnOnoerar
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

28. byiv, add. dre Ln.
— Trav d&d¢ éxtnKétav YX TeV
&de EotwHta@v Gb. Ln. LAlx.);

&Se éora@res Sch. Tf. [Cst.]

Cuar. XVII.

Cuar. XVIII.
I.épa X qpépa Ln. [Gb. ].
2.6 "Ingois, om. TF.
>

31. O€ of avvSovAor adrod ¥ ody

avrod oi ctvd. Ln.
_ avréy tééauTay Ln. Tf.

. Tarewoon \ rarewaret Sch. 33. kal ey® \ kdy@ Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].

s. Os eav X bs dv Ln. Tf.

34. ov, om. Ln.
- aire, om. Ln. Tf.

— mratdiov Tovodrov év \ év rrat- 35. €moupdvos X ovpamos Ln,
diov rovodr. Ln. TE.
Tf. [Gb. s]. Ala.
te émt \ epi Ln. [Alw.]; ets Sch.
— Ta TapanTopata avray, om,

3. &POnoav X pO Ln. Te.
~ Moors X Movons Ln. Tf.
wf. (Gb. »]. Ost.
Gb. Ln. Tf. [4lz.]
— per avrov ova adovvres X —TE €or, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
exeivo, om. La. [Alz.]
ounn. per avrov Ln.
Cuap. XIX.
4. TonoTapev \ tomo Ln. TE. 8. aura ‘ avrov Ln. Tf. [Gb. s]. I. THs TadAaias, om. ms Elz.
— Moon \ Moto? Ln. Tf.
Alz.
3- ob Papicaior, om. of Ln. Tf.
- spans
X‘HXia piav Ln. — xoddv f KvdAAdv X KAAS 7 - att, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3). Ala.
Tf. [Alz.]
Xohor Ln.
- dvoporg, om. Ln. Tf.
“a gare) { pards Gb. [Rec. s].
eV ovpavois, om. Tf.; [év TO 4. avTois, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
~ evddxnoa X nvook. In. Tf.
ovpave] Ln.
3. "Evexey \ évexa Ln. Tf.
— avTov axovere ¥ dKov. avtT. 11. HAGE yap 6 vids Tov avOpo— mpooxohAnOnoerat X KohAn=
pa. Tf.
Ono. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 9].
mov ga@aat TO arod@Nds,
6. recov \ emrecay Ln. TF.
om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. =]. Alx.
7. Moaijs { Mavotjs Ln. TE. (et
4. mpooeh Oey 66 Inoots ivaro 12. dels X abyoe: Ln. TE.
sic deinceps).
abr ar, kal X mpoon bev 6
6 - tropevbeis Kat trop. Ln, Tf. — airy, om. Ln. Tf. [Ala.]
"Ino. Kal dwdpevos adrady
0 dy X pov Ln. Tf.
9. Ort, om. Ln. Tf.
In.
— eis X & Ln. Tf. (Gb. s]. Ale. — ei pr én mopveia X py emt
9. ard \.ex Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
18. €lg oe, om. Ln. TF.
mopveia Gb. Tf. [Cst.]; map— dvaorh \ eyepOn Ln. Tf.
— kal €ey£or, om. Kat Gb. Ln.
extos Adyou mopveias Lu.
10. AUTOU, om. Ln.

11. Inoods, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

Tf. [Ala.]

[Alz.].

. peTa Gov, post dio Ln.

. eav Snonre X ay Shonre Ln.

Alz.

— avrois, om. Ln. Tf.
— mpa@rov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz.
12, GAN’ X adda TE.

13. mpoonvexOn \ mpoonvexOn-=

Tf.

— TO ovpare, om. T@ bis Ln. Tf.
gay Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
19. médw \ dunv
d
Ln.; add. aun 14. cimrev, add. avrois Alw.
Gb. ow. [Alx. & Cst.]

— dpev cuppornraacy \ oupTov Ln.; ebay Tf.
hor. €€ tuavLn.Tf.; (ovp- avr X avrév Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
povncovow Tf)
18. mao xet X exet
é
Ln.
aI. QUT@ 6 Hérpos ete \ 6 Ie14. Eropat ped” ipavy peO” dp.
Tpos eimev avT@ Ln. Tf.
14. €AOdvT@v

avrav YX éedOdv-

Evop. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
20. "Ingots, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
- elev X héyet Ln. Tf.

— dmoriav ¥ édvyomoriay Ln.
[Ala.]

- Sbivcent évredbev
\perdBa
evOev Ln. Tf.
22. avaotpehouevar \cvatpedp.

.GAN X adda Ln. TE.

j mpoonvexon X rpoo7nx6n Ln.
hpi aUTOU, om. adr. Tf.

- cixe X exe Ln. TE.
. Kupte, om. Ln. Tf,

— cot, post aTodoo@ Lu. [Alx.};
om. Tf.

24. elroy \ eiray Ln. Tf.

24.
28,
—
—

2s. dre elonhOev X eioeNOdvra

a9. eis TOUS TdOas avTOD, om. Gb.

Ln.

23. eyepOnoera \ dvarrncerat
In.

Ln.; ehOdvra Tf.

26. A€yet avT@ 6 Tlérpos X ei-

mévros d¢ Ln; om.6 Ilérpos
Tf. (Gb. 3).

27.Tnv Oddacoay, om. THv Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

10. AUTOU, om. TF.
11. TOUTOY, om. Tf. [Ln.]

€xeivov, om.
€xeivos, om.
pot, om. Ln.
6 te X et Te

Ln.
Ln.
Tf. [Gb.3). Alz.
Gb. Sch. Ln. TF.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— éuol X ewe Ln. TE.
— mavTa, om. Sch. Tf. [Ln.] Gb.
>).

13. adrois Tas Xeipas X Tas xetp.
aur. Ln. Tf.

16. eimev adT@ X adr@ etm. Ln.
Tf.

— dyabe, om. La. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alt.

— €xo Y oxo Ln. TE. [Cony aio,
Khnpovopnoe Ln. mg.]

14. Th pe Reyets dyabéy ; ovdeis
dyads, i i) eis, 6 eds X
Ti pe éparas meph:Tov dya60d;

«is eorw

6 ayabds

Gb. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~]. Ala.

~ eloeh Bei eis THY Conv X eis
THY Cony eigen. Ln. Tf.
- THpynoov X rnpec Ln. TF.
18, Acyet X ey Ln.
= ob povevoeis: ov poxevoes
X od poty. od pov. Ln. mg.
19. TaTEpa Tov, om. Tov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

20. ravTa Tavta \ TavT. wayT.
Ln. [Alz.]

30. GAN’ X GAG Lo. TE.

— ov, om. Ln. Tf.
6

— epuvrakdunv X épvdraga Ln.
Tf. [Alx.]

MATTHEW.
20. ek vedTnTOs pov, om. Lu. Tf. 14. €v TH 6d, Kal X Kal ev TH
689 Ln. Tf. [Alw.]

Gb. >.

ar. py X A€yet Ln.

19. dvaornoerat X eyepOnc. Tf.

_ HT@XOLS, prem. Trois Ln. Tf.

»— odpavm X ovpavois Tf. Ln.
mg.
22. Tov Adyov, om.TE.; add. [rovTov] Ln.

- map" X am’ Ln. Tf.

dhov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3], Ale.
kat emiBeBnkas, om. kal Tf.
T@AoY, prem. eri Ln. Tf.

plas
mpooéragev X ovvéragev Ln.

21. ovTot [Ln.]

Tf.

— deEvdv wov, om. cov Ln.
— evovipor, add. cov Gb. Sch.

4. eave 1° \ ex Ln. TE.
— indria airy, om. airaéy Tf.
[Ln.]

Ln. Tf.

— éemexdbicer \ erexabioay Elz. .
23. SuaKdAws mAovotos X mov. 22. d€ 6 \ 6 d€ St.
— kal ro Barticpa, 6 eyo Ba- 8. €oTp@vyvoy \ €orpwcay Ln.
dvox. Ln. Tf. [Ale]
mg.
24. SueAOeiv X cioeAO. Gb. Sch.
mricopat, Bamrva Oijvat, om.
Gb.Ln.Tf. [Alz.]; (7) ro Bar. 9. mpodyovres, add. avroy Ln.
Tf.
Sch.)
_
— Tpurnparos
\ rpupadias Ale.
Tf. [Alz.]
II. "Ingots 6 xpopyrns X 6 mpo— Tov Ocod X réy odpavar Ln. 23. Kal deyet, om. Kal Ln, Tf.
— kal 7d Barricpa, 6 éye Bapir. "Ino. Lu. Tf.
Tf.
elo Geir, post rAOvCtOY Lu. ;
mricopat, Barrio Oncor be, . 6 Inaods, om. 6 Ln. TE.
2g. avTOU, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
26. Ouvard €oTt, om.eote Gb.Sch.
Ln. Tf.

ag. bsJSoris Ln. TE. (Gb. +]. Ale.

om. Gb. Ln. Tf.; [) 7o Bar.
Sch.]

— Tov Oecov, om. Ln. [Gb. ].

— eVovipov pov, om. wou Ln.

. €roumoate \ moveire Ln. Tf.
.Kpagovras, pram. tous Ln.

Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alzx.

— €0v, add. rovro Tf.
~ oixias, iy om. Tf.
24. Kat adxovoavres \ dxovcav-7 marépa, i) wynrépa X i} -yo~
res O€ Tf. Alx.
vets Ln. mg.

i)‘yuvaika, om. Tf.

— i} aypods, add. i) oikias Tf.
— €xatovram\actova \ moAAagwAac. Ln. Tf.
2. ouppeorncas de X kai oup-

— €oTew X éorat Ln. [(Gb.9). Alz.
— €otw X ora Ln. [Gb. 8].
40. "EAENGOY 1}
eas, Kipre \Kvo.,

eheno. Vie Ln. Tf.

ovycas Cst.

3. THY TpiTHY, om. THY Gb. Sch.

— vids X vie Ln. [Alz.]

31. €xpafoy X expakay Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

8. mahuy, add, 5é Tf. Alx.

[ Alx.]

6. épay, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alx.
- dpyovs, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. (Alz.]

add. jou

— ev ipiv \ dyer Tf.
24. és éay X,ds dv Lan.

Cuar. XX.

7. dumrek@va,

26. Se, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— €orat X éotiv Ln. [Alz.]
— 0s ea ¥ ds av Ln.

[Ln.]

om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3). Alz.

Jf. [lx]

Se

- Huey oi dpOarpoi X of 68.

Ln.
ny. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
ro. €AOdvres Sé X nat edd. Te. 34. 0pOadpear
X éuparey Ln. Tf.
[Ala.]

[dle]

- metova {mreiov Lu. Tf. [Alz. ) — airéy of dfpOarpol, om. Ln.
- kal avrol ava Snvdprov X rd
Tf. [Ala.]
ava Snvap. kai adr. Tf.
12. “Ort, om. Ln.
Cuap. X XI.
— Hiv abrods X avrovs iyiv 1. BnOpayn \ BynOodayy TE.
Ln. (txt.)

15.7)OUK, om. 7) Ln. TE.
—ronoa & b\w X 6 Oédo
roijoat Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
—7 Le St. Tf. Gb. ».
16. ToAAol yap clot KAnTOl, OXLyou S€ exdexroi, om. Tf.

17. aOnras, om. Tf.

Tf.
. elroyx elmay La, Tf.

- eravdyav X emavayayay
¢
Tf.
- Myxere, prem, ov Ln. Tf.
. dy X édy Tf.
: chOdvre atta X edOdvros
avrov Ln. [Ale]
. €, om. Ln.

; "Lwdvvou, prem. Td Ln. Tf.
as map’ Xeev Ln. Tf.
« exovae TOV "Todyyny éOS TpO-

parny X os mpo. ex. tov
*Iody. Ln. TE.

. Opeomos, add. tis Ln.
— téxva bvo X bdo Téxva Ln. TF.

— Ener nyas,
7
Kvpte\Kup.,
ehena. Tp Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— vids X vie Ln.
[Alz.]
32. OéeXere, add. (a) Ln.
— kal 6 édy 7 Sixawov AneGe, 33: avotxOaow X avoryaow Ln.
g. kal €AOdvres X eAOdvres

Alz.

{Alx.]

— mpos X eis Ln. Tf.
2. TopevOnre X mopeveoOe Lu.
Tf. [Alz.]

- drévavre karévay. Ln. [Alz.]
= dyayere. \ ayere
a
In.
3. dmoortenet { drooréAAet Gb.
Sch.
~
‘

— pou, om. Tf. [Gb. 3). Alz.

—ot

Gédw

X eye kdpte, Kat

ovK amndOev Alz.
‘ Uorepov dé, [dé] Ln.
. Kat mpocedOav X mpocen. de Ln. Tf.
— Sevrépw X éErépe Gb. Sch. TF.
(Ree. Gb. »].
- avT@, om. Ln. Tf.
—‘O T P@TOS X6é voTepos
(Tf. 1841).

Ln.

. wpos tpas "ladvyns X "Iody.
mpos vp. Ln. Tf.
— ov\ ovdé Ln. Tf. Alz.
. TLs, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— e&édoro X e&édero Tf.
.katdoxapev \ ox@pev Ln.
Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
41. exOdoerat \ éxdaoerat

Gb.

Ln. Tf. (Ree. Gb. wl].

44. kal 6 meoov émi rov Aidov
ToUroy ora Oncerat eg’
dy & ay wéon, Aukpnoe av-

MATTHEW.
Tov

ver. 44, om. Tf.

[Ln]

(Gb. -].

46. Tous BxAous \ Tov 6xAoy Ln.
mg.

— émevd) X érel Tf. Ale.
— ws X eis Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

Cuar. XXII.
1.avTois €v mapaBodais X ev
mapaf. avtois Ln. Tf.
4. }Toipaca \ nroiwaxa Ln. TE.
:

[Alz.]

s. 6 pev \ Os pey Ln. TE. [Alz.]
— 6 d€ X ds dé Ln. TE [Alz.]
—eis thy X ent rh La. TE.
(Gb. x]. Ala.

4. Axovoas dé 6 Baotdeds X 6
dé Bactd. ax. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
©]. Alz.; Kat ak. 6Bao. Sch.;

add. éxeivos Sch. [Gb. »].
9. av X édy Ln. Tf. [Ale]

13. euev 6 Bactreds X 6 Bactevs eizrev Ln. Tf.

~ dpate avrov kal, om. Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.
— exBarere, add. avrov Ln. Tf.
[Gb. »].

18.€
éAaBor, add.KaTa TOU “incod,

43. KUptov avrov Kadei X Kadet 23. arévas X apeiva Ln. Tt.
avrov Kup. Ln. Tf.
24. ol, om. Ln.
— avrois, add. 6 "Incods Alzx.
25. €£, om. Ln.
44. 6 Kdptos, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
— axpacias [Alx.] X ddtxias Gb.
— trromdd.ov X txroxar@ Ln. Tf.

Sch. [Rec. Gb.y]. Csé.

26. kat THs mapoyidos, om. Tf.
46. abT@ arrokptOnvat X daroxp.
[Gb. 3].
avT@ Ln. Tf. [Ale]
— av’rav X avrod Ln. Tf. [Gb.
[Gb. ~}. Alz.

sv]. Alz.

Cuap. XXIII.

24. mapopoudtere X Sword tereLn.
3. Tnpetv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. -]. a8. peotol é€are \ eare peorol
Alz

La. Tf. [Alz.]

— typeire Kal roveire X moin- 30. jpevbis \ #ucOa Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.
ware Kal rnpeire Ln.TE. (Ala.
sic 8. TOLEtTE].
— Kowevol avtadv X avr. Kow.
4. yap X d€ Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
Ln. Tf.
—kai dvoBdoraxra, om. Tf. 34. kat €& 1°, om. kal Ln. Tf.
38. ekxuvopevoy X ekyuvydpevov

[Gb. ~).

— T@ dé X adroit dé ré Ln. [Ale]

Ln. Tf.

mar. yap 36.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alz.
—
— Tay ivatiov airay, om. Ln.
Tf. [Gb. >].
34.
6. re X dé Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
4. paBBi, paBBi X paBBi Ln. —
s. tAarbvover 8é

H&et, prem. Ott Gb. > & Sch.
ravra mavra X mayra Travra
In. Tf.

amrokreivovea \ amroxTevovca
Gb. ».

émuouvdyer dps X bpv. emt~
ovy. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Tf. [Gb. >]. Alz.

8.6 KaOnynrns \ 6 didarKkddos
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].

— €avTis, om. Ln. Tf.
mrépvyas, add. avrns [Ln.]

16. Néyovres J Aéyovras Ln.

-— 6 Xpiords, om. Gh. Ln. Tf.
Tr
38. €pnjzos, om. Ln.
[4la.]

20. avTois, add. 6 “Inoovs Ln.
[Ala]

9. 6 mari)p tpov \ tpay 6 maTp Ln.

8. KaT avTov Alz.

= darn Bov y ann\Oav Ln. Tf.

23. oti héyovres, om. of Ln. [Ala]

- emvyauBpevcet, prem.ivaLn.

2s. yapnoas Xyipas |Ln. Tf.
28. ov avacrace X avaoT. obv
Ln. Tf.

30. exyapifovra. YX ‘yapigovrat
Ln. Tf.; [Alz. s. yapioKxovTat] [Gb. »].
- TOU Gcod, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
- ovpava, prem. T® Lu. Tf.

32. Geds vexp@v, om. Oeds Ln.

[Aix]
38. Kal eyor, om. Ln. Tf. (Alz.]
37. O d€ ‘Incots etmrev X 6 Se

— €v Tois ovpavois X ovpdvios
Ln. Tf.

10, €ls yap bpd €or 6 Kabnyiris XaGre KaOnyntns dav
eorw

eis Ln. Tf.

[Gb. 9].

Alz.

13. Oval tpiv, ypappareis kal
Papicaiot, brroxperal, ore

kareoOlere Tas oikias Tov
XNpOy, kat mpopdcet pakpa
T poo evyxOpeEvot ° Oia TovTO
AnWeoGe repioadrepor kpipa, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.3] Alz.;
ver.13 post ver. 14 Elz.; (con-

tra Sch. Cst.)

’

Cuar. XXIV.

I. erropeveTo- ard Tov iepod X
amd Tov _lep. emopevero Tf.
(sic, sed €k Ln.) [Ala.]

2. "Inoods X droxpiGeis Ln. Tf.
Laie.J
— Ov 1°, Gb.3; om. Alz.

— mavra Taira \ raita wayra
La. FE.

— py KaradvOncerat, om. pi)
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

3. paOntal, add. [avrod) Ln.

— THs ouvTedeias, om. THS Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

6. mayta, om. Ln. [Gb. >]. Ala.
7. Kat Aowpol, om. Ln. Tf. [Ala.]
9. Tav eOvayv, om. Tav Elz.
13.€0T@s \ éoros St. Ln. Tf,

pn Ln. Tf. [4ix.]; 6 de 17. Tis X Ti Ln.
— peifor YX peiCov Ln.
"Ino. &pn Gb. Sch.
— ddn TH Kapdia X 6Ay Kapd. — dyidgov \ dysdoas Ln. Tf.
(Gb. »].
18, eay X dy Ln. Tf. [Ale]
16. émt \ eis Ln.
Gb. ~. [0st]
38. mparn kal peyadn \ 74 pey- 19. pa@pol kal, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. >. 14. kataBavero X karaBare Ln.
kal mparn Ln. Tf. (sie sine 7 a1. KaTotkoovTt \ KaTouKnoayTe
[Ala.]
.
Gb. ~). Alex.

39. weavrov \ éaurév [Gb. ow].

40. kal ofi mpopyras Kkpépavrat X
Kpéuarat cat of mpod. Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

Gb, Sch. Tf.
23. Tov €Aeov \ TO €Xeos Ln. TF.

— 7. X ra Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

18. Ta iudria X Td idrtoy Ln.

[Alw.]
(Gb. »]. Alz.
— ravra, add, S€ Ln. Tf, (Gb. >]. 20. €v caBBatw, om. év Gb. Sch.
Ale.

Ln. Tf.
8

a
-al

MATTHEW.
23. muorevonre \ murrevere Ln.
.wravnoa X mravacba Ln.
mg.
27. kal, om. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

(Alz.]

Tf.

4. dyyeiows adray, om. adrav

: expiiy X expuj Ln. (Gb. «].

— avrav 2° ¥ éavrév Ln.
6. €pxerat, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3).

. ov » BN) prem. ore Ln. (Ale.]

pacer 6 maTnp pov Gb. ».
44. avr@, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— éavrav X adréyv Gb. Sch. Ln.

. yap, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~). Al.
TO ovpave, om. T@ Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XXVI.
3. Kal of ypappareis, om. Lu.
Tf. (Gb. >]. Alz.

4. Kpatnowat ddd X Sd. Kpar.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Alz.

— avTov, om. Tf.
4. avTa@v \ éavtav Ln. Tf.

4. addBacrpov pupov €xovoay
éx. GAdB. pvpou Ln. [Alx.]
— Bapuripov X modvripou Ln.

oerat Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

8. etrov \ eimav TF.
9. o0K \ ov pu) Sch. Ln. TE. [Gb.

— thy Kearny X ths Kepadjis

— mdvra Taira X radra mayra

. wapededoovrat X mapedev. THs Spas, om. ths Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

[Ala.J

es].

— ovpavar, add, ovdé 6 vids Ln.

— dé paddov, om. dé Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

[Ala.]

— pov, om. Gb. Ln. [Alz.]

kal 7 mapovata, om. kal Ln.
ff.

- dorep X os Ln. Tr.
~ npépaus, add, éxeivats Ln.
— Tais mpd, om. TE. (Gb. th,

- Reyeiniorres: \ yapioxovres
Ln.
kal 7 mapovaia, om, Kal Ln.
pad

. Ovo €covrat X Evov. Svo Ln.
—

3. aires X ai d€ Ln.; ai yap

6, 0m. bis Ln. Tf. [Gb]. Alx.

[Alz.]
Ln. [Alz.]

8. avTov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz.

11. kal, om. Ln.

9. Td pupor, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.

13.€v 7 6 vids tod avOpamov
epxetat, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.
16. de [Ln.]
— éroinoev \ exépdnoev Ln.

— TOs, om. St. Elz. Gb.; habent

[Gb. s].

— rddavra, om. Ln. [Gb. ~].
17.@0avUTws Kal \ wo. [kal]
In.

— kal avros, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
vi. Alz.

18, €v, add. radavrov Ln,

Mill, Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].

17. avT@, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz.

20. O@dexa,

add. paOnrav Ln.

[Alx.]

22, €kagTos avTa@v \ eis Exagros
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

23.€V T@ TpUBAL@ Ti xeEipa X
THY xEipa ev TS TPB. Ln.
Tf. LAlz.]

26. Tov apToy, om. Tov Ln. [Gb.
~ & nh nh Xe
~]. Al.
- —"
puwev Ln, Tf.
— evdoynoas [Ale] X edxaptornoas Sch. [Gb. ~]. Cst.
Ln. Tf.
19. eee modvy \ mrodvy xpd— ediSou trois pa@nrais Kai X
. kUptos adrov, om. avTov Ln.
voy’ Ln. Tf. LAlz.]
Sods rots pad. Ln. [Alz.]
Tf. [Alz.]
- per avrav Adyov X Adyov
24. TO ToTHpLov, om. TO TF. [Alx.]
— Oepareias \ oikereias Ln. Tf.
per aur. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— diddva X Sodvar Gb. La. Tf. 20.9 avtois, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. — Kal edx., om. Kal Ln.
28. TO THS, om. TO Ln. TF.
]. Alx.
[Rec. Gb. x]. Alx.
. ToLodvTa OUTws \ OUTwS TOL. 1.”"Eqn de, om. beGb. Sch. Ln. — Kats, om. Tf. [Alz.]
= €xxuvdpevoy \ éxxuvyduevov
TL
La. Tf. [Alz.]
Ln. Tf. [4lz.]
48. 6 KUptos pou \ pov 6 Kiptos 22. \aBov, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. -].
29. OTL, om. Ln. [Alz.]
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
Alz.
— €dAdeiv, om. Ln.
—éw avrois, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. — yerrnparos X yevnparos Ln.
49. cuvdovdous, add. avrovd Sch.
Tf. [Alz.]
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].
26. rovnpe SovAe X SovAe mov. — pe” byav Kawoy X Kawvov
ped” vay Alx.
— éobiew dé kal river \ eo bin
Ln
;
31. OvackopmiaOnoerae X Siadé kal rrivn Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 24. ov oe \ oe ovp TF.
29. amd O€ Tod pa X Tod dé py
oxopmiaOnoovrae Ln. Tf.
Cuar. XXV.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].
[Ala.]
1. avtTav \ €avray Ln. Tf.
jo. exSddAere \ exBadere Gb. 33. Kat mavres, om. Kat Gb. Sch.
— draytnow YX trav. Ln. Tf.
Js Tf.
eh. Ln. Tf.
- eye, add. 5€ Gb. &.
2.noav e& avrav X €& av’tav 31. dytot, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
joav Ln. Tf. [Ale]
32. cuvaxOnoerae \ ovvaxdn- 38. amrapynoopa. X amapynce— dpdupor X popat Ln. Tr.
pat Cst.
govrat Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
[Alx.]
36. #AOere \ HAOare Lu. TE. [Alz.] — “Opuoiws, add. S€ Sch. Gb. &.
— ai weévre, om. ai Elz. Gb. Ln. 39.a0Gevn X dabevodvra Ln. 36. eOonuarn X TeOonuavet
; purave X pude Ln. TE.
: pq X9nuepa Ln. Tf. (Ale.]
. pa ov Soxeire
Xod Sox. Spa

Tf.; habent Sch. [Gb. ~.]

—popat
[Alz.]

(txt.) Tf.

\ dpdvpor Ln. Tf 40. TOV ddepav prov [Ln.]
41.70 sented X 6 yroi-

Sch. Ln. Tf. (Gb. »].

— pa@nrais,
[Alv.]

add,

avrov Ln.

=

MATTHEW.
36. o0 X ob dy, Ln.; dy TE; om. 60. ovx evpov, om. Gb. Tf. [Ln.] 29. emt TH Seay \ ev rH Seka
Alz.

[Alz.]

—mpocevéopa exet X eel ~ Wevdopaprupes, om. Tf. [Ala.]
61. avTdv, om. Tf.; ante otkod.
mpooev§. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
>

38. avrois, add.

bad

>

6 “Incovs

al

Sch.

[Gb. +].
39. mpoeNOa X mpowed Bay Sch.
[Gb. »].
— Pov, om

Ln. Tf. [4lx.]

[Gb.s9],

— éverratCov X évéraEav Alz.
— 6 Bacwreds X Baotded Ln.
33. os \ & Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. LAlx.]

Ln. mg.

63. drroxptbeis, om. Alx.
65. “Ort, |om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— avrov, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb. ~].

— Aeydpevos Kpaviov rémos X
kpav. Tor. Aey. Ln. Tf [Ale.]
[Gb. > Aeyopevos]. 8. om.
Aeyopevos Alz.

Alz.

- mrapedbéran
ox mapedOaro Ln. 67. €ppdmicay \ épdmioay Ln. 34. 0&0s X otvoyv Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].
Tf. [Alz.]

Tf. [Alx.]

42. TO moTnptoy, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 69. €£w éxaOnro X éxad. Eo Ln.
3). [Alz.]

Alz. (Rec. Ln. mg.]

— 7Oer« X *Ogdnoev Ln, Tf.
[Alz.]

Tf.

— am épuov, om. Tf. [Lun.] [Gb. 40. Gumpoobev, add. avray [Gb. 38. ness
+].iz.)

.

YX Baddvres Ln.

]. Sch.

43- evpioxe avrovs mdhwy \ wd- yt. ee Odvra Se adrov X e&edAw edpev adrovs Ln. Tf.
Odvra Se, s. €€ehOdvros Se
avrou Alx.
(Gb. ~]. Alx.
44. amenOov madw YXwadw ar-

eA. Ln. Tf. [Ala.]
— ék tpirov, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.

— avrov, 1° [Ln.]
— Trois éxet\avrois ex. Sch. TE.
[Gb. x].

72. weO” Y pera Ln. TE.

~).

48. AUTOV, om. Ln. Tf. Alx.
— Td Aourdv, om. Td Tf. [Alz.]

94. karavabepariCew X xatabe-

— ivacahoots TO pnev %
td
TOU mpopnrov, Atepepioay~
To ra ipared pov €avrois,
kat ent rov ivatiopéy pou
€Sadov KAjpov, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

40. €b TOU Qeod \ Ceod ef Ln.
- kardBnO, prem. kat Ln.

41. O€ Kat [Ln.]
parifew Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
so.ep & \ ed’ 6 Gb. Sch. Ln. 43. Tov "Incov, om. Tod Lu. TF. - mpeoBurépar, add. kai BaptTf. [Rec. Gb. x].

(Gb. 3]. Ala.

$2. cov THY paxalpay \ Thy pd-

— avT@, om. Tf. [Ln.] Ala.

Xatpay wou Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— paxaipa \ paxaipn Ln. Tf.

2. mapéd@Kay avToy, om. avTov

[Alx.]

— drodovvrat X arobavotvvrat
Gb. ~. [Cst.]

83. WAeious X mAcl@ Ln. Tf.
— i) daSexa, om. 7) Tf. [Ln.]
53. e&ndOere \ €&nAOare Ln. Tf.
[Alez.]
Alz.

exabe(duny diddoKav ev TO
icp@ \ ev TO ep. exad. &Sao. Th; exad. ev T@ ‘ep.
d.ddoK. Ln.; [oddoKoy Gb.
>].

56. waOnrat, add. [avrov] Ln.
59. Of d€ dpxepeis X 6 Se apy-

— Tortie, om. Tf. LAlx.]
3. mapaddods X mapadods Ln.

— dréotpeve X eorpeev TE.
— Tots mpeaBurepois, om. Tots
4. Gbdov X Stxardy Gb. »~
— Wet X dy Sch. Ln. Tf.
g.€9 TO va@ \X els toy vady
Alzx.

6. etrov X etray Ln. TE.

~ KopBavéy X xopBay Ln. mg.
11. €oTn \ €ordOn Ln. Tf.
16. BapaBBay, pram. ‘Ingovy Tf.
14. BapaBBav, prem. Inoovv TE.

22, avT@, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

tepevs Ln. mg.
— Kal of mpeoBurepot, om. Ln.
Tf. [Gb.3]. Alz.

YX Gay.

— bavatoocwct X Gavatr@covow Ln. Tf.

60. Kal ToAA@Y, om. Kal Gb. Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

— evdouapripay moored Odv=
Tov \ mporedO. Wevdouap.
Ln. Tf. Alx. [Gb. + odd.

Wevd. mpoaed@.]

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

—mpos tas, om. TE. [Gb. >].

-atvtov Oavaracwot
avrov Sch.

Cuar. XXVILI.

[4a]
23. NYEPOY, om. Tf.
24. amrevavTt \ KatevavTe Ln.
— tov dixatiov, om. Tf. [Gb. >].
[Ln.] post rovrov.

28. exdvoartes \ evducarres Ln.

Taiov Alz.

42. €f Bacieds, om. ei Tf. Gb. >.
[Alx.]

— motevoonev X morevopnev
Ln.

- avrg X éw avrév Th; er
avTe Sch. [Gb. »].
43 Tov Gedy T® eg Ln. txt.
44. ait b ov avT@ Ln. Tf.
— aire X airdv Gb. Sch. Ln.
TE

46. dveBdnoev X eBdnoev Ln.
mg.
— apa X And Ln. ; Aewa TE.
— oaBaxOavi X caBaxbavi
ia.

44. €oT@TOV \foTnKéroy
é
Tf.
49. €Aeyov \ etray Ln.
so. ad fin. add. Gos be aBov

AdyxnY, évugev avrod THY
mhevpay, kal e&ndOev Bdwp
kat aipa Alz.
si. els Ovoamd av@bey Ews KAT@
\ ets dbo, post karw TF.

52. nyepOn X nyépOnoay Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

34. yevoueva X ywvdpeva Ln. Tf.
— Geov vids x vids cod Ln.

- mepteOnkay avT@ xAapvda
txt.
Koxkiyny \ xrapida KOKKiyyy mepteOnk. avTe Ln. Tf. 37. €nabnrevae
[Alw.]

X euabnrevdn

Ln.

29. THY Kearny \ THs Kepadfs
Tf.
10

64. vuKTos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
63. d€, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

~

MARK.
Cnar. XXVIL.
2.am0 THS Ovpas, om. Ln. Tf.
(Gb. >]. Alx. s. amd ris Ovpas Tov pynpetov.

4. @oet X os Ln. TE.
6. 6 Kuptos, om. Tf. Alz.
8. €£eAOodoa X dmedAOotoa

3. toca \ eidea TE.

9. as S€ émopevorro amayyetat tois paOnrais avrod,

— doel \ os In. TE. Alx.
4. €yevovto X éeyernOnocay Ln.

Tf.

om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Ala.

— amnvtnoev X banvrncer Tf.

Tf.

MAR
7péep. Ln. mg.
teao. vixtas
2. os \ xabas TE. Alx.
14. Mera dé X kat
-—& Tots mpopnras X &v “Ho- — Tov, om. Alex.
aia TO mpopnry. Gb. Sch. — ths Bactdeias,
Cuap. I.

I. Tov, om. Ln. Tf.

(Ln. (txt.) Tf. TO “H.] [Ree.
Gb. ~, Ln. mg.]
- eyo, om. Ln. Tf.

(Gb. 3]. Alz.

Ln. Tf.
kat, om. Tf.
Gb. ».

Csté.

—xai €Bamnrifovro maytes X
mavres: kat €Barticovro Gb.

18. ys, prem. ths Ln. Tf.
19. OvY, om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Ln.}

— Bantifovres ¥ Barricartes
Tf.

20. Aunv, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Ale.

Alz.; add. kal 28. evOds, mavraxov, s. evdvs
mavraxov Alz.
Ala.
perd Ln. Tf. 29. evOews { evOds Ln. Tf. Alzx,
— e£ehOdvres, AAOov X e&edOcv HrAOev Ln. [Gb. J.
om. Tf. [Ln.]
30. evOews YX evOds Ln. Tf. Alz.

1g. Kal Aéya@v, om. kal TE. [Gb.3).
Cst.
yov Ln. Tf. [Gb. s]. Ala.

5. eSemropevero \ e&erropevovro

14. avTe, om. Ln. Tf. Alz.

K.

— umpoobév cov, om. Gb. Sch. 16. Ilepurarav dé X Kal mapa4. Barrifwv, prem. 6 TE.

14. emi X tad La.
1. onpepoy, add. hpépas Ln. Tf.

— av’rov
{ rod Zipovos Ln. [Gb.
©]. Alx.; ad’rov Tov Tipwvos

Sch. Cst.; Sipuwvos Tf.
— Bdddovras X aydhiBadrovtas Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Ree.
Gb. ~].

31. aUTHS, om. Ln. Tf.
— evdéws, om. Alx.

32. edu \ fvcev Ln. Tf.

33. 7,modus ody emounypern
hv X hv OAnH words emo.
Ln. Tf.

34. avTov,

add.

Xpiordy

eivat

33. ewwuxov X evyvya Ln. TF.
[Gb. ~]. Ale.

— kaxei { Kat éxei Ln.
— dupiBrAnotpoy, om. TE.
—e 7 "Topddvy moTap@ or 18, avT@y, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. 36. 6 Siwy, om. 6 TF.
37. evpovres avroyXetpov avrov
avrov \ im avr. év TO Top.
Alx.
kal Tf.
ror. Tf. Ln. - mg. Alx.
19. exetOev, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. 3
— (yrovai ae X oé fnrovar
6. hv S¢ X Kat Av Ln. (txt.) TE.
Alz.
Sch. Ln.
Alz.
— Sixrva, add. abrév Alx.
38. Ayopev, add. addaxod Tf.
—"Iedy., prem. 6 Tf. Alz.
20. evbews \ evOvs TE. Alx.
Alx
— éobiov X cbr TF.
ar. eloeAO@y, om. Tf. [Gb. 3).
8. nev, om. TF. [Ln.] Alz.
—<«is tiv cvvaywyny, edida- — Kaxei \ kal éxet Gb. Sch.
— €v VOarTt, om. ev TF.
oxe \ eis THY ovvay. edi- — ¢EeAndvOa X eAndrvOa Gb. ~
e&nrOoy TE.
ey TIvevpare, om. ev Tf. [Ln.]
Sacxev Tf. ; om. Ty Elz.
In. Tf. Alex.

9. Kai éyévero, [Kat] Ln.

22, ypappareis, add. (avTév] Ln.

- Nafaper X Na¢aped Tf.
— Und "T@dvvov eis Tov "Topddmy X eis tov “Iopd. om.

23. Kai, add. evOds Tf. Alx.
24.” Ea, om. Ln. TE [Gb. >]. Alz.

*Iody. Ln. (txt.) Tf. Alw.

— oida YX otSapev TE.
26. kpagav \ pevncar Tf.
— €& \ dw Ln. [Gb. ©]. Alz.

39. €v Tails cuvaywyais \ eis Tas
ouvaywyas Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.
40. Kal yovuTreT@y avrov, om. Ln.
Tf.

— Kal heyor, om. kal Tf.

—"Ort
Kupte Ln. mg. Alz.; s.
10. evews \ evOus TF.
om. Ort Ala.
~anrd X ék In. Tf. [Gb. 9]. 24. mavres X derayres Tf.
41. O d€ "Inaois
X Kat Ln. (txt.)
Alz.
— avtovs ¥ éavTous
é
Ln. Tf.
yb
—acel X os Gb. Sch. Ln. TE. - Aéyovras, Ti ott TovTo ;
ris 9 Sidax7 1) Kaw avy — varo ad’rod X abrod Haro
Ln. Tf.
—énr airdv X eis avrdéy Ln.
dru X Deyovres: tis 7)
42. €lrdVTOS avTOv, om. Ln. Tf.
(txt.) Tf.
Saxn 7}9 Kaw?;
3; Gb. ~.
[Gb. ]. Alzx.
11.€¥@ X ev col Ln. (txt. Tr. - ris 9 dvdax7)7 Kawi) avn,
(Gb. x]. Alz.
dre X Sidax7) Kay Ln. Tf. — evbews YX evOds TF.

12, evOds X evOéws Ln.
13. €Xel, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.

— npépas texcapaxorra J reo.
¢

ia

Alz.

28. EfndOe

;

Sé YX wal e&ndrOev

Ln. Tf. Ala.
11

evdews { evOds Ln. TE.
44. pndev, om. Ln. Alz.
— ddr ¥ adda Ln. TE.

MARK.
44. Moons X Mavons Ln. Tf.
48. GAN X adda Lo. TE.

—év \ éw Tf.

16. TeA@VaY Kal duaptoray
dap. kai TeX. Ln. TE.
— Ti, om. Tf.

— jv (La.]
— mavraxdbev X mavrobev Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— TeA@vay Kal _ Gpaproav 2°
X dpap. kat rav ted. Ln.
(txt.) Tf.
— kal wrivet; [Ln.]

Cuapr. II.
1.mdAw elondOev X elondOev
mdAw Sch. Ln.; e@oeAGov
maduw Tf.
— Kat nova On, om. kat Tf. [Ln.]
Alz.

17. ovK HAOovXov yap HAO. Ln.
mg.
— «is perdvotay, om. Gb. Sch.

Gb. x].

Tay Tf.

(txt. )
20.

v2) ™ neEepa Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
21, Kal ovdels, om. kai Gb. Sch.
ia. Tf.
9. Aadet Braodnpias XY Aare? ;

~ pdxous X pdxkous Ln.

8. evbews X evOds Ln. TE.
— ovTws, om. Ln.; add.avtot Gb.
Sch. Tf. [Gb. -].

— eimev \ héeyer TE. [Gb. >].

9. Adéwvrac X adievrac Ln.
txt.

— cot X cov Gb. Sch. Tf.

_ emepparret X émiparre: Tf.

— ivati@ maka
X iarioy raatov Ln. TE. Adz.

mis yns aduevat Gb. Sch. Ln.

- eyovras (Ln. J

—
23.
-

- 6d0v moteiv \ ddorotety Ln.

- etSopev X etSapev Ln.

— é€v, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.
2s. autos [Ln.] Gb. >.
— eheyev \ AEyet Ln.

—hkorovdnaay \ AKodovGovy
Alzx.

16. kat of Bapioaion \ Trav bapioatwy Ln. mg. Alx.; add.
[kat] Ln. Alz.
— aitov éoOiovra X ote €oGier
Ln. Ala.

~ €rroiouy X edidouv Tf. Alx.

4. dvexopnoe pera Tov paénTov avrod X pera tov pad.
avr. avex. Gb. Ln. (txt.) Tf.
Alz.

—mpos \ eis Gb. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
— nxorovOnaav \ nKodovOnoev
Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~). [Gb. >].
_ aire, om. Tf. [Ln.] (Gb. 3).

8. ol mepl, [oi] Ln.
— axovoaytes \ axovovres Ln.
Tf.
— dca X & Ln. mg.

— éroies \ rrovet TF.
Alz.

Ln. Tf. Alz.

- expate X expagov Ln.TE. Alu.
ékyeira Kat of doxol drro- 12. avrov havepov \ av. avr.
Gb. Sch. Cst. Aodvrat X awddAuTat Kal of
aokoi Tf.
- TOUTOTL Xrovow Tf. Alx.;
ada oivoy véov eis aoxods
add. [6re jdevray Tov XpeKavovs BAnréov, om. TE.
ory avrov civat] Ln.
TapamopeverOar avrov ev 14. d@dexa, add. ovs Kal a7rotrois caBBact X avr. év Tr.
orddous @vépacev Alx.
oap. Starrop. Ln.
15. Oeparedvew Tas vdcous, Kal,
jp&avro of pabnrai abrod X
om. Tf.
of pal. abr. ip&. Ln. TE. Alz. 16. Kal, prem. mp@tov Sipeva

24. mouvcw,

— év T@, om. Ala.

6. cidews \ edbds TF.

Alz.

— ovderote ovT@s YX ovr. ovden. Tf.
15. eyevero X yiverat TE.

Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. Rec. »].

— bys &s 7 GAN, om. Gb. Sch.

— mpooémintev \ mpooemurrov

II. ens X €yetpe Gb. Sch. Ln.
— kal 1°, om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Ln.]
12. evOews Kal \ Kal evOds TF.

Ln. Tf.
5. cov, om. Tf.

22. pnooet \ py&et Ln. (txt.) Alx.
— 6 véos, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

X tov

Kpap. gov Ln. Tf. Ale.
10. aduevar emi ris yns \ ent

Ln. Tf.

—"Eyeipa X eyepe Gb. Sch.

11. €Oe@pet \ eOe@povv Ln. TE.

—

Ln. ; eyeipou 1,

pa X thy xeipa Exovrs Enpav

—avrod X am avrov Ln. Tf.
[ante TO 7A.)

- “Eyetpat X €yetpe Gb. Sch.
— Kat, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.
— gov Tov kpa8Barov

govow Ln.

3. eEnpapperny exovre
&
TH Xet~

Rec. »].

ékeivats Tais nuepas \ éxet-

ai duap. Gb. Tf. Alx. (Ree.
Gb. ~]. [cov] Ln.

Pracdnpet Ln. Tf. |

- pean ew. X xarypyopy-

Ln. Tf.

— kat oi, add. paOnrai Tf.
3. mapadurixoy peportes \ pep. 19.dc00v xpdvoy pO” éavtaov
€xovat Tov vupdior, ov dvmapa. Ln.
vavrat moreve, Gb. >.
rs 2b 6 YX érrov Ly. (txt.) Tf.
— pel Eavtdy €xovor Tov vup[Gb. x].
iov X €x. Tov vup. pel
s. doa O€ X kat idov Tf. Alzx.
éaut. Ln. ; sic, sed per av—adhéovrai X adievrat Ln.
2. evbéws [Ln.] om. Alx.

— cou ai duaprias wou X cou

X mapernpodro

— droxateotabn X dmexar. Gb.

Ln, Tf.

18. of Tv Papicaiwy \ of Saptoaio: Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf. [Rec.

— eis oikov \ év ok Ln.

2. rida

add. of paOnrai

gov Alz.

26.TOU apx., om. Tou Lu. Tf.
(Gb. 3]. Alz.

24. OVX, prem. kal Tf.
Cuap. III.
1. THY 1°, om. TE.
— hv, om. Ln. Tf.

1.

Gb.
— TG Livan dvoma X dvopa tS
Sip. Tf. Ln. mg. Alz.

14. Boavepyes \ Boavnpyés Ln.
Tf.

18. Kavavirny { Kavavaioy Ln,
Tf. Ala.

19. Ioxapiorny X IoKapio Ln.
Tf. Alz.

20. dxXos, prem. 6 Ln. Tf.
— pyre X pnd Ln. Tf.
as. Ouvarat \ Suyncerat Tf. La.

mg.

MARK,
23. oraOnvat 1 oikia éxeivn X 7
oik. éxeivn ora. Ln. (txt.)
Tf.

— crabiva J orivae TE. Ale.
26. orabivat X orijvae Tf.
2). ov Suvarar ovdets X ovdels

dvvarae Gb. Sch. Ln.; GAN
ov duvar. ovd. Tf.
- Siapracee X Stapracy Ost.

7d mAotoy €uB. Ln. Alx.; om.

TO Tf. [Alz.]
1. hv X hoay TE.

24. Kal mpooreOncerat byiv, om.
Gb.

— Tois dkovovow, om. Gb, Ln.

3. TOU, om. Ln. Tf.

Tf.

4. Tov ovpavod, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tk:

28. dy exn X exer Ln. TE
26. €av, om. Tf. Alx.

s. GdAo Se {kat GAXo La. (txt.)
Tf.

24. kabevdn Kal eyeipnrat X xadevdes kal éyeiperac Cst.

~ Praoravy
Bdaora Ln. Tf.
— metpades, add. kat [Ln.] Tf.
28. yap, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].
28.Tad duaptnuata Tois viois — evbéws X evOvs Ln. Tf.
is, prem. THs Ln.
TeV dvOpamav X rots viois
— mAnpn airov X mAnpns oiros
tT. avOp. ta duapr. Gb. Ln. 6. nhiov dé dvareidavros X Kai
Ln. Tf. Alz.
Tf. Alz.
Gre dvéretkev 6 HALos Ln. 29. as iy X mapadot Ln. Tf.
txt. Tf. Alx.
- Pracdnpia 6boas X ai BXa— evdews X evOvs Tf. Ala.
opnpiar, doa
6 Ln. Tf.; prem.
— éxavparioOn X exavparia6n- 30. Time X mas Tf. Ln. mg. [Gb.
ai Gb. —. Sch.

sw]. Alz.

cay Ln. mg.

4. Tas, om. Gb.

— dy ¥ éap Te.

8. dAXo X dAAa Tf. Alex.

29. eis TOV ai@va Gb. —.
- an’ X aa Ln. TE.

— av&dvovra X avfavdpevov Ln.

— Kpicews X dpaprnparos Ln.
Tf. [Gb.s]. Ale. (s. dpaprias)

1.”"Epxovrat ovv X kal Epxov-

Alzx.

Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alzx.

— €v, ter eis TE. [ter €v Gb. x).
9. avrois, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

—‘O
€xav X os exer
€
Ln. Tf.
— oi adehopot kal 7 enTnp av- 1o."Ore O€ X xal Ore Ln. Tf.
Alt.
rou X u]pit. avr. Kal oi
adeX. avr. Gb. Sch. Ln. [Ree. - nparnoav X nparav
7
Ln. TE.;
sic, 8. emmporngay Alz.
TE. sed adedo. avr.)
— THY mapaBorny X ras mapa— éotares { ornxores TE.
Bohds Tf. Alzx.
— hewvorivres \ kadodvres Ln.
Tf. Ale. [Gb. > pov. avr.) 11. yv@vat, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
vas Ln. Tf. Alz.

32. dxos mept avrov

X mepl

aur. dyA. Ln. Tf. [Ale]
— eimov 8€ X Kal héeyovow Ln.

Tf. Alx.

|

31. KOKK@ \ Kéxkov Gb. Sch. Ln.
— puxpdrepos X puxpdrepov Ln.
Tf. [Gb. ~]; add. éy Ln. Tf.
- éorl, om. Ln. Tf.
— TeV ert THS vais [Ln.]

32. peiCwyv, ante mavtwv Ln. Tf.

Alz. [wetfov Ln. mg. Gb. s].
33. WoAAats, Gb. -.

— ndvvavro X édvvavro Ln. Tf.
34. paOnrais avrod \ idious pad.
Tk

Alz.

— 7d pvotnpioy, ante SéSora
A

— ev Troia mapaBohy mapaBa~
Aepev avrny \ év rim adriy
mapaBoAj Oa@pev Ln. txt. Tf.

Ud

,

Tf.

36. dé, om. Ln.
— mrodpia X wAoia Gb, Ln. Tf.

12. Ta duaptnpara, om. Tf. [Ln.]

Alz,

37. avepov peydAn \ peydAn aveGb. 3. Ala.
— ddehpoi cov, add. Kai ai
pov Ln. Tf.
adedpai gov Sch. Ln, Tf. 1g. evbews \ evOvs Tf. Alz.
(Gb. +].
— é€v rais kapdias airav X év ~ ra be \ cal ra Ln. Tf. Ala.
— aro 78n yepicer
Oa \ Sy
avtois Ln. mg. Tf. [Gb. »].
33. amrexpiOn avrois, eyo X
yeu. TO mrAotoy Ln. Tf. [Gb.
dmoxpiOels abr. déyer TE. 16. evbéws X evOds Ln. Tf. Alz.
17. ev0éws \ evOds Tf. Ala.

(La, mg.)

we]. Alx.

18. ovToi 1° ¥ GAXo Gb. Ln. TF. 38. emt 1° Y ev Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.
— i) X kal Ln. (txt.)
{Rec. Gb. x].
Alx. [Gb. = obrol elow Cst.]
- adedcot pou, om. pou Tf.
_ Sueyeipovow Leeyelpovery Tf.
34. KUKA@ Tos \ Tovs KUKA@ — ovroi eiow, om. Elz. Gb. 3
— dxovovres { dxovoavres Tf. 40. OUT@; TOs ovK ExeTe \ ovGb. ».
7 éxererLn. [Gb. ~] Alz. ;
[Gb. ~]. Alz.
- KiKh Tous mept avrov X
otras oUTr@ Gb. ~
Tous mept adrov KUKA@ Ln. 19. TOUTOU, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.
41. traxovovow avT@ Py avT@
20. obrot X exetvou Tf. Alx.
_ mept avrov, Gb. >.
— ie X 20d Ln. Alz.

- ev \ ev TE. ter (Gb. x].
ai. avrois, add. Ore Tf.

35. yap, om. Ln. Tf.

—7d OeAnpa X ra Ocdjpara
Tf.

— aded7 pov, om. wou Ln, Ala.

— 6 huxvosEpxerat X epy.
¢
6
oxy. Ln. Tf.
— émireOn X reOn Ln. Tf. Ala.
22. Tt, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. >. Alz.

Umaxoves Tf. (Ale.]

Cuapr. V.
1. 7AGov X HAGev Gb. ».
— Tadapnvav \ Tepaonver Ln.
Tf. [Gb. ].

Ln.

— 6, om. Ln. Tf. Alx. [Gb. %, s. €f
pa) iva).

2. e&ehOdvrt ara X eEehOdvros
avrov Ln. Alz.
— evbéws, om. Ln. ; evOds Tf.

— euBavra eis Td motor Y es

- pavepoO}}, prem. iva Ln,
— eis pavepov €On X ENO. eis
avepsy TE.

Cuar. IY.

x.ouvnxOn

YX ouvdyera

Tf. Alx.

— modvs \ mAcioros TF.

13

— anmnvrncey X brnvrncev Ln,
Alz.

MARK.
3. pynpelors X pynuacw

Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ovre X ovdé Ln. TF.

18,

Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

Tf. Alz.

Ln. Tf. Ala.
19. 6 d€ “Incots X Kat Gb. Sch.

(Ln.) Tf.; Ln. PIncods).

— ovdeis nSdvaro X odkért ov-

Seis edvv. Ln. Tf. Alz.

— dvayyeidov \amayyethov Ln.

4. auTov loyve \ ioxvev adrov

txt. Tf.

— cot 6 Kuptos
{6 Kup. cor Te.

Ln. pa A
Tois dpeot

Kal

ev Trois

— éroinoe \ memoinxey Gb. Sch.

pynpacw X & Trois pynpa~

ow kal év Tois dpect Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
6. Idav Se X Kat Say Tf. Alz.
— amd, Gb. >.
4. etme \ Aéyet Ln. TE. [Gb.«].

22. (Sov, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. 3. Alx.

— dvdpartt "Idetpos Gb. >.
23. mapekddet
Alz.

— adr Tas xeipas X ras xei— bras cwbj kal Cnoerar ¥
iva oobi) kat (non Ln. Tf.
Alzx.; [kal (noerat Lu. mg.]
— Ores Y iva Gb. »,

Tf. Ala.

— dmexpiOn, héyar
X Aéyet adGb.

Sch.

Ln.

Tf.

10. mapexdAet \ aapexddouy Ln.
mg.
— avrovs dmooreiin X aroor.
avr. Ln. mg.

11. €kel Mpos TA Gpn ayéAn xoipov peyadn Bookopern:
12 kal mapexdeoay X exet
dyéhn xoipov peyary Boo~
Kopévov mpos T@ Spe Kat
qapeKddovy

Ln. mg.;

[pe-

yan Gb. 1.
- ra dpn X TO Opeu Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf. [Gb. + mpos T. dp.)
12. raves, om. Gb. Sch. [Ln.] Tf.
Alz.

Ale.

14. Oi dé X kat of Ln. Tf. Alz.

— dunyyetdav
\ arnyyedar Gb.

.avT@ X per adrov Tf. Alz.

— guvaxodovOnoa X dxodov8.

pay prov \ aproy pi
Ln. TE.

— edy \ dy Ln. TE.

11. doo dy py SeEwvra Yds dy
TOTos jut) defqrat Tf. Ale.
— dun eyo bpiv, dvexrorepov éorar Soddpors i)Topéppors ev nHEpG Kpivews,
7) TH moder exeivyn, om. Gb.
12. exnpuvocov \ exnpvéay Tf.
Alz.

— peravonowar Y petavdoow
Tf.

Ln.

— Ilérpov, prem. rév Tf.
*IaxwBov X adtod Gb. ».

.pxerae X Epxovrat Lu. Tf.

ies)co

14. €Aeyey

Y edeyoy Ln.

txt.

[Gb. w].

— €k vexp@v nyepOn X eynyepTat €K VEK ov Ln. Alz.

Alz

OdpvBov, add. kat Gb. Sch.

_ TryepOy X avéorn Tf. Alz.
15.”AdXot, add. dé Sch. Ln. TE.

Ln. Tf.

.6 d€ X avris Sé Ln. Ala.
— dmavras X¥ mavras Gb. Sch.

[Gb. %].
— €atlv, om. Tf. [Ln.]

— 7}, om. Gb. Sch. Ln Tf.
Ln. Tf.
— dvaxeipevoy, om. Gb. [Ln.] Tf. 16. elev \ €deyev TE. Ala.
—"Ort, om. Ln. Tf. Gb. >. Ala.

Alz.

_ cal

- KoDp X Koop TE.

= ror \ eyeipe
é
Gb. Sch. Ln.
42. eid X evOds TE.

eEéatnoay, add. evOvs TE.

4 w -yr@ \-yvoi Ln. Tf. Ale.

Cuar. VI.

— Tov exxnkdra Tov Aeyeava
=; Aeyiova Ln. Tf.

8. —

[Ln.] Tf. Alz.

Alz.

— dxovoas \ mapaxovcas TE.

Tf. [Gb. >]. Ala.
Gb.

Tf. Alx.

3. nOvvato X édvy. TE.
— ovdepiay Stivapey moujoas X
Trot. ovd. Suv. Ln. Tf.

Ln. mg.

. evbeéws, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.~].

s]. Alx.

13. kal iuatiopévoy, om. Kal Ln.

txt. Tf. Alz.
— ovyyevéot, add. adrod [Ln.]

— evdvonobe
Xévddoac OatElz.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— e&pdOov X 7AOov Lu.TE. [Gb.

4.€deye S€ X wal CAeyey Ln.

. €autns \ abris Gb. Sch. Ln.

en om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
.6 be, add. "Incovs Ln. Al.
- Ovyarep X Ovyarnp Ln. Tf.

—Tovs xoipovs X avrovs Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

X *lwoqros Ln. Tf.

Alz.

pay Tf.
9. aX \{ Aa

iuar. avrod Tf.
. evbews Y evOds TE. Alz.
. evbéws Y evOvs TE.

13. evOews 6 Incods [Ln.]; om.
— joay dé, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. 3

Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

. kay TOY tparioy avrod8 dypo- 10. Kai €heyev { xat eyes Ln.
mg.
pea Xeeay dopa Kay Tey

— of daipoves, om.Tf. [(Gb.3]. Ala.
6 "In. Gb. 3

— duvapers rovadras X ai Suv.
ai ro.avT. Tf.
3. Mapias, prem. ris Tf. Alx.
— ddedpos b€ X nal adegds

. Tis, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Alz.
Tf.

[Gb.

Rec. »].
— AeyearfAeytoy In. Tf. Ala.
— pot, add. €otiv Ln.

Alz.;

\ mapaxanei Tf.

pas aut Lu. Tf.

8. €x { dvd Ln. mg.
9. €mnpota X emnpernoer Ln.
mg.
— co. dvopa X dvopa oot Ln.

- ait X rovre@ Tf.
— Ort, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

—"Iwon

Ln. Tf.

Alz.

T@

3. €v TH ovvayoyy diddoKew X
61d. €v rH owvay. Tf.

—i per adrod X per avr. 7} = modol, prem. ot Tf. [Gb. +].

— ddvocow X ddvoer Ln. txt.

5. ev

euBavros X €uBaivovros Ln.

~

. prOev X epxerat TE.
14

— "I@avmmy, Gb. 3.
— ovros \ avtos Gb. x.
—€oTw avtos, om. Gb. Sch..
[Ln.] Tf.

— €K vekp@v, om. Tf. Alzx.

14.7) pvdraky, om. TH Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

19. jOchev X efjret Ln.
a1. Ore { 6 Te Ln.

MARK.
ar. eater \eroinoev Ln. TE. Alz. 36. dprovs, om. Tf. Alz. [Gb. ].
[Ln.]
22. aUTHS TIS \ avTod s. THS Ala.
— kal dpecdons \ ipeoev Lu. - yap, om. Tf. Ala, [Ln.] [Gb.
~ elev 6 Baotheds \ elrrev be — ovK €xovow,,
6 Bac. Ln.;
tev Tf. Alz.
. pe Gb. >.
a4.

6 d€ Bao. e-

H dé X xat Tf.

—airnoopa X airnowpa Ln.

om.

Tf.

Alz.

{Ln.] [Gb. s].

37. OSvakociwy

gov Tf.

g. avirrots XY Kowais Gb. Ln.
txt. Tf. Alx. [Rec. Gb. »]..

es].

txt. Tf. Alx.

rovot X ov mepum. of pad,

Snvapiov \ Sdn.

diak. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ddper X Sooper Ln. TE. Alz.
s. dope.

38. Umayere Kal, om. Kal Tf. Alz.
— Barricrod { Barrifovros TE.
[Ln.] Gb. 3.
2s. evbews \ evOvs Lu. TE. (Alz. - A€youer, add. [avr@] Ln.
s. om.) [Gb. —].
39. dvaxhivat r¢ dvaxdOjvau Ln.
Tf. Alz.

6. dmroxptOeis, om. Tf. Alz.

—"Ort, om. Tf. [Ln.] Ale.
— mpoepnrevoey X empodyr.
Ln. Tf. Ala.

— Otros 6 Aads X 6 Aads od.
Ln.
8. yap, om. Ln. Tf.

- Barris povs EeoT@y Kal Tr0Tnpley, kal adXa mapépora
TotavTa TOAAG TroteiTe, om.

Tf. Alz.
— pot dads e& airs \ eEavris 40. avérrecov ) avérecay Tf.
9. TnPHONTE X ornonre Gb. ~.
8s pou Ln. Tf.
— ava--dva, bis kara Ln. Tf.
12. Kal ovKért, om. Kai Ln. Alzx.
26. ouvavakeysevous \ avakerp.
41. AUTOU, om. TF.
Tf.
—mapabdow YX waparibdow - 7? marpt adroo 4 TH pytpr
QUTOU, om. avrov bis Ln. Tf.
— avriy abernoa X aber. adr.
Tf.
Alz.
Tf.
43. kocpivous mAnpets X kopivay
14. wavra \ wadu Ln. TE. (Gb. ©].
27. evbews YX edOds TE; 3; (sic s.
mypepara Tf.
om. Alz.)

— omekovAdtwpa X omekovAd~
ropa Ln, Tf.

44. @oel, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

45. eUOews \ evOds TE.

— amodvon X drodver Ln. Tf.

— evexOnva Keévéykat Tf.
48. eldev { idoy Ln. TE.
— Kehadiy avrod, add. ent ri- — kal repli, om. kal Ln. Tf.
28.

vaxt [Ln.]
6 S€ amedOav X kat awed.
Ln. txt. Tf. Alz.

29. 7AGov \ HAOay TE.
— TH pynpei@, om. TO Elz. Gb.

go. Kat evbéws XY Kal evOvds Ln.

- "Axovere \ axotvcare Ln. Tf.

— cuviere X ovvere Ln. Tf.
15. €krropevdpeva aa " abrov ¥ €k
tod avOpmmou exrropevdp.
Ln. Tf. Alz.

txt. Tf.; 6 dé evOvds Ln. mg.

16. €ltis Exes OTa axovewv, Gkov-=

gr. Atay Gb. >.
— Kat eOavpator, om. Tf. [Ln]

14. Weplt THS mapaBohijs X rh

84. evdéws X evOds TE. Alz.

aI. pLotxeiat,

€TO, om. Tf. Alz.

mapaBoAnv Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].
if: +t. Alo.
Alzx.
82. ny yap J GN’ hv Ale.
kal doa, om. Kal Ln. Tf. [Gb. —1 kapdia a’tév X avréy 7 19. kaOapifov X kabapifey Ln.
Tf. Alz.
=]. Alz.
kapo. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

30.

. elev \ Eyer TE.

~ Saaiidicote \ dvaraicacbe - éntyvovres, add. [oi avdpes
Tf. Alz.

TOU TOrrov éxeivou] Ln.

topvetat,

cdvot,

kXorrai X mopveiat, KNorai,
Pédvot, potxeiae Tf.

— nikaipovy X evKaipovy Ln. 53. mepwSpapdvres OA. T. mepi- 24. Kat exeiOev \ exeiOev dé TE.
Tf. Cst.
xewpov ex. _ mepeedpapoy — peOdpia X épra Ln. Ale.
— kal SwWavos, om. Tf. [Gb. >].
4 dr Bov X dnpbev Cst.
OX. T. x@pay €x. Kal Alz.
— «is Epnyov TOrov T® thoi — mepixwpov \ x@pay Tf. Ln. — Tv oikiay, om. THY Sch. Ln.
Tf. [Gb. 3].
X & tO mr. eis Epp. Td.
mg.
Tn. Ale.

— éxei, om. Ln.

of dxAot, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. $6. ToAets, prem: eis Tf. [Ln.]
— éréyvocay { eyvooay Ln. — dypovs, prem. eis Tf. [Ln.]
Tf.

- adroy, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. ; (om.
8. avtovs Alx.)

- éxet kal mpon) dor avrovs \
Kal 7AOov éexet Gb. ~; om.

Gb. Ala. 8. K. mpooqnd. avr.
kal ouvndOov mpds adroy,
om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Ala.
34-

6 Inaods,
om. Gb. Tf. Alzx.;
.
ante etdev [Ln.]
ém avtois \ em avrods Ln.
Tf.

3§. avTou [Ln.]

— éridovy X éridecayr TE.

—irrovro \ avro Ln. txt.
Alz.

Cuar. VII.
2.déptous X rovs apt. Ln. Tf.
Alz.

25. dkovoaca yap { avn «dbs
axovo. Tf. Alz.

26. hv O€ ) yur, X 7 S€ yuvty jv
Ln. Tf.

— Supopoinaaa { Supoporvikicoa Sch. Ln.; dpa Porvixicoa Tf. [Gb.]

— eeBidAp \ éxBddy Gb: Sch.
Ln. Tf.

- éx Gb. 3; om. Alz.

— éuéurpavro, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. 24. 6 dé “Incovs X cat Ln. Tf.
Tf.

4. amo ¥ ar Ln. Tf. Ala.
sg. emetta \ Kat Ln. Tf. [Gb. x].
Alx.

— of paOnrai wov ov tepura15

— eizrev \ éheyev Ln. Tf.
—Kaddov €ort X éorw Kaddov
Ln. Tf. Alz.

— Badeiy trois kuvapiots X Tots
xuv. Badety Tf.

28. yap [Ln.] om. Alx.
—ecbier

X éobiovow Ln. TE.

Alz.

MARK.
8. omupibas X opupidas Ln.

rovs Ln. txt. Tf, [Gb. ~].

9. of haydvres, om. Tf. [Gb.=].

Alzx.

Alz.

ag. “Amroxptels 8¢ X kat daroxp.

Ln.; amoxp.
Tf.
29. TO Sarpdvioy éx tis Ovya- 10. bine \ edéds Ln. Tf.
Tpés cov X €k ris Ovy. cov — euBas, add. [adrds] Ln.; ante 30. héyoou \ etraow Ln.
31.amd X td Ln. Tf. (Gb. J.
7 dap. Tf.
ev0. Alz.
30. TOugg see e€eAnrvbds, kal 12, onpetov emi(nret \ Cnret onAlx.
— dpxtepewy, prem. tav Gb.
v Ovyarépa BeBAnperny
petov Ln. Tf. Ala.
en Ths Khins X 7) matdtov 13. euBas madw \ maduw éuBas
Sch. Ln. TE.
BeBAnpevovent thy Krivnv
— ypapparéwv, prem. tov Gb.
In. Tf. Alz.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
kat 7d Saypdmov €&eAndv- — eis Td mAotoy, om. Tf. [Gb.
32. avrov 6 Ilérpos X 6 Ilér.
Od Lu. txt. Tf. Alz.
3). Ala. ; om. Tb Ln.

31.Kal Siavos, HAGe X HAGE

15. BAérrere, prem. [kal] Ln.

dua Svddvos Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. 16. Aéyovres, om. Ln. Tf. Alx.
Alz.
— €xouev X Exovew Ln. TE.
— mpos X eis Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.
14.6 Ingods, om. Tf.
32. Ko@or, add. kai Ln. [Gb. ].

— dinvoixOncav YX nvoiynoay

_mnp- Ln. Tf.Ala.
20. “Ore dé X wat dre Ln. mg.
— énra, add. [aprovs] Ln.

— Of dé eirov \ kal Aéyovow

Ln. Tf.

36. elmwow \ Aéywow TE.

— avrds, om. Ln. Tf. Alz.
— paddor, prem. avroi Ln. Tf.
Alz.

34. TOUS GAdAovs, om. TOUS Tt.
Cuar. VIII.
1. mapmdddov X madw mwoddod
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alz.

— 6 "Inoods, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf. Alx.

— avrov, om. Tf. Alx.

2. nepas \ nuepar Gb. Sch. Ln.

~ deyav X kal éyer Tf.
34. —
X et rus'Ln. [Gb. x}.

— €rt, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. -]. Alz.

— poyddov X poyytAdXor Tf. 19. TAnpets KAagpdrwv \ Kao.
[Gb. ~]. Alx.
33. EvOEws, om. Tf. Alx. [Ln.]

avr. Ln. Tf.
33- TO Tlérpq, «om. TO Ln. Tf.

avT@ Tf. Alx,

a1. Ilas, om. Tf.
— ovdX otra Ln. txt. Tf. Alx. 8.

_ noc \ dxoXovbeivy Gb. Sch.
Te Cst. [Rec. Alz.]

33. av \ egy Th.

|

- drohéon x drrohéaet Tf.
— TH Wuxi avrov X rh éav- .
Tov uxnv Gb. Sch. Tf. [Gb.
>].

— ovros, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Alz.
ras otra, §8. T@S ovY OUTM
a2.épxerat \ epxovra Ln. Tf. 36. apednoes \ @pedet Ln. mg.
[Gb. s]. Alz.

= By Oaaiday J BnOdavav Gb. »,
23. efnyayev X ebnveyKev Tf.
— Bret ¥ Brérers Tf.
24. éneye X etrrev Ln. mg.

Tf.

— dvOpwroy, prem. tov Ln. TF.;
dvOpwros Gb. ~. Ala. et Cst.
8. Ale. Tov avOpwrov.
— av kepdnon X Kepdnoa TE.

— dru ws dévdpa6p \ as dév- — (npeol X CqpewPhvar x ’
dpa Elz. Gb. Sch. [St. Gb.~ 37-7) rt dace dvOpwmos Tt
Alx. et Cst.]

yap Tf.

as. eméeOnke \ €Onxev TE.
38. Gy X édy Ln. Tf.
— pot, om. Ln. Tf.
— kal éroinoev avrov dvaBhe3. Tes yap X Kai Twes Ln. TE.
Cuap. IX.
war X xat di€BreWev TE.
Tf.

Alz.

~ paxpdoder, |prem. ano Tf.
—jKaow \ HKovee Elz. ; eioiv
Tf. Alz. s. HKaot.
4. der, prem. ore Tf.

Ce émnpara Xanpera Tf.
— eizrov \ eimay TE.

6. mapnyyewre \ mapayyé Aer
Ln. Tf.

— aprovs, add. [kal] Ln.

— napabaor X mapariOdow TE.
Alx.

[Gb. >]. Alx. s. kat éveBXeyrev.

— dmoxateatabn YX amexareordOn Lu.; amexatéorn Tf.
— eveBrewe

YX eveBrerev Ln.

Tf.

— dmavtas X dravta Sch. Ln.
Tf. [Gb. s].
26. TOV OikoY, om. Tov Gb. Sch.

— evAoynoas, prem. tavTa Ln.

28. amrekplOnoar \ eimay Tf. Alz.;
add, avt@ éyovres Ln. TE.

mapareOnvar

Ln.

— kal avta Gb. .
8. €payov Se X Kal &payoy Ln.
Alz.

Alz.

5. oKNVaS TpeEis X TpEts oKNVaS
6.AaAnon X AaAnmet Gb. ».
Oat. 33 dmroxp.Op Tf. Alz.

om. Tf.

24. avTOIS, om. Ala.

— rapabeivae.

— Tov “I@dvynv, om. tov Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf. Cst.
3. eyévero X eyévovro Ln. Tf.
— @S XLOY, OM. TE, [Gb. 3]. Ala,
— ddvvarat, add. ovT@ Tf. Gb.

Ln. Tf. Alz.

Ln. Tf.

— pndé eins tii év rH Kopn,

4. eixov X efyav Ln. Tf.
prem. s. add. avra Alz.

1. Tov Bde X &be tev Tf.

2. ped x pera Ln. Tf.

Alx.

— Iwdvyny, prem. ore TE.
— va ¥ Ort eis Ln. TE; Alz. s.

@s eva.
ag. A€yet avrois \ emnpwra av16

— hoav yap ExpoBor X €xpoBow yap eyevovro Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.

7. Oe X éyévero Ala.
= Eeyouea, om.Gb. Sch. Tf.Ale.

— avrov axovere \ akov. avr.
Ln. txt. Tf.

8. dAAd X ef py Ln, Alex.

MARK.
8. eidov, adAa Tov "Incody pd- 24. Kat ev0€ws, om. kal Tf. [Ln.] 42. mioTevovTey eis ewe X tie
ory é€xdvrev Tf.
[evOds Tf.)
vov we0” éavray ¥ €i8. pera
€aut. ef py TOY "Ino. povoy — pera Saxpioyv, om. Ln. Tf. — Aidos pvdixds X pros dvtLn. mg.

9. KaraBaivovrayv bé X Kat xaraf. Ln. Alx.
— amo X é« Ln.

ov X aX. Kai Kody mved-

= Supynowvra & cidov X a id.
Suny. Ln. txt. Tf. Alx.

pa Ln. Tf. Alz.

got emitdoow X éemirdcow

10.7), €k vexpav dvacriva \

oot Tf.

e& X dw’ Ln.
.Kpagay, kal mok\hd omapdEav X rpd&as Kal od. omapagas Gb. Ln. Tf. Ala.

Oray ék vexp@v dvaorty Gb.
s,

11. emnporev \ emnpotnoay Ln.
mg.
— héyovowy, add. oi Papwraior
kal [Ln.]
12. dmoxpiels, eimev \ eqn TE.

avrov, om. Tf. (Ln.] Alz.

qoAXovs X Tovs mrodAovs Ln.

.elaeAGovra avrov X ecicedOévros avrod Ln. Alz.

Alz.

cay Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alz.

16, TOUS ypappareis \ adrovs

— maperropevovro\ émopevorto
Ln. txt.

— va tis X tis iva Elz.
— ye X yvot Ln. Tf.

31. TH Tpitn nuepa X pera Tpeis
nuéepas Ln. Tf. [Gb. ©]. Ala.
17. dmoxpiOeis \ dmexpiOn aire 33. HAOev X 7AOov Ln. TF.
Ln. Tf.
—mpos éavrovs, om. Ln. Tf.
— eire, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx. azre-

(Gb. 3]. Alz.

KpiOn eis éx Tod dyxXov s. 34. €v TH OO@ [Ln.]
dmoxpilels ex Tod dxAov 34. eav X dy bis Ln Tf. Ale.
— d€Enrae X Séxnrar Tf. Ln.
eis elev avdTa.]
mg.
18. dy \ édy Ln. Tf.
Alz.

19.a07@ \ avrois Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf. (Gb. 3).

20. evOEws Td TVEdpa YXTO TrVEdpa evOds Ln. Tf. [Gb. x].
Alz.

— eomdpakev ¥ ovvermapagev
* Ln.

38. AzrexpiOn Se \ ey TE. Alz.;

[de] Ln.

— eis Td rip TO daBearor, om.
Tf. [Ln.] (Gb. 3]. Alx.
46. ver. 46, om. Tf. [Gb. >]. Ala.

47. Tou €ott \ é€oriv oe Tf.

so. dAas X dda Ln. Tf. Alx.

Cuap. X.
Tf. Alz.

— dia rod mépay X Kat mépav
Ln. Tf. Alz.

2, 06 Papicaiot, om. ot Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— emnpatnoar \ émnpotor Ln.
Tf. Alz.

4. elrov X etrray Ln. TF.

— Mons émérpewe \ emérpeWev M. Ln. Tf. Alz. s. M.
evereiiaro.
§. Kal dmoxpiOeis 6 "Inaovs X

6 O€ “Ingots Tf. Alx.
— tpiv, om. Alex.

4. Kal mpooKoAAnOnoerat pos
THY yuvaika avrov, om. Tf.
— mpos Thy yuvaixa X TH yuTf. Alz.
vatkt Ln. Alz.
ds ovK akodovbet ipiv, om.
8. pia odpé \ odpé pia Ale.
Gb. Alz.
exodvoapev \ exodtvopev TE. 10. €v TH oikia X ¢is THY oikiay
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ].
— drt ovK dkodovOei Hiv, om.
Tf. [Gb. >).

mup avroy Tf.; (add. Td ante
23. Suvacat \ Sdvy Ln. Tf.
mirTevoal, om. Tf. (Gb. -].

48. KaNOv, add. [yap] Ln.
— €oti cot \ €oriv ce Sch. Ln.

6. 6 eds, om. Tf. [Ln.]

22. avrov Kal eis mop \ kal eis 40. tpav, tréep bpav YX npar,

— dvvaca X dvvy Lu. Tf. Alz.

44. ver. 44, om. Tf. Gb. >. Alx.

6 "Imavyns, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
— T@ dvdpari, prem. ev Elz. Ln.

21. maroudGev, prem. ex Ln. TE.

mip Sch. Gb. +).

Alex.

— KuAAdv eis thy Cony eioedOeiv X kur. eioedOety eis r.
Cory Ln. Tf. Ale.
— cis 7d wip Td doBeoroy Gb.

1. KaxeiOev X kal exeiOev Ln.

Tf.

Gb. Ln. txt. Tf. Alx. [Ree.
Gb. ~].

avrov, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb. 3].

— co. €oti \ éoriv oe Ln. Tf.

Alx.

Tf. Alx.

— ore X dud ri Ale.
29. Kal ynoreia, om. Tf.
30. Kat éxeiGev \ xaxeiOev Ln.

— davX iddvres Ln. TE. [Gb. 9].

— efeBapBnbn X eeOapPnOn-

XY oxavdarion

Ln. mg.

— emnpotev adroy kar idiav ¥ — THY yéevvay, om. Ti TE.
kar’ idiav émnp. adréov Ln. — TOU Tupos, om. Lu.Tf. [Gb.-].

Tf.

13. }O€Anoay X 7Oedov TE.
14. avrois \ mpds adrovs Ala.
13. evOEws \ evOds TE. Alz.

43. oKavOaniCn

TE.

TE.

.abrov THs xetpds \ THs xelpos avrov Ln. Alx.

(Gb. »].

— pev, om. Tf.
— droxabiora YX aroxabiordvet Ln. Tf. Alx. 8. dmokaoTnoel.
eLovdevaby \ eEovdernO7y Ln.

Kos Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.

Alx.

— Kupue, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
23. mvedua TO GAadov Kal Ko-

41.

vmrep nuav Elz. Tf.
€v T@ Ovdpari pov X €v ovdpart Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— ipiv, add. Ste Tf. [Ln.] Ale.
— arohéon \ drodeoet Ln. TE.
42. pkp@v, add. rovt@v Ln. Ala.
17

— avrov, om. Tf. [Ln.]

— rod avrov{rovrou Ln.Tf. Alex.
— emnpetnoay \ emnperer Tf.
ur. cay \ dy Ln.

12. yur) Grokton X avri damoAvoaca Tf.

— yapnnOy Gre X-yapnon arAov Ln. Tf Alz.
21

MARK.
34. Kal paoriyocovow avrov, sr. Tt O€dews Toujow co. X t.
- emeriov Tots mpoopépoukal eumTucovow abr@ X
oot O€X. Tour Alz.
ow \ émeripev adrois Ln.
kal éprrio. avT® Kal pa- —‘PaBBovt X ‘PaBBouri Gr.
mg.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
OTLYOO. avrov Lu. Tf. Alz.
14. Kal put) K@AVETE, om. Kal Gb, — droxtevovow avtor, [adrov] 32. evbews \ evOus Tf.
Ln.
Sch. Tf.
— 7 "Inoov X abr Gb. Ln.
13. €av \ dy Ln. Alz.
- TH tpiry neepa \ pera Tpeis
Tf. Alz.
16. mdddyet X evhdyet Sch. Ln. ;
mpepas Ln. Tf. [Gb. ]. Alx.
avra Kal evn. ante riBels Tf. 35. Of viol, om. oi Tf.
Cuap. XI.
19. M7) potxevons rai ovev- — héyovres, add. aire Tf. [Ln]. 1. ‘Iepovoadnp X ‘IepoodAupa
13. ayy. aur. X adr. dy. Ale.

ons X HN pov. pay) pootx. Lu.

txt. (4) pov. Gb. >).

Alz.

Ln. Tf. Alx.

- airnowpev, add. oe Ln. Tf.

— eis BnOpay? cai BnOaviayX
- pyrépa, add. gov Lu.
Alz.
kal eis BnOayv. Ln. [Gb. s}.
— p1)droorepnons, om. Alzx.
36. moujoat pe X pe wroujoat TE.; — dmoaredXer \ dwéorethev Ln.
20. TavTa mdvra \ may. Tad. Ln.
Tone Ln. [Gb.<]. Alz.
2. evbews \ evOuds TE.
txt.

- epudragapny X epuraga Ln.
| = vedr. pov, add. Ti ért toTepo; Al.
21, €irev aita@, add. ei Oédeus
TéXewos eivat Alz.
— cou X oe Tf.

34. etrrov \ etray Ln. Tf.

— ovdels, add. ovr@ Ln. Alz.
—Avoavtes avrov X ddoare
avroy kat Ln. Tf. [Gb. ©].

— €k SeEvav cov X cov ék deé.
Tf.

— evovipev cov \ dpiorepav
Tf.;

Alz.

— dyayere X épere Tf. [Gb.

[cov] Ln.

38. Kal TO Bamrrica \ 7 Td Bar.

ew], Alx.

3. Té movetre Tovro \ ri Avere
Tov 7@Aov Ln. mg.

Ln. Tf. (Gb. s]. Alz.

—Tois mTwxois, om. Tots Lu. 39 elroy X eiray Ln. TF.
Tf. Gb. 3. Alz.
— per, om. Tf.
— dpas rov oravpév [Ln.] [Gb. 40. Kal €& evoviporv \ 7 && ed3]; om. Alz.

— "Ort, om. Ln. Tf.

— evdéws X edOds Ln. TE.
— dmooreXet { amrooreAdet Gb.

ov. Ln. Tf. Alz.

~ 24. Téxva X rexvia Ln.
— prov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Tois xpnuaciy, om. Tots Ln. 42.6 d€ "Incovs mpooKxadeod-

Sch. Ln. Tf. ©

4. AnndOov S€ X Kat anndOov

pevos avtovs X Kal mpoo-

Tf. [Gb. 3). Cst.

25.THS Tpupadias THs, om. THs

Ln. Tf.

kav. ait. 6 "Incots Ln. Tf.

bis Ln. [Gb. >]. Cst.

— Tov T&Xov, om. Tov Gb. Sch.

Alz.

Ln. Tf.

— eloeOeiv 1° Cst. X Sted Ociv 43 éorat X éorw Ln. Tf. Alz.
Gb.

Sch.

Elz.

Ln.

txt.

Tf.

[eioeAGciv Gb. «].

6. evereiharo \ eimey Ln. txt.

— €av X dv Ln.

— yevér Oat péyas \ péeyas ye-

24. O€, om. TE.

Tf. [Gb. 8].

4. Pyayov X hépovow TE. [Gb.

verOat Ln, mg. Ala.

— dvOparots, add. [rodro] Ln.
- TO G«@, om. T@ TE. (Gb. 71.

— mara yap Suvardéort mapa
T@ Oe@ Gb. >.
28. Kal fokaro, om. kal Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
~ éyew, ante 6 Ilér. Tf.

= nKkodovdnaaper X nKodovbnkapev Ln. Tf.

— didxovos tev X tpey dia-

~]. Alz.

— "ov Kal, add. €vexev Gb. Sch.
- pnrépas X pyrépa Ln. Alz.
of Gb. Ln.

Alz.

8. wodAot Se X Kat woAXol TF.

46. epxovrat X epxerat
¢
Lu. txt.

— dd lepixa \ éxeibev Gb. ~.

— els tiv 6ddy X ev rH 60@ Ln.

— vids ¥ 6 vids Ln. Tf. [Gb. 8].

mg. Alz.
'

— croBddas X oriBadas Ln.
wif Alz.

- €xomrov \ kdypavres Tf.
- dévdpav Xaadypav Tf.

— kal €orpe@vyvoy eis thy 6ddv
om. Tf.

Tf. Alz.

—‘O vids X vie Ln.

49. avTov porn Oivar X paovnware avroév Tf. Ala.

— éyerpas X €yetpe Gb. Ln. TE.

[Ln.] EE

— avt@ X adréy Ln. TE. [Gb. ~].

- yever Gar \ eivat Ln. Ale.

6 tupnrds, om. 6 Ln. Tf. Alz.
mpocairay X mpocairns, post
Tuprdos TF.
Nafwpatos { Nafapnvos Ln.

YX émiBddAovew

Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.

— tyay \ ev dpiy Ln. Ale.

Alx.

— i} yuvaixa, om. Lu. Tf. [Gb.

©]

— éwéBarov

kovos Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
44. ay X éav Gb. Tf.

29. Amoxpubeis S¢ 6 "Inaois i- —
mev \ en 6 "Ino. TE.; om. —
d¢ Gb. Ln.; Kal dzroxp. Sch.
— i marépa, i)pytépa X Hh pyr. 47.
i) war. Ln. txt. Tf.

31. Ob €oxXarol, om.
Alz.

- THY Ovpay, om. Thy Tf.

9. A€yovtes, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.
~). Alz.

10. ev ovdpatt Kupiov, om. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

:

Alz.

11.6 "Incovs, kal, om. Ln. Tf.

Tf. Alz.

— kai eis, om. Kal Ln. Tf. Ala.
13. pakpdbey, prem. amd Ln. Tf.
(Gb. s],

go. dvaoras X dvanndnoas Ln.

33. TOs Ypapparevor, om. Tois g1. Néyet ad’T@ 6 "Inaods X avr.
6 Ino. eimev TE. Alz.
Lu. [Gb. 3].
13

(Gb. 3]. Ala.

‘

—

MARK.
13. €upnoer TL

Te evp. Ln. Tf. g1.eAoyifovro

\ duehoyi€ovro

Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alzx.

Alzx.

— ovv, om. Ln. Tf. Ala.

- pudra, add. [ydva] Ln,
- Kaipos, Pram. 6 Ln.;

[6 yap

14.6 “Incods, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— éx gov eis rov aldva X eis
roy ai@va é€k gov Ln, Tr.

Kaio. addore Tf.
— avpacay X eOavpagoy Ln.
ai

32. GAN’ eay X aAAd Sch. Ln. TE.

18. emnpa@tnoayX ernpotwy Ln.

[Gb. »].

KaLpos ovk Hy Tf.

ry. Amddore ra Kaicapos X ra

— ehoBorvro X poBotpeba Alz.
— dmavtes X mwavtes Ln.
— 6rt bvTws XtdvTws Ore Tf.
Alz. (s. om. dvT@s).

txt. yh

19. Texva \ TEKVOY, post apn Tf.
- yuvaika avTov, om. avrov TE.
Alz.

33. héyovor T@ “Inood \ t@ *In- 20.
—
cov rey. ‘In. mg. Tf. ‘Ale.
— 6 "Inaovs drroxpubels X Lazro- ar.
13. 6 Ingovs,
om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.
kprdeis] 6 “Ino. Ln. Ala. ;
— ayopagovras, prem. Tovs Ln.
Alz.

~ pndeis X oddels Elz.

om. arroxp. Tf. Alx.

AeA

14. Aeywr \ Kal Eheyev Tf. Ale.
— avrois, om. Tf. [Ln.]
—"Ort, om. Ln.
—eénoujoate avtov \ adrov
erounrare Ln. mg.; me7rouNKATE avr. Tf.
18. ypappareis kal of dpxtepets
X dpx. xai oi ypap. Ln. TE.
Alz.

1. héyew J AaXety Ln. Tf. Alx.

— épirevoey dvOpamros \ avO.
eur. Tf.
— e&€doro X e&édero TF.
2,TOU Kapmov \ Tay Kapmay

La. Tf.eh. ~]. Alz.

bs abroy 2° [Ln.]
= ore mas X was yap Tf. Alz.
19. Ore \ Gray Tf. Alz.

— eEemopevero \ e&emopetovto

.of Oé X kat Ln. txt. TE.

maparropevdpevot

X

Tovs, bis ovs Ln. Tf. Alz.

\ admoKrév-

vovTes Gb. Ln. Tf.

TaparTropevd wevot Tmpot Ln.

6. oby, om. Tf. [Ln.]

Tf. Alz.

— vidy eXov X €xov vidy Ln. ;

22.6 "Inoovs, om. 6 St. & Elz.

[Gb. ~].

|

23. yap, om. Ln. Tf. Alz.

- maorevoy X morevy TE.
-—a\Yote.
— eyes X AaAe? TE.

— 6 eay ely, om. Tf. [Gb. 31.
24. dv, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Ala.

— mpocevydpevor \ mpocevxeoGe kai Ln. txt. Tf. Alx.
— Nap Bavere \ eAdBere Ln. TE.
[Gb. ~].

23. oTnKnTe \ ornKere Ln. TE.
26. om. ver. Tf.
— Tots ovpavois, om. Tois Ln.
28. Ne ovow X éheyov Tf. Alz.

— kai tis \ 7) Tis TE. Alx.
— tiv eovciay ravtny edaxev
\ Saxev riv eEovoiay ravThy Ln. Alz.

29. amroxp.Oels, om. Tf. Alx.
— tas Kaye \ Kaye bpas Ln.;
om. Kay@ Tf.
30. lwdvvov, prem. To Ln. Tf.
Alz.

Al.
— kal, om. Tf. Ala.

— éoxatn mavtev amébave Kat
yun X €oxaroyv mavrev
kal 1) yur) amréOavev Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.

23. ovv, om. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alz.
Alx.

4. AuboBodnoavtes, om. Lu. Tf. 24. Kal drroxpibeis 6 ‘Tyoods
elmrev avrois X ey adr.6
(Gb. 3]. Ala.
"Ing. Tf. ;dmoxp. Se, s. om.
- dréorethav nTiy@pevoy YX
kal dmoxptbels Alx.
ntiunoav Ln. Tf. Ale.
3. wad, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.
23. yapioxovrat \ ‘yapigovrat
— dmoxteivovres

Ln. Ale.

karahurav TE. Ln. mg.
22. €AaBov avTny, om. TE. [Ln.]

— dray dvaoréot [Ln.] [Gb.3).

Tf.
we

— arotécovow X arod\eowow

20. mpwt

Cuar. XII.

€mTa, add. obv Elz.
hoay, add. rap’ npiv Alz.
kal ovde avtos apjxe \ pr)

eixey viov Tf.
— avrov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. -].
Alzx.

kat avrov, om. kat Tf. [Ln.]

- mpos avrous €oxarov X fox.
mpos avr. Ln. Tf.
4. elrov X eimay Ln. Tf. ; post
mpos €avrovs Tf.

8.auTov dméxreway YX areéxt.
aur. Tf.

Lu. Tf.
— of év Tois, om. of Gb. Sch. Ln.

26. rns Bdrov \ rod Barov Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— ws \ ms TF.
— 6 cds "Ioadk, kai 6 Ceds,
om. 6 bis Ln. Tf.
24.6 Qeds, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

— Geds (ayTav, om. Geds Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— tyeis ody, om. Tf.
28. elOws \ day Ln. Alz. s. kai
iar.
- avrois amekpiOn X dzexp.
avr. Tf. Alz.

— e£€Badoy, add. abrév Ln. Tf.
Alz,

9. ovv, om. TE.
14. of Oé { kal Ln. txt. Tf.

— di:ddokers, add. eime ody hpiv
Ln.

—tmacav X wavrev Gb. Sch.
Ln.Tf.; (€vToA?) 2peTn mdytoy Tf. Ln. mg.)

29. ‘0 de Ingods dmexpibn \X
dmrekp. 6 "Ino. Tf. Ln. mg.
- auto, om. Tf.

— Knvoov Kaicape Sotva. X
Sovvat Knvooyv Kaioapt Ln.

— race \ ravrey Gb. Sch. Ln.
Cst.

— Ta, om. Gb.
1g. elO@s X iSov Gb. ~.
16. Oi de X (ol dé] Ln.
— évtohav) [evToAn ear) Ln.;
—eirov X eiray Lu. txt. Tf.;
(Te mporn eotiv, ”Axove)
héyovow Ln. mg.
Tf. [Gb. ©]; [wdyr@y porn
Gb. ~].
17. Kal dmroxpibeis6 X 6 dé Ln.
Tf.
— avrois, om. Tf.
19

go. kat e€ OAns THs Siavoias
ov, om. Tf.

MARK.
30.
31.
32.

avrn mpory evToni), om. Tf.
Kal devrépa, om. kat Tf. [Ln.]
opota, om. Tf.
eds, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

9. yap, om. Tf.

10. Oet mporov \ mparoy det Ln.

Tf. [Ln.] Alz.

11. dtav O¢ X xat Gray Ln. Tf.

35. éare AaBid X A. éort Alz.
36. yap, om. Tf. [Ln.]

— dydyoow X &yoow Gb. Sch. 33. kal mpooevxerbe, om. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.

34. KaL Exdorg, |om. kal Ln. Tf.
.
— pecovuctiov \ pecovixriov

— pnde pederare, om. Tf. [Ln.] 35. oe, prem. i TE.
Alzx. (Gb. 3].
— 6 edy \ 6 dy Ln.

Tf.

—T® Ilvevpart TH, om. Ta bis 12. mapadwoe S¢ X kal mapad.

38.

— eioehOer@ X eioeA Oar

éheyev avtois ev 7H didax7
avrov X év r. O18. adr. @eyev Tf.

. katecGiovres X KatéaOovtes

Ln.

Jf. Alz.

— dpa te X te Gpat TE.
16. dy, om. Ln. Tf.

18.1) uy} tov, om. Ln. Tf.

Tf.

- BTOX!) Gb. st.
43. A€yet \ eimev Gb. Ln. Alz.
[Rec. Gb. »].

— BeBrAnxe X €Barev Ln.
— Baddvrav X Baddévrav Ln.
Tf. Alz.

Cuar. XIII.
1. TOY pabnTav, prem. ex TE.
2.6 erste drroxpweis \ dzroK.
6 "Ino. Ln.; om. arrokp. ee.

- oixodopuds, add. auny éyo

19. Hs €xteoev \ Hy exr. Ln. Tf.
20. Kuptos exorAdBace \ €xodd.
6 Kup. La. mg. Tf.

ar. opiv ein \ etary dpi TE.
— Idov 1° X ie TE.
- Is om. Tf. [Gb. -].

— idov 2° X iSe Lan. Tf.

— murrevonre \ muorevere Gb.
Sch. Ln. txt. Tf.

Tf.

. TOU ovpavod EvovTat exmim-

Alz.

tovres \ €vovrat €k TOU ov-

- AiO x AiOov Alex.

3- emnporav X émnpora TE.
4 Eire \ etzrov Ln. Tf. Al.
— mavta Taira \ radra ravra 26.
Ln.; Tadra curt. wart. Tf.
s. dmoxptOels, om. Tf. Alz. (s. 24.

6. yap, om. Tf.

4. dxovonre \ dxovere TE.
“ Yap, om. Tf.
8. kal éoovrat, om. kal Tf. Alz.
— Kat €covrat, om. kal Tf.

— kal rapaxai, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
~). Alz.

9. dpxat X dpx7 Sch. Ln. [Gb.~].

Th.

3- kal ovrtpiyaca, om. kat Tf.
— 70 addBacrpov \ roy ahaB.

Ln.; THv add. TE.
- kara, om. Ln. Tf.

4. Kali A€yorres, om. Tf.
5. TOUTO, add. Td pvpov Gb. Sch.
Lu. Tf. [Gb. >].

— tptaxociay dSnvapiov X dyy.
6. els cue X ev enol Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

4. avrovs \ avrois Ln. Tf. Ala.
8. eiyev \ €oxev Gb. Sch. La.
TE

— avrn, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
— pov 76 capa X rd cOpd pov
Ln. Alz.

9. duny, add. Sé Tf. [Ln.] Alz,

Alz.

23. iOov, om. Tf. [Ln.]
GAN ¥ dda Ln. Tf.
— apeby, add. &d¢ Ln. [Gb. »].

hey. avr. Ln. Tf.

— OdpuBos tora X €or. Odp.

. Wevddxptorot Kal, om. Tf.
— dv X édy Alz.
— kal d@covor \ roumoover Tf. — TovTo, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
— kal rovs éxAexTovs, om. kal 10. 6 "Iovdas 6, om. 6 bis Ln. TE.

cot (s. tpiv) Ore Alz.

kal amokp. 6 "Ino.]
— avrois ipéaro eye \ HpE.

Cuar. XIV.
2. de X yap ILn. Tf. Alz.

Tptak. Ln. Tf.

LG. =I.

6 ‘Ingoos, om. Tf. [Ln.]

37. @ Oe ¥ 6 Se Ln. TE. Ala.

Ln. Tf. Alz.

Gb. Sch.

— elev 2° J Neyer Gb. Sch. [Ree. 14.70 pnOev trd Aamir rod
mpopryrov, om. Gb. [Ln.] Tf.
Gb. »].
Alz.
— 6 Kuptos, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
— Kadov \ xa@icov TE.
_—é€aTds X éornkds Ln. Tf.;
éoTas Elz.
— tromddiov X troKdro Tf.
34. ov, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb.-. Alz. 15. €, om. Ln.
— vids adtov éort X avrod éc- — eis THY oikiay [Ln.]
Tw vids TE.

Te,

— 01 ayyehor oi \ dyyeXos TE.

Alz.

— trav Ovao.ay, om. tev Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Tat Tf.

32. Kal THS X 7} THs Gb. Sch. Ln.

Tf.

33. Kat €& OAns THs Wuxjs, om.

31. mapeAOdow \ mapedevoov=

— cis, prem. 6 TE.
— rapade X rapadot Ln.; (sic
Tf. post avrév [Alz.])

11. €Ukalpws abtoy X avroy evkaipws Ln. Tf. Alz.
- mapadg \ wapadot Ln. TE.

pavod trimrovres Ln. Tf. Ala.
(s. €xrrimt.)
moAAjs Kal SdEns X cal SdE. 14. eav \ dy Ln. Tf.
— katddupa, add. pou Tf. [Ln.]
moAX. Ln.

avTov 1°, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
[Gb. >].
— avTov 2°, om. Tf.

28. auTHS Hn 6 k\ados YX Hdn 6
KX. avr. Ln. Ala.
- yweooxere ‘f YvooKerat Tf.
29. Tavta ldnre \ tdnre Tadra
Ln. Alz.

30. ravra Tavta \ Tavra ravra

Alz.

18. dva@yeov advayatoy Gb. Sch.
Ja: ; dva@yatov Tf.

— €rouov [Ln.];
add. Kal).

— €xel, prem. kat TE.

19. Oi dé, om. TE.
— xa’ \ xara Tf.
— Kai Gos, Mp tt eyo; Gb.
+, Al.

Tf. Alz.

om. Ala. (s.

31. mapedevoovra \ mapedev- 20. arroxpiGels, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
oerat Gb. Sch. Ln. mg.
20

-]. Ale.

MARK.
20. per euov, add.. THY xetpa Ln.
21. é pev, prem. Ore TE.
- iY, om. Tf. [Ln.]
22.6 Incovs, om. Tf. [Ln.]

avr ) droxpiBaae X droxp. 66. é€v TH AVA KaTw X KdTw ev
TH avAy Tf.
aire Ln. Tf. Alz.
. TO Nourdy, om. TO Ln. Tf. 67. "Inoov no0a X jada rod

40.

"Ing. Ln. Tf.

68. Ok oida, ovdé X ovre ofda
- payere, .om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 43. eiibéos X ebb Ln. Tf.
ovre Ln. txt. Tf.
23.70 moTnptoy, om. TO Ln. Tf. —"Iovdas X 6 Iovd. 6 Ln. Tf.
(6 "Ioxapi@tns, s. loKapt- — ri ov { od ri In, Tf.
(Gb. >]. Ala.
— kal ddéxrwop éepevyoe [Ln.]
ats, s. Exapi@rns Ala.)
24.70 THs, om. Td Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.
>].
69. maAuy, om. TF.
— dp, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Ala.
— mapeotnkoow \ rapeotaow
— modvs, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alx.
— Kans, om. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alx.
Tf.
44. mapadiovs X mapadovs Lu.
— wept \ trép Ln. Tf. Alx.
yo. kal 7 Nadiad cov dpuodcer,
— exxuvdpevov \ exxvvvdpevoy
mg.
Ln. Tf.;

Td exxuvy.

trep

— draydyere X amdyere Ln. Tf.

woAAGy Tf.
Alx.
23. wiw \ mpocde mueiv Gb. ». 45. ev0ews X evds Ln. Tf.
— yerrnyaros \ yernparos Tf. _ eye, add. avt@ Alzx.
_ papi, om. Lu. [Gb. +]. Alex.
(. xaipe)
— ev Th vuKtTl TavTn, om. TE. 46. er abroy Tas Xeipas avuTa@v
X Tas xetp. er avrov Ln.;
{Ln.] [Gb. 3]. Alz.
Tas XElp. a’r@ Tf. Ala.
— SvackopmicOncerat Ta mpo-

{Gb. “].
27. év Epol, om. TF. [Gb. 3]. Alz.

Bara X SiarKxopric Oncoy~
rat Ta TpdB. Ln. Alx.; Ta

mpoB. SiacxopmicOnoovra.

44. Tis, om. Ln. Tf. Alzx.

— @riov \ @rdpioy Ln. Tf. [Gb.

om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Ala.

y1. Opvvdew \ duvivae Gb. Ln. TE.
(Rec. Gb. x].

42. €x Sevrepov, prem. evOds Ln.;
pram. evdews Sch. (Gb. #).

— Tob pnparos ob X TO Piva
@s Ln. Tf.; TO pyya 6 Sch.
[Gb. ].

~ bi dite dis X dis pov. Ln.

- haben pe tTpis X Tpis pe
amapy. Ln. TE.

~].

— e&nOere X &&nOare Ln. Tf.
29. Kat ei X ei Kat Tf. Alz.
Ala.
é
Tf.
30. Ott, add. od Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 49. éxpaTnoare X ygoites
— & TH vuxri ravtn \ tavTn so. wavres epuyovX epuyov
TH vukrl Ln. txt. Tf. Alz.
mayres Tf.
- Tpis drapynoy pe X tpis pe 5 . €ig Tis veaviorkos \ veaviokos
-

amapynon Ln. Tf.

3t. 6 de, add. Tlérpos Alex.
— €k Tepiocod \ ex mepiroas
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ©]; Alz. s. qe-

[Gb. x].

Alz.

3]. Al.
.am avrey [Ln.] [Gb. -]; om

— pe d€n X ben pe Ln.

, dpxtepéa, add. Kaidday Alzx.
- auto, om. Alz.

PeOonpavet Ln.

Tf. Alz.
33. TOY “IdKwBSov,
Sch. Ln. Tf.

om. Tov Gb.

54.70 Pas, om: 7) Elz.

88. evpeooy J nUpurKoy Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.
38. mpoeAOav X mpooedAOav Gb.

60.Td perov, om. Td Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

~, Alz.

36.dm éuov rodro \ rotr. dr
eu. Ln. Tf. Ale.
38. eloeAOnre \ EAOnre TE.
40. Uroatpewas X madw ehday
Ln. Tf.
— wad, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3].

UWddre@, om. ro Ln. Tf.

Alzx.

2. emnpatnoey \ emnpora Ln.
mg.
— eimev ait@

X aire

Reyer

4. €ENNPOTHTEV X emnpara
é
Tf.
— karapaprupotorw X Karyyo~
povow Ln. Tf. Alx.

Tay Lu. Tf. Alz.

8. avaBonoas X avaBas Ln. TF.
10. mapadedaxeroav \ mapéda-

— oi mpeaBirepou kal of ypap~
kay Alz.
pareis X of ypap. Kat of
12. drroxpiGeis mdduv Xm
mpeop. Ln.

— pel” éavrod X per avrod

— €recev \ emunrev Tf.

—7@

4. oveTaciactayv X craciac-

Alz.

32. 00 TO X 6 Ln.

— én TO, om. Ln.

Tf.

— of veavioxot, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

piooas.

— €heye { Adder Ln. txt. Tf.
— padAor, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

— Pebonpavi

tis Ln. Ala.

nkodovber { cuvnxonr. Lu.TF.
[Gb. ~] ; 7KoAOVOnceEY Sch.

Cuap. XV.
1. evOews X evOds TF.

daroKp. Ln. Tf.

— elev X €deyev TE.
~ Gédere, om. Ala.
— dv Aéyere, om. Ln. Alx.

. ovdev amrexpivato X ovk azre- — Baowréa, prem. roy Ln. Tf.
piv. ovdev Tf. Alx.
Alx.
kaOnpevov ex Se&vav X ek 13. €xpagav, add. Néyovres Ln.
Alz.
dcE. xa. Gb. Sch. Ln. txt.
Tr.

64. THS Praodnpias X rv Bdanpiav Ln.

— eivat €voxov
\ €voxor eivat TE.

14. Kakov é€moingev X érrol. Kakop Tf.

— mepiccotépws

\ mepiooas

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— BeBapnpéevor X KkaraBapv- 6s. €8adAov X €dAaBov Ln. Tf. - éxpafav X expatov Ln. Alx.
[Gb. ~] ; Ala. s. €AdpBayvor, 14. evdvovcw X évdwdvoKovow
popevot Ln. Tf. [Gb. 9].
Alx.

Ln. Tf. Alz.

s. €Badov.
21
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18. Baowred X 6 Bactreds Gb.
Sch. Tf.

Ta tOta X avtrov Ln. [Gb.

20,

>].

— eEdyovow X ayovow Ln.
— oTavpocacw \cravpocovow Ln. Tf. Alz.
.am X aio Ln. Tf.
. emt, add. tov Alz.
. Tel, Om. TF.

. oTavpocavres adrav {oravpovow avroy kai Tf. — Stepépifoy X Sirapepivovrat

32. auto, prem. aby Ln.

33. Tevouerns dé X Kai yer. Ln.
Tf, Alz.

34.7) Spa th evvatn X rH ev.
pa Ln. Tf. Alz.
— héyor, om. Tf. Alx.

—Aappa YX Aewa Ln.; Aaya
Tf.; Aya Cot.
— pe eykarédumes X eykar. pe

. madat \ #dn Ln.
.o@pa \ wrépa Ln. TE.
. kal kabedov, om. kat Ln. TE.
— xatéOnxev X €Onxev Ln. Alz.
. loon ¥ 4 lwonros Ln. Tf.
— ridera ¥ réOevrar Lu. Tf.
(Gb. ~]. Alz.

Cuar. XVL.
Tov "lax@Bov, Gb. > Tov
THs pods \ pua Tov Ln.

Ln. txt. Tf.

38. 1dov X ie TF.

36. ets X tes TE.
— kal yepicas,

Gb. Sch. Ln: Tf.

ex X avo Ln. Ala.
om.

Kat Ln.

by
&
H

Tf.

ora

kal enrnpodn 1) ypahy 7 - mrepibeis Te, om. Te Ln. TE.

28.

Aéeyouca, Kai pera avdpov ehoyic@n, om. Tf. [Gb.

=).
29. Ovai X Ovd St. Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— év Tpiolv nuepats oikodopay
X oixod. rpicly nyep. Ln. Te.

avOp. Ln. Tf.

. Tov "lax@Bov, om. Tov Ln.
Tf. Alz. (s. om. 7) TOU.)

—"Ioo}

Tf.

31. O€, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

32.Tov “IopanA, om. Tod Ln.
Alz.

— morevooper, add. adT@ Ln.
Cst.

— ovdev, om. Ln. (? erratum.)
g. ver. 9 ad fin. om. Tf. [Gb. 3].

Cuar. :&
kal 7)Yury avrov X Kal yur
abr Ln. txt. Tf. Alz.

€veorrLoy Yeévdytvoy Tf.

=

4.9 EdtodBer qv X fv’ Edt
oder Ln,; Hv 7) Edo. TE.
Alz.

8. évayte \ evaytiov Gb. x. Alz.

42. mpoodBBaroy \ mpos odBBaroy Ln.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.

TOU Kupiov, om. Tov Gb. Ala.

.TAnpobncovra X wAncO7covrat Gb.

22. ndvvaTo \ é3évaro Lu. TE,
bo

25. 6 Kupuos, om. 6 Ln.
26. umd \ amo Tf.
— Nagaper ¥ Nafaped Ln. Tf.

27. mepynoTeuperny
\ epynorerpevny Ln. Tf.
28. 6 dyyeXos, om. Tf.

EYTEP HEVOM,add. €k veKp@v

14, TavTa mapaxohovOnoet \ ma
paxodovénoet Tatra Ln.

43.9AOev X €hOav Ln. Tf. [Gb. 18. Prayer JBravrn Gb. Sch. Ln.
es]. Alz.

— Ilwdrov, prem. rov Te.

28.

19. Kuptos, add. "Inaovs Ln. Alz.
20."Apnv, om. Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln.

E.

evAoynuern ov ev yuvakiv,
om. Tf. [Gb. >].

29. tOovea, om. Gb. Tf. Alx.

To Bpep. €v ayadd. Gb.
Sch.

49. peyaneia X peyaha Ln.

- Sterapax On emt
€ T@ Ady@ adv- $0. yeve@v X Kal yeveds Tf. (Gb.
~]; [els yeveay Kal yeveay
Tov X emt rH Ady@ duerap.
Gb. Tf. Ale.; Betanighs
Gb. s].
Gb. ~; [doica dverapax
On ss. eis Tov aiava \ €ws ai@vos
Gb. x].

. ToD Aaov Av X Hv TOU Aaod 30. avTH \ mpos adrny Ln. mg.
-yernoe YX yevéret Gb. Sch.

ap’ X map’ Ln.
exci, add. 5€ Ln.
vorepor, add. 8€ La.

Alz.)

L U.K
wm

Tf.

. eiaeAOovaa X ehOovoar TE.
. aro Yaan Ln. Tf.
aan’ X dda Ln. Tf.
Taxv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
. kpagas, om. Tf.
Se
See
Ala
de X yap Ln.
— 6 aOperos obros X ott. 6

~
X "Iwojros Ln. Tf. Io,
(om. ev Alx.)
14.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.
kat karadBa YX xatraBas La, 41 .al kal, om. Kat Ln.; (om. at =

30.

dmoxexvAuorat \ avakexvAXt-

34. €orat, add. pow Ala.
. yerv@pevoy, add. €k cov [Ln.]
[Gb. +].
‘ ovyyerns, X ovyyevis Ln. Tf.

— yap Xynpet Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
.T@ Ge@ { rod Geov Ln. mg.

Gb. Sch. [Rec. Gb, »].
36. ooet \ os Ln.

39. 6ydén npépa X hyp Th dys.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alz.
61. €c7rov X eiray Tf.

—év TH avyyeveia X ex tis
cvyyeveias Ln. Tf. [Gb. x].
Alz.

62. auTov X auto Ln. Tf.

. Mapa: X Mapia Ln. mg.
66. Kal xelp \ kal yap xelp Ln.
Tf. Alz.
a) "Edo dBer Tov domac pov
tis Mapias X rév don. r. 67. mpoednrevoe X empodytev=
oev Jan. TE
Map.n ‘Eto. Ln. Tf. Ala.
69. TO olk@, om. T@ Ln. Tf. Alz.
. poviy y kpavyjj,
TE.
.€v ayadduacer Td Bpédos X — rod rraidbs, om, Tod La. TE.
22
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40. TY am aidvos, om. Tav Tf.

Alz.;

(8s. ry

enta

mono. Kal np. Ln. txt. TE.;
[Alx.] (rounowper TE.)
14. pos avrovs \ avrois Ln. Tf.

pera

avdpos)

Alz.

14. TOY €xOpGy, om. TY Ln. TE. 39. @S XZos Ln. Tf. Alz.
— dard, om. TF.
= Hpav [Ln.] om. Tf.

73. Tdoas Tas Nwepas X maoas

Alz.

16. bas, add. eis peravotay Ln.
—Kupig X cd Ln. txt. Tf. 17. kal SvaxaOapuct X diaxaba-

38. aUTn, om. Ln. Tf. Ala.

Tais nuepats Ln. mg.
Alx.
— THs Cans, om. Gb. Sch. Lu. Tf.
46. Kat ov, add. dé Tf. Alz.
— €v, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].

Cuap. II.

39. THY woAw avltav
éavta@y Ln. Tf.

pac Ln. mg.
19. Pidimmov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

XY wédAw

Tf.

kal, [kat] Ln.
2.1) drroypapy), om. 7) Ln.
TH Ln. TE. Ala.
- Kupnviou X Kupivou Ln.
Ln. Tf. Alz.
3. Otay { éavrod Ln.
om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
Alz.
3). Alz.
4. Na{aper X Nafapad Ln.;
— copias X copia Tf. Ln. mg. — nvddxnoa X edddxnoa Ln. TE.
Nagapeé Tf.
3. admoypavacOa X amoypd- 42. avaBavroy X davaBawdovtav 23.6 “Ingots w@oel eray tpidKovta apxopevos X 6 Ino.
Ln. Tf. Alx.
peor Oar Ln.
Gpxop. @vel eray TpidK. TE.
— peprnorevpery
\ €uynotevp. — els ‘Iepooddupa, om. TE. [Gb.
Ln. Tf. Alx.
— yuvatki, om. Ln. Tf. Ala.

4.7 pdtyn, om. TH Ln. Tf.
[Gb. >]. Ala.
9. Kupiou 2° Gb. >,

12, €omapyavapevor, add. Kat
[Ln.] Alz.
—TH parry, om. TH Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
14. evOokia \ evdoxias Ln.

13. Kal of GvOp@rot [Ln.]; om
Alc.

20,
— Na¢aper { NagapéO Tf.; et —
22.
sie deinceps.
40. Tvevpatt, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.>). —

Zl Alx.

Lu. mg. Alz.

43. €yv@ “loon kal) pyrnp X

poy s. evpay Alx.
Alxz

19. Mapes X Mapia Ln.
20. eméatpewav \ tméorpevray

— dy, as évopitero, vids X dv

vids @s evou. Ln. Tf. Alz.
—"Iwond, prem. rod Tf.

eyvacay ot yoveis Ln. txt.
Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alx.

44. €v TH ouvodia eivae X eivar 24. Matar X Maréay Alz.
— Iavva X lavvai Ln. Tf.
év TH ovvodia Ln. Tf. Alz.
—kal ev, om. ev Gb. Ln. Tf. 26. TOU Zepel, TOU "loond Xr.
Alx.
48. auTov
Alx.

:
1°, om.

Deuely, T. "Iwonx Tf. Ln.
mg. Alz.
- ‘Tovda X Ida TE.
24. Iwavva X "Iwavay Ln. Tf.

Gb. Tf. [Ln.]

— (nrodvres X dvaCnrovvres Ln.

28."EApoddp \ “EApaddp Ln.

Tf. [Gb. wl]. Ala.

46. ped X pera Tf.
- <tmov X ehddovy Ln. mg.
16. dvevpov x dvedpav Tf.; «d- 48. etre, ante mpos aut.

17. Oveyvopioar X eyvepicay Ln.

Tf.

29. "loon bSeInood Ln. Tf. Alz.
31.Tov Maivay X rod Mewa
Alz.
(Ln.] Tf.
gr. Kal HAGev Gb. >.
— mdvra Ta pnyata \ T. pnp. — Nadav X NaOdp Ln. mg.
Ln. Tf.

32. 2875 X "IwB7d Ln. TE.

mavra Ln. txt. Tf.
— ravta [Ln.]

— Boog { Bods Ln. Tf. Alx.
33. TOU ‘Apay \ rod "Adpeiy,

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

21.70 madiov \ avrov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

mpowéOnke
€y TH, om.
@0¢€l ws
héyovoay,

Cuap. IIL.

~

Tov “Apvi Tf.;

Tov "Apaye,

TOU “Topap Alz.

2.emn \ emt Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- kal exh On, om. kal Alz.
22. auTav \ avrns Elz.; avtov

— dpxtepéwv X dpxtepews Gb.

Gb. ».
23. vopne, prem. T@ Ln.
24. VOLO, prom. TO Ln. Tf.

— tov Zaxapiov, om. Tov Gb. 38- Sante X Zepodx Gb. Sch.

— veooaovs X\ voaaovs Tf. [Gb.

- Regen X ’Eopoy Ln. txt.

Sch. Ln. Tf.
Sch, Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

— Bdadex X Pddrey Tf. Lu. mg.

3. THY TEpixwpov, om. THY Ln.
Tf. Als:

Alx.

~]. Alx.

4. A€éyovros, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. =]. 36. Kaivay \ Kaivap TE.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

s. evdetay X pAclns Ln. Tf.
‘ovv X dé Alz.
9. kahov {Ln.]

23. hv dvOpwmos X avOp. fv Ln.
mg.
.
—dyov iv XY jv dywy Gb.
28. avTov, om. Tf. [Ln.]
33. lwonp \ 6 "Iworp Ln.; 6

maTnp avtod Gb. Tf. Ala.
[Ree. Gb. »].

3s. 5€ [Ln.]

37. Laped \ *IdpeO Ln.

Alz.

Cnapr. IV.
I. IIvetparos “Ayiou mAnpns X

10. ToujTopev X TomT@pey Sch.

mr. Tly, dy. Ln. Tf. Ale.

— eis THY Epnuov X ev TH €py-

Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].

pe Ln. txt. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Ala.
2. VoTEpoY, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

II. Aéyet X éheyev Ln. Tf. Alz.
12. cimov \ etray Ln,

— rouncopev \ roujo@pev Ln.
36. érn pera dvdpos énra
€
X pera
Tf.
avSpos €rn émta Ln. Tf. 14. Kat qpeis ri moujoopev X ri
23

Alz.

3. Kal etmrev X einev dé Ln Tf.
\

Alz.

LUKE.
4. Inoovs mpds adrov héyor X 24. Neepay Naupay Ln.Tf. Alz. 8. Tov “Inood, om. rod Ln. Tf.
mpos avr. 6 “Inc. Ln. Tf. 29. po éppvos, om.ths Gb. Sch. Io. 6 *Inaois, om. 6 Tf.
Alz.

-6 dvOperos, 66 Gb. >. Cst.
— GN eri ravi pnyare Ocod,
om. Tf.
s. 6 duaBodos, om. Tf. (Gb. =].

- avréay @xoddpunro X @xoddp.
abtay Tf.
— eis TO X Gore Gb. Ln. Tf. Ale.
34. éyor, om. Tf.

38. eg Xaan Ln. Tf. (Gb. s]. Ala.

Alzx.

— eis dpos bYnddr, om. TE. [Ln.]
6. cay X dy Ln. Tf.
4. pov X €uod Ln. Tf.
— ravra \ waca Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— Td pécor, om. TO Gb. Cet.

38. €« X amd Tf. [Gb. »]. Ale.

mevOepa, om. 4 Gb. Sch.
n. Tf.

8. auT@ etmev J eimrev av’T@ Ln.

39. wapaxpnpa Se X Kat mapaxpnpa Ln. mg.

- "Yraye orig@ pov, Sarava,

40. emOeis X émtriOets Ln. txt.

om. Gb. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
- yap, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Il. dmavra \ mwdavra Ln.
13. cimoy X Aeyou Ln. Alz.
13.0 avrov,
3). Alz.

om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

14. Papioatot, prem. of Ln,
— eAnvOdres X orvedndrvOdTes Ln. txt. Alz.
19. Oud qroias, om. dia Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
20, avT@, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Ala.

(s. TO mapahutix).
21. dpievar dpaptias \ dyaptias apeivat Ln. txt.Tf. Alz.
- povos er Alz.

Tf. Alz.

41. Kpd{ovra \ kpavyatovra Ln. 22. aroxpubeis, om. Ln.
23. Eyerpar

- Tpookurncets Kupvoy Tov
Gcdv cou X Kup. tr. Gedy
aN ee
Ln. txt. Alz.

-—6 Xptords, om. Gb. Ln. Tf.

— 6 vids, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

—eis tovro X émt Trovro Ln.

Tf. Alz.

\ €yepe

Gb. Sch.

Lu. Tf.

:

24. €£ouciay€
exet évids TOU ay9. a eased X Hyayer Se TE. 42. €(nrouv \ éme(ntrovy Gb. Sch.
Opa@rrov X66 vids Tod avOp.
Lu. Tf.
eovotay €xet Tf. Ln. mg.
43. HE bei xX det pe Ln.
— avrov 2°, om. Tf.
— mapadehupev X mapahvreAlz.

. Oru Gb. 3.
.€imev ait@ 6 “Inaois, om.
. thy Nafaper, om. tTHv Ln.
Alz.

. ‘Heaiov rod mpodyrov X Tod
apop. ‘Ho. Ln. txt. Tf.
dvarrbfas X dvoiEas Ln. Alx.

“Tr

18.

evexev \ eivexev Gb. Sch. Ln.

Tf. [Ln.] ae.

. of 6pOarpot joav X Hoav oi
opCahpol Ln. Tf.
: Ovx ovTos éorw 6 vids ‘Ioon X obxt 66 vids €oTw

"Iwonp ovros Tf. Ln. mg.
Alz.;
23.

(ovxt Ln. txt.)

ev TH Kamepvaotp X eis K.
Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz. (s. €v). (Ree.
Gb. »].

. €t &rn, om. emi Ln.
. Sdpenra X SdpeOa TE. Ala.
— SWavos

-—dnéorakpa

XY dmeotadny
28, “sé X éd’6 Tf. (Gb, ©

In. Tf. Alz.

X Sdevias Ln. Te.

[Gb. w]. Alx.

. emt "EXooatou TOU mporprTOU ev ™@ *Iopandr Xeev TO
"lop. éeml’Eduo. Tov mpop.
Ln. Tf. Alz.; CEXtcaiov
Ln.)

Alx

26. kai €xoraots €\aBev aravtas kal edd£aloy Tov Gedy,
— rns Tadaaias X rips “Iovom. Alz.
Salas Alz.
24. eedcaro X eidey Ln. mg.
28. dravra \ wavra Ln. Ala.
Cuap. V.
Ln.
1.TOU akovew \ Kat axov. TF. — nxohovOncev\nxodovder
Tas ouvaywyas Tf. Alz.

txt. Tf.

Ln. mg. Alz.

Tf.

— evayyerifer
Oa X edbayyedicao Oa Ln. Tf.
— idcac
Oa tovs ovvTerpipevous THY Kapdiav, om. Gb.

ke Ln. [Gb. »]. Alz.

- <mipes X €yetpe Gb. Sch. Ln.

Tf, Ale.

44. €Y Tals cuvaywyais X els

Cst.

_

Alz.

2.000 mAota X mAoudpia Svo 29.6 Aevis, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
“DE, ~All:
Ln. mg.; duo hovdpia Tr.
— TeAwvay troAds Y wodds Te- doBdvres ar avtav { ar
avr. amoB. Tf. Alz.
Aovav Ln. Alz.
— amém\vvavy YX exdvvoy Ln. 30. of ypappareis abréy kal of
Paproaion X ot Sap. kai of
Tf.; emAvvay Gb. ~. Alzx.
Ypap. avt@y Ln. Tf. Ale.
3. TOU Liuevos, om. Tov Ln. TF.
a pera, add. Tév Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.
— kai duapradar, om. Tf.
31. ahha YX ad’ La. Tf.
Ln. mg.
33- €urov \ euray Ln. Tf.
.6 Sipav, om. 6 Tf.
— THs vuKTos, om. THs Lu. TE. — Atari, om. Tf. Alx.

— kai xabioas\ xaOioas Sé TE.

Alz.

— 7d Sixrvoy X ra Sixrva Ln.

mg.
6.ixOie@v mrAnO0s
ixOvav Gb. Sch.

34. 6 O€, add. "Inaods Alx.
— morevewv, om. Alx.
38. kal Gray \ [kat] Ln.

YX wdAnOo0s 36. emiBAnpa, add. amo [Ln.] Tf.
[Gb. ~]. Alx.

— dueppyyvuto dé 76 Sixrvoy 4 — kawod, add. cxioas TE. [Gb.
~]. Alx.
dueppyoero Oe ra Sixrva
Ln. mg.; dtepyoerc dé TO — oxife: \ oxioes Ln. txt. TE.
Alz.
Oixrvoy Tf.
4. Tos €v, om. Tots Tf. [Ln]
~ ouppavet XcvpporncerLn.
Alz.

Tf, Alz.
24
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v

LUKE.
36. ewiBAnua, om. Tf. [Gb. 3]. 10. Uyts, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 36. ovv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.
— ws 7 GAAn, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb. ~ xabds kal, om. kat Tf. [Ln.]
Cst.; prem. 70 Alx.
©]. Alz.
Alx.
37. pn&ee X piooe Ln. mg.
.monoeay X momoaey Ln. 37. Kal ov pay X iva 2) Ln, txt.
— 6 véos oivos X 6 otvos 6 véos
Alz.
— py katadicdgere, prem. kat
Ln. Tf. Alz.
Tf. Alz.
.e&n bev X e&edOciv adrov
38. kat duddrepor ouvTnpodyTf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.
38. Kal weoadevpévoy Kat om.
Ta, om. Tf. [Gb. >). Ala.
14. IdkwBov, prem. kai Ln. TF.
kal bis Ln. Tf.
— ev0éws, om. Tf. Alx.
Alz.
:
— dmepexxvvdpevoy \ vrrepeKPidurmoy, prem. kat Ln. Tf.
xuvvopuevoy Ln. Tf.
Cuap. VI.
c

c

Lal _

al bo

1, Sevreporpare, om. Tf. [Ln.]

— 7 yap aitO perp 6 XO

Alz.

13. Mar@aioy, prem. kat Ln. Tf.
— Tay oropipwy, om. Tav Ln.
Tf.

— xepol, add. abrav [Ln]
2. avrois, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.-].

yap pérp@ Lu. txt. Alx.
~ dvriperpnOnoerat X petpnnoerat Ln. mg.

Alz.

— Tov TOU, om. Tf. Alzx.

. Lovday, prem. kat Ln.Tf. Ala. 39. Eize Se, add. kat Ln. Tf. Ala.
—Ioxapiorny \ IloKapiod Ln. — mecovvrat \ eumerouvrat Ln.

” ia)

txt. Tf. Alz.

TE:

Alz.

— ds Kal, om. kat Ln. Tf.
40. SuddoKadoy avrod, om. avtov
— Troteiy ev, om. Ln. Tf. Ala.
Lu. Tf. Alz.
3. mpos avrods eimev 6 *Incovs 18. OxAoUpevon \ evoyAovpevot
42.7) THs, om. 7) TE.
Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.
X 6 "Ino. elev mpds adrodvs
Ln. Alz.
— td X dd Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— exBadeiv, post rod ddeAdod
— Omore X dte Ln. Ala.
-— kal €Oepamevoyto, om. kal
gov Tf.
Ln. Tf. Alz.
— dvres, om. Ln. Alz.
43. ov0e, add. maAw [Ln.] TE.
4. @S, om. Tf. [Alx.]; m&s Ln. 19. e(nret { e(nrovy Tf. Ln. mg.
Alz.
22, plonowory \pronoovory Ln. 44. Tpvy@ot orapvAny \ orap.
txt. [Alv.]
mg.
— €daBe, kal Gb.-, [om. Alx.];
tTpvy. Tf. Alx.
AaBov Ln. [Alzx.]

— vera ¥ évexev Ln.

— kal Tots, om. kal Ln. Tf. Alx. 23. xaipere \ xdpnre Gb. Sch.
6. kal év, om. Kal Ln. Alz.

— éxei GvOpwmos \ avOp. éxei
Tf. Alx.

4. mapeTnpouy \ mapernpovvro
Ln. Tf. [Gb. 9]. Alz.
— avTov, om. Sch. Ln. [Gb. 3).

45. avO perros 2°, om.
[Gb. 3]. Alzx.

Tov Alz.
mg. Alz.

- 76 aOpore X tO avdpi TE.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.
—"Eyewpar X éyerpe Gb. Ln. Te.
Alx.

—‘O dé ¥ kat Ln. Tf. Ala.
g. ov» X dé Lu. Tf. Alz.

— @ncavpod ths Kapdias ad-

Ln. Tf.

Tov 2°, om. Tf. {Ln.] [Gb. 3].

23. €umemAnopevot, add. viv Alx.
— dyiv, of yedadvres \ piv, om.

— Tov TEepiovevpaTos Ths, om.
Tov et THs Ln. Tf. Ala.
—Aadei 7d ordpa avrod X 1d
ordépa avr. Aadet Ln. [ad-=

Tf. [Gb. >]. Alz.

10. T@ avOpamr@ \ aie Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~].

— éroinoey \ e&érewe Gb. ~.

Alz.

— mavtes, om. Gb. Sch.

Tov Gb. ~].

— ravra \ ra a’ra Ln. txt. TE. 48. TeOepehiwro
Ale.; ravra Ln. mg. [Gb. ©]. |
27. ANN X dAda Ln. TE.

yap emt thy

mérpay X du TO Kad@s oi-

Kodopeio Oat adrny Tf. Alx.
28. buy { buas Gb. Sch. Ln. txt. 49. oikodopnoavtt \ oiKoSopovy—kal mpocevyecOe, om. Kal
Te Ln.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ev0éws YX edOds TE.
— tmep X rept TF.
— &mece \ cuverecer Tf. Alex.
30. O€ TH [Ln.]; om. dé Ala.
Kal bets [Ln.]

—’Erepornow \ émepwre TE. 31.
Alz.
33.
— ri { ef Ln. Tf.
34.
-Tois odB8acw \ to oaBBare La. txt. Tf.
— amodeca YX amoxreivat Gh.
Sch. [Rec. Gb. s].

[Ln.]

— radta \ ra ad’ra Ln. txt. Tf.
Alz.; ravTa Ln. mg. [Gb. ©].

— Ocparevoes \ Ocparrever ad- 26. Upiv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
8. Kal etre \ etrev Se Tf. Ln.

Tf.

Xapis eori X eri xapis Ln.
Oavei(nre X Saveiontre Ln.
txt.; daveiCere Tf. Ln. mg.
[Gb. 9].

— arodaBeiv X \aBeiv TE.

— yap, om. TE.

Cuar. VII.
1.
4.
—
—

"Ezet d¢ X émesds) Ln. Te.
Tapekddouy \ npetrey Alex.
héyorres, add. atte Alz.
mapeEee { mapéEn Lu. Tf.
Alz.

6. 6 Exardvrapxos idous X pi-

— ol, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3). Ala.

33. ameArrifovres \ adbedmigov-

Aous 6 éxatovT. Tf. Ln. mg.
Alz.

— eipe ixavds X ixavds eius TF.

Tes Ln.

Alz.
,
— oUT@, om. Gb. Cst.

— modvs, add. év Tois obpavois

— dmoxatectaOn \ dmexateordOn Gb. Ln. Tf. Alx.

— Tov viorov, om. Tod Gb.

{Ln.] Sch. Ln. Tf.
25

Ln. mg.

— b7d THY oTéyny pov X pou
tro tT. orey. Ale.
4. laOnoera Ytadire Tf.

LUKE.
9. ovde X ovre Cst.
10. of meppbevres eis Tov otkov
X eis ray etxov of meu. Ln.
Alz.

— daGevotvra, om. Ln. [Alx.]
11.77 €&ns \ To e&Hs Ln. mg.
[Gb. »]. Cst.

— ixavot [Ln.] (Gb. -]; om. Alz.

12. TeOynk@s [Ln.]
— vids povoyeris X povoy. vids

16. emtTiOnow \ riOnow Ln. TE.
Tehovarv piros { didros teAwvav Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
17.00 yrooOnoerat X od ph
yroaoOn Ln.
35. TOY TéKVaY a’THS TavTaV \
34- ecbiav X €oOav TE.

TavT@y T. TEK. avT. Ln. TE.;

Alz

— avrn, add. hv St. Ln. Ala.
(Gb. 3]. Cot.

13. avexabioev
mg.

\ éxaOsioev Ln.

— edaxev X amédaxev Ln. mg.
16. dmayras \ mavras Gb. Sch.
— éynyepta X 7yépOn La. TF.
Alzx.

txt.

Th TWodEL, Aris Hv YL Ares — avtdv, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. Alzy
hv ev Th woAEL Ln. txt. Tf. 22.Kai éyevero X eyevero Se

Tf. Ln. mg.

— ikavds Hv, om. Hv St. Ln. Tf.

In. Tf. Alz.
— emtyvodca, prem. kal Ln. Tf.
— éveBn \ aveBn TE.
[Gb. ~]. Ale.
— dvdxeitar X Kataxerrat Ln. 23. Gvémov, post Aiuyny Ln. mg.
Tf. Alz.
24. eyepOeis \ SteyepOeis Tf. Ala.
. Tapa Tovs mddas avrov éri- 25. €OTLY, om. Ln. Tf. Ala.
ow \ éricw mapa rods 16- 26. Vadapnvav \ Teparnvaey Ln.
das avrovd Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Ala. (s. Tepyeonvar).
— Tots Sdaxpvot, ante ApEaro

14. €v maon \ év [Ln.]

— avtimépay \ avtimepa Ln. TE.
(Gb. s].

Ln. Tf. Alz.

19. Invovv { Kvptoy Tf. Ln. mg.

18. yap dy X av yap Tf.

20. kal dmnyyéAn X aanyyéAn
[ravrev Gb. >; om. Alz.]
dé Lu. Tf. Alz.
Tv oikiay \ Tov otkoy Lu.
Tf. Alz.
— Aeydvra@v, om. Ln. Ala.
— dvexhiOn {karexdiOn Ln. Tf. 21. pos avrovs \ avrois Ln.

— e&cuaoce \ e&euake Alz.
gnot,

20. €l7rov X eiray Ln. Tf.

Awddoxade,

eimé

YX 24. €k xpdvev ixavay \ Kal xpd-

Awd. eirée, pyoiv TE.
.Xpewperdéerar \ xpeopedé-

— Gov X erepoy Alz.
a1. Ev avtn X ev exeivy Tf. Ln.

Tat Ln. Tf.
. dé, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. 3. Alex.

mg. Alz.

— dé,om. Ln. Tf.
—7d Br€érew, om. Td Ln. Tf.

v@ ixav@ Alz.
28. kat dvaxpdafas, om. Kal Ln.
Tf. Alz.

—Incov Gb. =
— Tov Geov Gb. >.

— eié, om. Ln. [Gb. >]. Alz.
— abrov dyannoe Y dyannoes 29. Ilapiyyyeude \ mapyyyeAhev
Ln. Tf. Alz.
avrov Ln. Tf. Alz.
22.6 Inoovs, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alx.
— dre tupAol, om. Sri Ln. Alz. 43. dé 1°, om. Tf. [Ln.] Ala.
— eSeopeiro { edecpevero Tf.
24. mpos Tovs bxAous X Tois By- 44. ext tovs mdédas pov \ pou — diappnooer X Svapno. Ln. Tf.
emt médas TE.
dots Cst.
— daipovos \ Satpoviov Ln. txt.
— e£edndvOare \ e&ndOare Ln. — Ths Kephadjs, om. Gb. Sch. 30. Aéy@r, om. Ln.
Ln. Tf.
(Gb. s].
—€oTlv dvopa \ 6vopa é€orw
. elondOov \ elandOev Gb.~.
23. eeAndvOare \ e&nAOare Ln.
Ln. Alz.
.
pou Tovs mddas X Tovs 708. — dada rodda eiondOev X
(Gb. »]. Alz.
26. eLeAnrvOare X eEnOare Lu.
prov Gb. Ln. [Gp. >].
elonrO. Sap. mod. Ln. TE.
. pou Tovs 17édas \ rods 1d8. 31. mapeKddet \ apekddouy Ln.
' [Gb.e], Ale.
[Gb. 3]. Cst.

~ un

pov Ln. Tf.

24. €y@, om. Ln. Tf. Alz.

28. Aéeyo yap, om. yap Tf.; duny
heya, s. hey Oe, 8. Neyo
Alz.

— mpodyrns, om. Ln. [Gb. >].
Alz.

— Tov Bamticrtov, om. Tf. [Gb.
=). Alz.

gt. eure 5é€ 6 Kupios, om. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

32. Kal A€youow \ Aeyorres TE.
— vpiv 2°, om. Alex.

33. dptov eabiav X erbwv dptov Ln. Tf.; [dprov Gb. >;
om. Alz.]

—olvov
7

trivev \ tivev
‘

Ln. Tf.;

Alz.]

/

[oivov Gb. >;

oivoy
ae

om.

4 ~T.ai

(Gb. s]. Alz.

duapria aitns X abn ai 32. Bookopevav

dyap. Ln.
4 © .ovTds €orw \ é€orw ovros _ =
Ln. Ala.
33.

\ Bookopern

Ln. txt. Alz.

mapekddouv . mapexddeoay
Ln. Tf. Alz.

elonAOev

YX eiondAOov

Sch.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. s].
Cuar. VIII.
Sch. Tf. [Gb. 34. yeyeonpevoy \ yeyovos Gb.
w&.avT@ X adrois

~].
Sch. Ln. Tf.
amo ¥ éx Ln. Tf. [Gb.]. Alex. — dred Odvres, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.
s. avrov X éavtov Cst.
35. kKaOnuevoy tov avOpwmov ¥
6. érecey \ xarerecev Tf.
8. émt X eis Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Tov avOpwrov KaOnpevoy Ln.

9. A€yovres, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].

mg.

36. Kat of iddyres, om. Kat Ln.

Alz.

(Gb. 3]. Alz.
13.ad fin. add. Tadta, éyor
-€pavet, ‘O €xav ra axov- — 6 Satponabeis Gb. 3.
37. npetncav \ npetnoev Ln.
ev, akoveT@ Ct.
16. Avyvias { THY Avyviay Alex
26

LUKE.
2, acOevodvras \ doOeveis Ln.

37. Vadapnvar \ Tepaonvay Ln.
Tf. Ala. (s. Tepyeonvey).
— Td TAOtoY, om. TO Ln. Tf. Ala.
38. edcero \ edeciro Ln.

Oe

a
———

— "I@dvynv kal ldkwBovX Idk.

kal "I@dy. Tf. [Ala.]

g. OcE@vrat X Séyovrat Ln. TE.

3). Ala.
39. eroinoév wou \ coe érrol. Ln.

— um avtov, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.

31. €Aeyor, add. (S€] Ln.
33. 6 Llerpos, om. 6 Cst.

7. yevopeva X yevdpeva Ln. mg.

— oxnvas tpeis { rpeis oxnvas
Alx.

— Mocei piav { piav Movoei

3). Ala.

Tf. Alzx.

— éynyepra X nyépOn Ln. TF.

go. eyévero dé ev TH \ ev BE TH
— troorpéwa X troorpéepew
Ln. mg.

4I. avros x ovros Ln. txt. Ala.
42. @s \ ooel Ale.
~ "Ey 8¢ 16 imdyew X kat éyéVETO €V TO mopeverOa Ln.

Ln. Tf.
Io,

Alz.
I

i)

[Ln. mg.] (Gb. »]. [Alx.]

Térrov €pnpov mdb\ews KaXov-=
pens X mwohw kadoupevny
Tf. (Gb. ~] Ale.) ; [eis Té-

— Biov, add. adrns Ln.
—tnr \ amr Ln. Tf.
48. per adrod \ adty atte Gb.
Ln. Tf. Alz.

— kal Néyets, Tis 6 dydpevds
om. Alz.

46. Inoods Gb. 3.
— e&ehOodaav X eEeAndvbviav

3). [Alz.]

— éwpdxacw X éwpaxay Tf.
ov €p. Gb. ~]. [Ala.]
34. €V TH, om. ev TE.
. OeEduevos X amodeEdpuevos t 38. aveBdonoe \ eBdnoev Ln. TE.

Lalw

.amedOdvres

x pone Tf.

Gb. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~]. Al.

[Alx.]

_Kpatet, add. kal pnooer Alx.
.exBarAwow Y éxBdroow

— dv0 ixdves \ ixddes S00 Gh.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

. kal aveEopat \ €ws wére avek.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

io

; padnral, ¢add. abrod Alz.
19. elroy \ etrray Ln. Tf.
: ’ Arroxpieis dé 6 Ilérpos X
II. dédzrox. Tf Ala.; dro.

Alz.

— &d¢ Tov vidy cov X rév vidy
cou de Gb. Sch.; [de Gb.
~],
43. érroinaev \ émoles Gb. Ln.TF.
[Alz.]

—6 “Inaods, om. Tf. [Gb. 3].
~

~[Ala.]

is] Lal

de Il. Ost.
45. épotnoa \ emepwrnoa Ln.
[Alz.]
.elmeiv X eyew Gb. Ln. TE.

2 1s)

.eyepOnvar \ dvaornvat Ln. 48. eav X dy Ln.

2&

.edOciv X tpyerOar Gb. Ln.

— pr X pnkére Ln.

[Ala.] [Rec. Gb. x].
Tf. [Gb. »]. LAlz.]

Ln.

— ovdeva X riva civ aire Lu.

é€oti pot \ pol €or Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.
— eivoy \ eimay Ln. Tf.

- aire, om. Tf. Alz.
go. evar, om. Ln. Tf. Alz.
— mrioteve \ miorevooy Tf.
s1. EiaeAOav { éeAOav Gb. Sch.

— ériBreov X émiBNeyrar Gb.
Sch. Tf.

— Tovs dypods, om. Tods Alz.
13. bets hayetv X ay. tyeis

48. warts om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].

ard Ln.

[Alz.]

\ mopevbévres

. KNuoias,add. [aot] Ln. [Alw.]
Tf.
47.aUT@, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. 13. avekduvay { KaréxAwav Alz.
(6. mapatideva. X mapabeivar
Alz.

47. Wav X eidas Cst.
— éora \ éorw Ln. txt.Tf. [Gb.

ev]. Ala.

49. 6 "Iwdvyns, om. 6 Ln. TE.
— drapynodabe X dpynoda
bw — éni X &v Alex.
Tf. [Alz.]

Tf. [Alz.]

~ "TdxwBor kal I@dvyny X “Iody. kal "Idk. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
$2. oUK \ ov yap Ln. txt, TE. Ale.

— dréOavev, add. Td Kopdctoy

Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.

— kal dpdatw tov oTavpdy av-

54. ekBadov ¢&@ mavras, Kal,
om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alz.

— éyeipou \ eyeipe Ln. Tf. Alx.
1. waOntds avrov, om. Gb. Tf.
Alx. (s. amoorédous).

Tf. [Gb. 3].

exwdvopev

Ln. mg.

go. Kat eime X etzrev Sé Lan. txt.

(Gb. 3].

24. dv \ éav Cst.
24. @Oe { avrov Tf.

— éoTnkétav \ éctatev Gb.
IX.

— ra Sarda, om. Ta Sch. Ln.
—éxorvcapev

Tov Gb. >.

— Kad’ nyepav, om. Sch. Ln.

Ala.

Cuap.

.6 "Inaovs, om. 6 Ln. Tf. [Gb.

Ln. Tf. Alz.-

Sch. Ln. Tf.

Gb.>;

avrovs Tf.
. dyamnrés \ éxdeeypevos Tf.

Ale.

YX ovvebdrBov

43. ¢€is larpods X iarpois Gb.

Ln. mg.

— éxeivous eioedOeiv X eioed8.

-— 6 ‘Hpwdns, om. 6 Gb. Sch.

Tf. Alz.

—acuvéermyov

[Gb. Sch.] Ln. Tf.

. emeckiacey \ émeckiagey Tf.

Alz.
8. ets tes TE. Ala.; (s. om. €is).
© . Kat eirev X efrey dé Lan. Te.

Alz.

- We

Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.
(Gb. wl. Alz.
— kal Tor, om. Kat Tf. {Ln.] Alz.

49. Tapa

— roy Ilerpov, om. roy Gb. Sch.

3. paBdous \ paBdov Gb. Sch.

— eEednrver ra Sarda X ra
~ Sap. e&eA, Ln. mg. Ala.
— 6 Incovs, om. Tf. (Ln.] [Gb.

pov;

28. kal mapadaBev { [kat] Ln.

Tf. (Gb. »]. Alz.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— yetoovra X yevowrrat Gb.
Sch. Ln, Tf.
27

Tf. Ala.

- Kkodvere, add. avrov Alz.

_ nav, rep pov \ tpav
brep bpav Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
gt. avTov [Ln.];

éavrov Cst.

— eornpige { eornpicer TE.

LUKE.
. date { ws Ln. mg.
. €irov \ etmray TE.

12. Aeyw dé, om. dé Gb. Sch. Tf. 35. aiTe, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Alz.]
[Ln.]
36. ovv, om. Tf. [Ln.] Adz.

13. Xopaiv \ Xopageiv Tf. [Ala.] — doxet oor mAnoiov X mAy— ByOcaidd XY Bndoaida Ln.
ciov Soxet oot Gb. Sch. Tf.
mg.
Tf. [Gb. -]. Alz.
34.00» \ dé Gb.. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
(Gb. >]. _
. Kal elrev, OvdK oldaTe oiov — éyévovto X éyevnOnoay Ln.
mvebpards eoTe bpeis; 36.6
38. eyévero O€ ev TO \ ev S€ TO
Tf. [Alz.]
yep vids TOU avOparou OUK — kaOnpevar X KaOjpevor Lu.
Alz.
Tf. [Alz.]
Ge uxas dvOpaerevdro— Kat avros X [kat] Ln.
A€oat, adda cacat, om. 15.1) €as \ pr ews Ln. txt. Tf. 39. mapaxabicaca \ mapakabe[Alz.]
Lu.Tf.; [56.6 yap... o@obeira Tf. [Ale.]
oat, om. Gb. Sch., cetera Gb.
— twobcioa \ tWoOjnon ; Ln. — mapa X mpos Tf. Ln. mg. Ala.
3; om. Alzx. et Cst.]
txt. TE. [Alr.]
—"Inood X kupiov Ln. txt. Tf.

— amd \ éx Ln.

—@s kai Hiias éroince, om.
tron

S%.
aT

"Eyevero b€ X kai Tf. [Gb.

~]. Ala,
— dy X €ay Ln. TE. [Alz.]

— TOU oupavod, om. TOU Ln.

. €BSounkovra, add. [dvo0] Ln.

amehOeiy Ln.

- TupBagy x BopuBatn Ln.

[Alx.]

. 6 "Inaods, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.

. didaps X déSoxa Tf. Lu. mg.

- mpos avrov, om. Tf.; post 6
"Ino. Ln. [Cst.]

— ddunon X adixneet Elz. Ln.

=I.

[Alxv.]

— eypadn X eyyéyparra: TE.
[Alz.]

. mvevpatt, add. T@ ayi@ Ln.

(Gb. J.

— exBaddAn epyaras X épydras
é
exBadAn Tf.; exBarn epy.
Gb. Sch. Ln.

3. €y@, om. Ln. Tf.

4. Badaytiov ¥ BadAdvtioy Ln.
Tf.

3. oixiay eiaépynabe X oikiay
eioé NOnre Lu. [Gb.]. Ala. ;

elo AOnre oikiay Tf.
6. ev, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— 7 éxei \ éxet 7 Ln. mg.
— 6 vids, om. 6 St. Gb. Sch. Lu.

[Alz.]; (prem. ev Alz.]

— 6 Inoots, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— éyévero eddoxia
\eddok. eyéveto Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
22.

Kai orpageis mpos tovs paOnras eine, om. Elz. Gb.

— mapeddOn prot X poe mapedo6n Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— éav X dy Ln. TE. [Alz.]
24, etdov \ efday Te. [Ala.]
2s. Kal A€eyoor, om. Kat Tf.

. éa torres \ €aOovres Ln. TE.
éort, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
is
ahqv & dy ¥ hy Gy La. (Gb.

s].
.eloépynabe \ etre Onre Ln.
TE. (Gb. =]. [Ale]
taal al . bpav,
add. eis tovs modas
sic, add. nuav

Tf.J

tpas, om. Gb. Lu. TE.

{Alz.]}

Gb. Tf. [Alz.]

— 7 Baotdeia cov} cov 7 Aaa
"Gb.

- yer Onto rd O€ Anpd gov,
@s €v ovpar@, kat ent Tis
YASS om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Alzx.] ;
[as ev ovp. Kal emt ys] Ln.
>

. apiepev YPaSiomey Ln. Tf.
(Gb. »]. [Alw.]

— ara podoat nas amd Tov
Trovnpov, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.

s. etn Xépet Ln. dle.

24. €& OAns TIS woxis goo; kat 6. pou [Gb. =].
e oAns THs ioxvos wou, > avtov didov \ pitov avrod
Alz.
kat €& Odns ths Siavoias |
wou \ év 6An TH WuxH wou, — dcav X dcov Cst.
kal év 6An TH ioxvi cov, © . dvorynoerar { avorxOnoerat
Tf. (Cst.]
kal éyv Ayn TH Stavoia wou
Lau. txt.

Io.

. Ocxatoov X Scxar@oar Ln. Tf.

Tf.

—ep

Cuar. XI.
. mpocevxnabe X mporevxeabe Ala.
— fev 6 év Tois ovpavois, om.

[Alz.]

[Alz.]

Ln. [4lx.];

amr Alz.]

— padroy, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

1. €8dounKovra, add. [Sv0] Ln.

2.ouv \ de Ln. Tf.

8€ ote xpeta ijévos Ala.
- an’aorijs X Ca] Ln.; (om.

.mvevpata { Sada Alx.

Cap. X.
— ewerev X yedev Lyn. Tf.
— épxecOau \ eioepxer
Oat Ln.
mg.

42. €VOS be €oTt
€
xpela Xddl yev

Tf.

- erBadov X emiBarov La.

[Alzx.]

elrrov TS

[6 "Ingous eimey GUTH, s. elmev auth Kupios Aix.)

Ln. mg.

. dwehOdvre mpa@roy X mp@rov

ovdeia Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

. ele

“0 dxobov ipa X 6 bp. dx. 41. "Ingots JKuptos Tf. Ln. mg.;

— KUpte, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.>]. Ala.

— eis Thy Bacwdeiav X tH Ba-

Alz.

- gdov, prem. Tov Tf.

[Alz.]

. dteavres X eEeducay Cst.
- Tuyxavorra, om. Ln. Alz.
32. yevdpevos, om. Alz.

— ehOav Gb.--. (Alz.]
— idov, add. adrov Ln.

.avrov 2° om. Tf. [Ln.]
. eT BiBaoas dé X kal éruB.Ln.
. e€eAOayv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. =
[Ale.]
28

dvorynoerat \ avorxOnoerat

Ln. Tf. [Cst.]
11. Twa \ Tis Ala.

— tyav X é& tpav Sch. Ln. TE.
(Gb. e].
—€i kat \ 7) kal Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

—émidace ate \ adr@ émtdace Tf. Ln. mg.

12, airnon X airnoet Tf. (Alz.]
13. Dmapxovres \ Svres Ala.
—dyaba Sdpara X Sdpara
ayaa Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

e

LUKE.
13. marnp, add. tpoev Ln.

41. cor X €orat Ala.

— 6 €& om. 6 Alz.
14. Kal avToHv, om. Alex.
— €EehOdvros X éxBAnOevros

42.aXN X adda TE.
— tadra, add. [S€] Ln. (Gb. ~},

Ln. [Alz.]

15.dpxovte \ Te apx. Ln. TE.

1g. THS \ maons Ln. TE. [Gb. »].

Alz.

Alz.

— der X def Ln. mg.
— apievat X mrapetvae Ln. TE.
43. dyopats, add. [kal ras mpa-

(Gb. ~]. Alx.

Alx

— avtov 2° X aire Ln. txt. Tf.
16. evpdpyoerv X nipdpnoev Ln.
yt2

18. yerrnparad X yevnuard

St.

Tokducias €v Tois Seimvois)

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Cst.]; tov

Ln.
44. ypappareis kat apicaior,
16. Tap avTou e¢nrouy eg ovvrokpural, om. Gb. Tf. [Ln.]

otrov Alw.
20. Oeds X KUptos Ln. mg.
—"Adpev \ appov Elz.Gb. Sch.

— ad fin. add. 6 dé dmoxpibeis
ere, L1ds Svvarat Satavas
Zaravay exBadhewy Alz.

pavod
\ €& ovp. é¢. wap’ avr.

22. avrov [Ln.]

Alx.

— of mepirrarovyres, om. of Ln.

Ln. Tf. Alz.

Tf. (Gb. -].
1y.avrayv ra Siavonpara X ra
48. paptupeire \ pdprupes eore
diay. avr. Ln.
19. 08 viol, om. of Ln.

Tf.

— Kpiral bpav abrot X avrol
bpav Kptrat Ln. Tf. Alex.
20. exBdro, prem. eye Alz.

[Ln.] (Gb. 3]. Alz.

so. exxuvdpevoy \ exxuvydpevoy

22. éiisxupdre os, om. 6 Ln.
24. Orav, add.

—ad’rav ra prnpeia, om. TE.
Ln. Tf.

$1. TOU aiparos 1°, om. ToD Ln.

d€ Alz.

— éyet, prem. (tére] Ln. [Alz.]
25. evpioxet, add. oxoAdgorta

— Tod aiparos 2°, om. Tov Ln.

Al.
26. énTa érepa mevpara Tmovn=

—ciondOere XY eionOare Gb.

porepa éavrov X er. TY.
moynp. €aut. énra Tf.
= eicedOdvra YX edAOdvra
(Gb. ~]. Cst.

Tf. [Alz.]
Tf. [Alz.]
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

83. A€yovros be avrov
TF.

24. yun poviy \ paviyy yuri)
Ln. Tf.
28. avrov, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
29. avTn, add. yevea Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

- emucnret X Cnret TE.
— Tov mpodyrov, om. Gb. Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

30. onpetov trois Nuweviras X
trois Nw. onp. Tf. [Alz.]
31. SoAopavtos bis { Zodopavos Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

32. Nevevt \ Nwvevirae Sch. Ln,
Tf. (Gb. »].

33. Kpumrov X Kpumrhy Elz. Gb.
Ln. Tf.

— héyyos \ pas Ln. [Ala]
34. op9ards, add. cov Sch. Ln.
Tf. [Gb, s].
— ovv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alex.

— kal Odor, om. Kat Ln.
— éorw \ €orat Ale.
— okorewwoy, add. éorat Alz.

36. TL wépos \ pépos re Lan. TY.
[Alz.]

37. Aahjoat, add. avroy Ln.
— npwra \ épwra Ln. TE.
— Tis, om. Tf. [Alx.]

40. €£wOev kal ro €owber \ €rw-

Bev xai rd €EmOev Ln. mg.

TavTa

pos avrovs X kaxeiBev e&eAO6vros avrov Tf.; Kai Gb.

%,
34. eveOpevovres adroy Gb. =

— kal (nrodvres, om. Tf.; om
kat Gb. Sch. Ln. ; [(nrovvres
Gb. 3].

—tva

Kxatnyopyrwow adrod,

— tev, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.=]. Ale.
— c@part, add. [ipav)] Ln.

23.) Wuxn X 9 Cyap] Wx?) Ln.
[Gb. »]. Alz.

24, ov \ ovre Tf.
— ovdé X ovre Tf.
25. LEPLULVOV, om. Tf.

- mpoo Oeivar entTy Mruxtav
avrov \ emt thy HArtK. adr.
mpooCeivar TE.
— va, om. Tf.
26. ovre X ovdé Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

24. av&dveur ov Koma, ovdé v7Geu: X ovre vnOer ove Hpaivet Tf.
- ovde, prem. [ore] Ln. [Alx.j

28, Tov xdéprov év TO dypg. X ev
adyp@ Tov \xéprov onpepov
va; T. xdp. ON. Ev ayp@
_ saison X duréCer TE.;
auidger Ln.

29.7) Ti X Kal ri Tf.
30. emi(nret X emiCntovow TF.

om. Tf. [Gb. 3].

Cuar. XII.
4. GmroKTewvovrwy

— piv éyo \ A€yo tyiv TE.

\- armoKrev-

vovtav Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—mepirodrepoy \ mepioody
Ln.

5. e€ovolay €xovra ) €xovra
efovo. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
6. moheirae \ weododvrat TF.
4. ovV, om. TE. [Ln.]

[Ala.]
31. TOV Geod X avrod Ln. (txt.)
Tf. (Gb. 8]. Alx.

— mavta, om. Tf. [Ln.] (Gb. 3].
33. Baddvria X BaddAavyria Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

38. Yuav al dodues X ai dadbves

tpav Ln.
36. avadvoet { dvadvon Ln. TE.

- Svapépere, add. bpets Ala.
9. evamov 1° X eumrpoobev Ln.
10. BAaodnunoavre Gb. >.

38. of SovAOL, om. Tf. [Gb. >].
39. ay 2°, om. Tf.

11. mpoopepwow

40. ovY, |om. Ln. Tf. (Alz.]
41. ave, om. Ln. Tf. {Alzx.]

XY hépwow

Tf.

- Suopyyjvat \ Stopvx Onvae TF.

— pepiysvare X peptuynonre Tf. 42. etme dé X Kat etzrev Alzx.
— kal dpdvipos \ 6 ppov. Ln.
La. mg-] [Alz.]
-i) tt xf 2 OM. Tf.

13. QUT@ €k Tod dxAov X €k Tod
3ydou avT@ Alz.
14. dxaoriy \ xperjy Ln, Te.

txt. Tf. [Gb. 9].

— tov dSiddvat, om. Tov Ln. Tf.
[Ala]
— Td otropéerptov, om. Td TE.

44 adrdv Y avr@ Ln. mg.

[Ale.]
29

LUKE.
47. €avTov X avrod. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

14. 6xA@, add. Sri TF.

52. olk@ evi Xéevi oiK® Ln. txt.

- rabras { abrais La. Tf. [Alz.]
1g. obv \ dé Ln. Tf. [Alzx.]
—‘Yroxpita \ taroxperat Sch.

49.eis X emt Ln. (Gb. »}. [Ala]
so. ob { érou In. Tf. [Gb. ~].

Ln. Tf. [Gb. 8].
- Tpisi. $3. Stapp Oijrerar X
Tpiolv 53. Stapepia
Ono ovrat 18. 6€ ¥ ody Tf. (Ln. mg.] Alz.

19. peya [Ln.] Gb. >; om. Alz.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

12.001 avtamdédoua \ avrard=
Sopa cou Tf.
13. dvannpous \ avarreipous In.
13. 0s \ dots Ala.
— dprov X dpicrov Gb. ~. [Cst.]

16. €roinoe Xerolet Tf.
— péeya X péyay Ln. TE.

14. mavra [Ln.]
20. Kal, om. Sch. Tf. (Gb. 3].
Oa mavres \ wavdvyarpi tOuvyarépa Ln.; sic at.evekpupev X expuwey Tf. 18, mapareto
Tes mapaureio
Oat Ln. [Ale.]
prem. THY Tf. [Ala]
[Alz.]
pytpi \ rhv pyrépa Ln. TE. 22. ‘Iepovoadnu \ “lepoodAvpa “n é Tp@ros, prem. Lat] Ln.
Ln. mg
— xo avdyknyy dvdyk.
a
€x@ Ln.
[Alz.]
24. TUANS X Ovpas Gb. La. (txt.) - kalWeir, om. kal Tf.
avis 2°, om. TF.
Tf. Lae [Ree. Gb. »].
21. €kelvos, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3).
THY veeAnv, om. THY Lu.

53. ep X emi TE.

—
—
—
84.

[Alx.]
—éyere,
[Ale]

2g. Kupue 2°
2 ‘om. Tf. [Ln.] [Alx.]
add. Srt Tf.

[Ln.]

26. apfeae J apénade Alx.
24. bpas, om. Tf. [Ln.]

$6. THs yas kal Tov obpavod _X
Tov ovpavov Kal THs yas

— ol epyarat, om.

of Tf.

[Gb.

22. os X o Ale.

>].

- THs adixias, om. Ths Ln. Tf.

» Alex.

— ov Soxipatere { odk oidare 29. ard 2°, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. 3.
3I. npEpa \ @pa
a
Gb. ». [Alz.]
Soxipacew Ale.
58. mapado \ mapadacer Ln. Tf. 32. emiTEh@ Y droreho La. Tf.
~~ Tpirn, add. (jeep

Alz.

Aln.

- dvarjpous Xadvarretpous Ln.
- x@hovs kat tudrovs \ ru.
kal x@A. Ln. TE.

Ln.

— Barry X Bade Ln. Tf. ; Ba- 34. THY éauris vooovay

23. 6 olkos prov X pov 6 oikos Tf.
24. ad fin. add. rool ydp eiow
KAnrol, ddtyat de Perse)

Cst.
26. €avtov \ avrov Ln. Tf.
X ra — ére O€ X Ere re Ln. txt. TE.

—
éaut. voocia Ln. txt.
38. Epnuos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— duny b€ dey X Aeyw Se Gb. 24.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
—
Cuar. XIII.
— ore [Ln.]
2. 6 "Ingods, om. Tf. (Ln.]
3. peTavonre \ weravononte Ln. — pe tyre X idnré pe Ln. Tf. 28.
An Gb. Sch.

sg. To X roy Tf.

— aaavras X époiws Ln. [Ala]
4.kat oxr@ \ [kal] Ln.;

om.

= en I Het Ia.

— ovrot X avrot Ln. Tf. [Ale]

— avOparovs, prem. Tovs Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

— ev, om. Tf. [Alz.]

5. peravonre \ peravononre Ln.
Tf. LAla.]

- dpolws X acautés TE. [47a]

6.€v TO apTedkouu avrov Tepurevpérny X wehur. &v TO
Guar. avr. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

- kaprroy (nrav X (nr@y Kapmov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

9. el be pire eis TO pEedNov Y
eis TO peAXov, et SE paryye
Alz.

11. Hv 1°, om. Ln. Tf. [Alzx.]

Ln. Tf. [Ala]

~ El, om. Tf. [Al]
— OeparrevewX Geparedoa Ln.

Tf. [Alz.]

7) ov Tf.

— Bovdretvera X Bovdevoerat

3. kal drroxpibeis mpos avdrovs
eime \ xal eimev mpds av-

— drayrnoa \ travrnga Ln.

Tf.

[Alxz.];

add.

Cn.}

Ln. mg.

Tous Ln. ; [dmoxpiOels Gb.

Tf. [4élz.]

32. avTov méppe \ méppe avTod
Cst.

3; om. Alz.]

- dvos \ vids Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 9]. 33. wou eivat pabntns X elvat
pov pad, Ln.
eumec ira Xaeoetra Ln.TF.
— ev [Ln.]; om. Alz.

Tf.; dvamrecat Gb.
— eimn X pet TE.
— évorioy, add. mavrov
[Alx.]

34. Kadov, add. ovv Tf.
— eay &€, add. kai Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Cuar. XY.
x. eyyifovres ait@ X ati@ éyyi€ovres Ln. Tf.

Ln.

2. of Papicaior
Xot re Sap. Ln.

12, pnde TOs ovyyevets Tou Gb.

4.rs avtayv \ €& abrav ev

— oe avrikadéeocwot X avtixan.

7. €orat ev T@ ovpav@ X ev TE

— Kal OxT® \ [kat] Ln.

12 THs doOeveias, prem. a6 Ln.
13. avapOaOn \ dvopOa6n Ln.TE.

GéXwv, prem. 6 Cst.

3I. oupBaheiy érép@
é
Baowhel X
érép@ Bac: cvpBadeiv Ln.

3- A€eyoor {Ln.]

6. avT@, om. TF.
4. €rn, add. ap obAlz.
~ éxxowor, add. obv Ln. [Alz.] 9. per X pera Ln. TE.
8. kompiav \ Kémpia Elz. Gb. to. avamrecoy \ avamece Sch. Ln.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

pou eivac pabnrns X eivae
pov pad. Tf. Ln. mg.

29. eumaifew avt@ \ ave pm.

Cuar. XIV.

Alz.

auTou \ éavrov Ln. Tf.

—Ta mpos \ ra eis Ln. [Gb.
~]; eis Gb. Sch. Tf.

— ay, om. Tf.

txt. Tf. [Alz.]

pov pabnrijs evar X eivae
pou pad. Tf.

wtf.

Tf. [Ala.]

oe Lu. txt. Tf. [Alz.]
30
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_ ovp. €orat Tf.

’

aT

a

LUKE.
9. gvyKahetrat X ovyKahet Tf.

5.tap grated X xpeopesdre-

4. duaptn \ duaprnon Ln. TE.

— Tas yetrovas, om. Tas Ln. Tf.

Tov Ln. Tf.
— éavrov X a’rod Alz.
6. Kat X 6 dé Ln. Tf.

— émrdkis, prem. [éav] Ln.
— THs npéepas, om. Ln. TE. [Alz.]

10. xapa yiverat \ yiverat xapa
Tf.

12. kal OvetdAev YX6 Sé SueiA. Ln.

[Gb. »]. [Alz.]

-—7d ypdppa X rd ypdppara

— ent oé, om. Gb. Sch. TY.;
mpds oe Ja.

Ln. txt. Tf. [Alz.]

13. dmavra \ mavra Ln.

14. loxupds X ioxupad Ln. Tf.
(Gb. s]. Aln.

13. yepioat Thy Kowdiay avrod
ard :Xoprac divas €x Alx.
14. €l7re X &py Tf.
— mepiocevovow X mepiocedovrat Tf.

— eya dé, add. &dSe Gb. Sch. TE.
(post Aiwo Ln.]

4. Kal Neyer, om. kat Ln. Tf.; : elroy \ eiray Ln. Tf.
eiyere \ €xere Alex.
eyes |de Alz.
-—7d ypdupa X Ta ypdppara 4. €pet, add. avT@ TF.
Ov

Ln. txt. Tf.
9. Kayo YX kai L eye’Tf. [Ala]

20. €avTov \ avrovd Ln. [Alz.]

18. mas, om. Ln.Tf. [(Gb.3). LAlx.]°

— Kal overt, om. Kal Ln. Tf.
[Gb. 3]; ad jin. add. rroin-

ody pe as eva Tay pio Oiov

16. €ws \ peéxpe Tf. [Alz.]
- did avdpos, Gb. >.
20. nV, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Alz.]
- ds, om. Tf. [Ln.} Alz.

—]. [Alx.]
— Ore 6, om. Ort Ln. Tf.

pécou X pécoy Ln.
- avT@, om. Ln.

ouxt X ody Ln.

Tf. [Alz.]

23. ’E€evéykare, prem. Taxv Ln.
Tf.
[Ala.]
— Tv oTodny, om. THY Ln. Tf. 22.tov “ABpadu, om. Tod Gb.

(Gb. ]. [4a]

— avT@, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ov Soka, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Alz.]
. Aéyere rt, om, Ort Ln. (Gb.

— NAKk@pevos \ eitkwpévos Ln.
txl@y TOY, om. Tf. [Ln.]
— amé etxov X eméevxov Ln.

gov Alzx.

[Alz.]

€ws, add. dy Alz.
— €xdimnre X éxXiarn Sch. Ln. %©
-xdpw exer \ exer xdpwv Ln,
_ (txt.) [Gb. ©]; éxAelay TE.
txt. Tf. [Alz.]
— ékeiv@, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
— oxnvas, add. [adrév] Ln.
mot. Tf.

15. €oTW, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf.

— dvareca \ avarece Ln. Tf.

— Tlounoare éavrois X éavrois

19. Kal ovKeTL, om. Kal Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

ar.avT@ 6 vids \ 6 vids aire

— oi dé, om. d€ Ln.

. Gb. 3.
— idovd 2°, om. Tf.

a€nras, add. avrov Ln.
. [80d be, 7, Sod exet X Sod
e€xel, (Sod Sde Tf.; Lom. 7

Sch. Ln. Tf.

23. Tov "ABpadpt, om. Tov Ln. TE.

- das, add. abrov Alz.

23. évéykayres X pépere 'Tf.

[Ala.]
24. Kal drodwdos Hy \ iv
7 arro- 23.00, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.
A@As Lu. Tf.; (kal Gb.3; — 08 { SS Sch. Ln.

om. Alz.; Av Gb. >].
23. Wyyeoe \ ipyyeCev Ln. mg.
26. avTOU, om. Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

- —
28.
—
29.

30. Topy@y, prem. Tov Ln. Tf.

— pdcxov Tov oirevtdy X Tov
our. pooyx. TE.
32. ave(noe \ e€noey TF.
— Kal drokwdas,
om. Alz.

Kal Gb. =;

— jv 2°, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3).
{Alz.]

Cuar. XVI.
1, auTov, om. Tf. [Alx.]

Tf. [Gb.

s],

Tf. [Ln.]

— €v TH Hepa avdTov, om. Ln.

26. emt \ ev Ln. mg.

.ToV N@e, om. TOU Gb. Sch.

— évrevdev X évOev Gb. Sch. Ln.

Ln. Tf.

[Alz.]

— gray \ €avTay Tf.

24. obv we \ oe ody Im. TE.
29. Reyer X Ayer Sé Ln. TE. [Alz.]
- ave, om. Tf.

31. ovde,edv \ ov” edy Ln. TE.
2>~)

oF

— dmavras X mavtas Ln.

. dmavtas X mavtas Ln.
. Tadra Are avra Gb. Tf. [Ala.];
Taira Ln.
‘ TO aypo, om. T@ Tf.

1. paOnras, add. avrod Ln. Tf.
[Ale.]
— éott, add. Tod St. Ln. Tf.

— airny 2°, om. Tf. [Ln.]
. plas [Ln.]

— py €dOeiv ra oxdvdadra X Tra
oxay, pn edOeiv TE.
— oval dé X wdjv oval Ln.

‘ duo €govrat
€
X ga. Svo Ln.
-7 pia, om. KiSt. Tf. [Gb. 3].

kos Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. [Alz.]

— &va TOY pexpay route \ rt.
(ék]

\ éeyapigovro

Lu. Tf. [4lz.]

Cuap. XVII.

[Alz.]

om. Alz.

— Surnon X Sivn Ala.
4.THS oixovouias, prem.

. eyapifovro

— of éxeidev, om. of Ln.

2. podos éiKds X AiOos prvdrc-

2. oikovopias gov, wou Gb. 3;

Ln.

Alz.

. um 1° X bd Tov Ln. Tf.
— Kal 6 vids, om. kai Gb. Sch.

Tf.

ti, add. [ay] Ln. [Alz.]
7Oedev \ nOeAnoev Ln. mg.
ovv X dé Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
rarpl, add. avrov Ln. [Alz.]

{Ln.]

[Alx.]

- Toa Xrepuronoarbat TE.

— d-eis, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— kal 7 X 7 de Tf.
_ apeOnoerat, add. Suv0é
EoovTat
ev TO ayp@, eis mapadypoicerar, Kat 6 €repos abeOnoerat (v. 35, Elz. & Sch.),
om. St. Gb. Ln. Tf.

pikp. Tour. éva Tf.

3. be, om. Ln. (Gb. 3]. [Alw.]
— «is oé, om.

Ln. Tf.

[Alz.]
31

[Gb. -].

36.

cuvax Onoovrat ot deroi \ of
deol emirvvaxOnoovra TE.;

LUKE.
ovvax6. [kat] of deroi Ln. 24. eloeAevoovrat eis THY Bact- 1}. Eb X ebye Ln. TE.
Aeiay Tov cod X cis t. Bao. 19. yivov exdva X érdve yivou
[Alz.]
TOU Ocov cloropevovrat Tf.

28. fo ges

Cuar. XVII.
1. 0€ Kal, om. Kat Ln. [Alx.]

— mpooevxerOa,

add. avtods

(Gb. »]. LAlz.]

ia. Tf.

- exkakeiy X eyxaxeiy Ln. Tf.

s Xnpa de, add. Tis Elz.
4.nOeAnoev \ HOchey Ln. TF.

—eloedOciv

apy. Ln. Tf. LAlz.]

XY SueAOcivy

Lan.

JAle. ]
24. €OTL mapa TO Ge@ X mapa

T@ Oc@ eorw ae Lom. T®
Ln. txt.J;
; €oTL mapa Gce@

[Gb. »]. [Alz.]

— kal dvOpwrov odk\ ovd€ av8.

Ln. mg.

Ln.

s. bramiatn \ tromagyn Gb.x. 28. 6 Ilérpos, om. 6 Tf. [Ost.]
7. moujmes \ romon Ln. TE. = adpnaper :mavra, kal \ ap\ paxpodupet

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

9. Eimre S€ kat X [kat] Ln. (Gb.

mpos éavroyv Ln. mg. [Alz.]
- oomep Xe@s Ln.

yovets Tf.
30. ov X ovxt wf.

af.

38. Mpooaitay

X emaitav- Ln.

add. avrovds

30. eimav \ Aéyor Ln. (Ala)
~ Avoarres, prem. kat Tf.
31. avT@ (Ln.] ; Com. Alz.]
33+ elroy X elmay Ln. Tf.
34. €lrov \ eiay Ln. Tf.; add.

ciannon { ovynon La. Tf.

— éavrav X avray Ln.
34. mag ay X mavT@V Ln.

Keywv, om. Tf. [Alzx.]

38. eipnyn €v ovpar@ X ev ovp.

Ln. mg.

cipryy Tf.
39. elroy X tray Ln. Tf.
40. aUTOIS, om. Tf.

— jv 2° [Ln.]

[Gb. 3). [Alz.]

14. Opin, add. [6rt] Ln.
- ?)exeivos \ map’ exeivov Ln.;
i) yap ékeivos Gb. Sch. Tf.

— 6 d€ X cal 6 Ln.
15. emeTipnoav \ emeripwy Ln.
avTa el-

mev \ mpooekadecaro héyov Ln. mg.; [mpooeka~
heiro
(s. mpookadécarto)

aira héyov Alx.]
17.e€av \ dy Ln. Tf.
Ln.

- an avrov, om. Tf. [Ln.]

Ort Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
rl, add. [ay] Ln. [Ala.]
38. emippipavtes X emtpinpaytes
mpoayovres X mapayovres
Ln. Tf.

Cuap. XIX.
— eis Td at O0s, om. eis Ln. Tf. 2. ovros \ avrdés Ln.

2°, om.

26. yap, om. Tf. [Ln.]

$e.

[Ln. mg.]

20. TOU,

Ln. Tf.

25. elrov \ eiray Ln. Tf.

29. avrov, om. Tf,

31. lepoodAvpa \ ‘Iepovoadrp

—obros 6 TeA@vys X 6 TeX. 36.
39.
* ovr. Ln. mg.
13. Kat 6 rehovns X 6 O€ Ted.
—
Ln. mg.
— els Tov ovpavdv emGpat X érr- 41.
Gpa eis Toy ovpavdy Tf.

16. mpookaerdpevos

[Gb. =].

— kal ey@ X Kay@ Ln. Tf.
— €npaga avté \ abrd empaga

29. 7) yoveis, i)ddehovs, ii) yu~ — karaopagate,
vaika \ 7 yuv. i) added. 7)
Tf.
— aroddBn \ AGBy Lo. txt.

>]; Lom. Cst.]

10. 6 €ls, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
II. mpos éavrov tavra X Travra

Tf. [Alz.]

— THY Tpamefay, om. THy Ln. TE.

evTes Ta iva Ln. Tf. [Gb. x]. 27. €kelvous \ Tovrous Tf. [Ale.]

(Ale. J
— mpos avrov \ aire TE.

— pakpobvpav

TY,

X tpnparos Ln. 20. €Tepos, prem. 6 Ln. Tf.
22. be, om. Tf. [Gb. 3]. - sarpiBos X Beddvns Ln. Te. 23.70 dpyvpiy pov X pov to

[Gb.

3].

[Alz.]

21. epudagduny \ epvdAaka Ln.
Tt.
— prov, om. Tf.

22. TavTa, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— d1ddos X dds Ln. [Ala.]

— ovipav@ X rots ovpavois Ln.

3. mpodpapayv XY mpoodpapav

— ciorncoow { camncovcw
Ln. Tf.

— kexpa£ovrat \ kpdfovow Tf.
4. TUKOp@patay \ TvKOp@péeay 41. €m auth \ em adrny Ln. TE.
Ln. Tf.; ovkopopeay Gb.
[Alz.]
Cst.

[Rec. Gb. x].

42. kai ye [Ln.]

— dv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— gov 1°, om. Ln. [Alz.]
5. dmavres \ mavres Ln. Tf.
— gov 2°, [Ln.] Gb. >.
8. npion X nuioea Ln.; Tpl- 43. weptBadovow \X mapepBadovow Ln. mg.

ceva Tf.

— Tov imapxovrov prov \ prov 44. €V gol didoy éemt Aid@ { AiTOV Urapx. Tf.
Gov €
emt AiO ev wot ‘La. Tf.
— didopme Tois rraxois
\Trax. 45. €V QUT@ Kal dyopdfovras, om.
bis. Tf.; [rots wr. did. Alz.]
Tf. [Gb. 3]; (om. ev att. Alz.]
II. abroy eivat ‘Tepovoadiy X 46. Téypamras, add, Ort Ln. txt.
eivat

(Ale.]
-‘O otkds pov oixos mpogev-

13.€@s \ ev @ Ln. Tf. {Gb. »].

xis €oriv \ kal €orar 6 otk,

[Alx.]
1g. edaxe J dedcoxer Ln. txt.LAélz.]
- yo X yvot Ln. Tf.

pou oik. mpoo. Tf. Lu. mg.

€ivat abroy ‘Tep. Ln.;

“Tep. avroy Tf.

—tis tt Overpayparevoaro X
txt. Tf.
Tt Sverpayparetoavro Alex.
23. €yeveto \ eyevn@n TE.
24. Tepidvrroy ‘yevdsevoy, om. TE. 16. mporetpydcaro Séka pas J
déka ree: pvas Lu. Tf.
[Ale.]

[Alx.]

48. eUpiokoy X nUpuoKkoy Ln.
Cuar. XX.
1. €keivov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
[Ala]

LUKE.
1. dpxtepeis \ iepeis TE. [Gb.~.]
[Cst.]
2, elroy \ etrap TE.

2g. Amddote roivuy \ roivuy
amrddore Tf.
— Kaicapi, prem. Toa Tf.

— mpos adror, héeyovres \ Aé- ay. avrideyovres \ Aeyovres Ln.
youtes mpos adrdév Ln.; om.
mg. [Alz.]
28. do@dvy \ 7 Ln. txt. [Alex]
_Reyovres Tf.
- Eire \ etzrov Tf.
3. va, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. [Alz.]

s. cuvehoyioavro X cuvedoyifovro Ln.
- epei, add. hpiv Ln.
- ody, om. Tf. (Ln.] [Gb. 71.

6. mas 6 Aads X 6 Aads das
Tf. Ln. mg
9. mpos Tov van Aéeyeuw X rey.

mp. T. Aadv Ln. Tf.
- "AvOpards TLs épvrevoer
dprekava \ durend. epir.

— mdclov X melo Ln. TE.

4. drravres X mavres Ln.

— Tov Geceov, om. Tf. [Alz.]

— drayra \ mavra Ln.
— Bare,

30. ehaBev, om. Tf. (Gb. x].

— Thy yevaixa, kal ovTos areOaveyGrexvos, om. Tf. [Gb.
~].

31. auTny, add. [ooattws)

3.) MT@XI avrn \ avtn H TTex7 Ln. txt. L4la.]

Ln.

[Cst.]

— Kal ov, om. kal, St. Gb. Sch.

add.

Taira

éyov

epaver, °O €xav Ora akovew, akoveT@

Cst.

3. avaOnpact \ dvabépacw Ln.
Seapatieer
6.
a, add, &S¢ Alx.
AiOw, add. &d¢ Lu. [Alz.]
8. “Ore {Ln.]
— odv, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

Ln. Tf.

32. O€, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. LAlz.]

— mavtev, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].

9. Tadra yever
Oa X yev. raita
Ia.

10. emt eOvos \ er ” €Ovos Ln. Tf.

[Alz.]

= drréBave kal 7 yuu) { Kal 7 11. KaTa TOmous Kal X Kal Kata
Torous Tf.
yen) améOavev Tf. [Alz.]
- Arpot kat Aowsot X Aoepot
— Tis, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
= yiverat X gorat Ale.
kat Aol Ln. Tf.
— e&eSoro X e&€dero Tf.
33. €V TH Ovv XH yur) ody ev TH
— PéBnrpa X ps8nOpa Ln.
10. €v, om. Ln. Tf.
TE
-—dacw X dSecovow Ln. TE. 34. amroxptOels, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.] ~ onpeia ar ovpavod X ar
ovpavov onpeia Ln.
— exyapioxovrat X yapioKoyv[Alw.]
3
,
o
¢
,
12, dmravrev \ mavrev Gb. Sch.
_ 11. mépapar erepovX€repoy méprat Ln. Tf.
ya Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
38. ekyapioxovrat \ yapigoyrat
— dyopevous { drayopuevovs TE.
12. mepapae tpirov \ tpiroy mépLn. Tf.
14. deobe \ Oére Ln. Tf.
vat Ln. Tf.
36. ovre \ ovde Ln. TF.
— Kal rovroy X Kakeivoy Ln.
—els tas Kapdias X €v tais
— TOV Geov, om. Tov TF.
— iddvres, om. Ln. [Gb.3]. [Alx.] 37. TOV Gedy 2°, om. Tov Ln. Tf.
kapdias Ln. Tf. [Ala.]
14. OteAoyiCovro X SueAoyicavro - Tov @cov 3 om. Tov Ln. Tf. 1g. dyreuretv ovde dyTurThvas pi
in.
avriotnvat ovdé avrecteiv
39. €l7rov X eizray Ln. Tf.
Ln. ; avriot. i) avreum. Tf.
— éavrovs XddAndovs Tf. [Alz.] 40. Oe X yap Tf.
[Alx.]; [ovde, Gb. 7).
— dedre, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. >]. 41. vidy AaBid eivar X civar A.
wp.

In.

(Ale. ]

evra X €orae Ln. mg.
16.
I hncobartarred dé X of S€ dxov.
Ln. txt.

viov Tf.;

[eivae Gb. >].

42. kat avtds \ abrds yap Alz.
— Wahpar, prem. Tov Ln.
— 6 Kupios, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

— wavtes X drravtes TF.

19. kTnoaabe \ kryoeoOe Lu.Tf.
(Gb. ~]. LAlz.]

20. THY ‘lepovoaAnp, om. THY Ln.
44. KUptoy avToy \ adroy KUpLoy 22. wAnpwOnvat XmAnoOnvat Gb.

— elroy X eirray Ln. TE.
Sch. Ln. Tf. 19. enrnaay X eCirouy Ln. txt.
Tf. [Alz.]
— oi dpxvepets kal of ypappa- — vids avrov X avrod vids TE. 23.0val Oe, om.
[Alz.]
eis X of ypap. kal oi apy. 45. Tots padnrais avrov X mpos
Lu. Tf. [Alz.]
- Tov Aady, om. Cst.

3). [Alz.]

24. emideiEaré X SeiEaré Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

= Snvdpiov, add. [oi dé edeta)

ay kal cirey] Ln. [Ala.]
— eizrov \ eimay Tf.

ag.avtois \ mpds avrovs Tf.
[Alz.]

a

-

ey
ee
ee,
ee
eye
eee
ey

ore
=

Ln.

Tf.

— €v T® hag, om. ev Gh. Sch.

avrovs Tf.

46. mepurareiy ev orodais X év

= THY mapaBohny TavTny cine
arohais mepimarety Alx.
X einev riv rapaB. radr. 44.0 KatecOiovow X of KareLn. Tf. [Alz.]
aGiovres Ln.
20, eis TO X Sore Ln. Tf.
— mpooedxovrar X mpoevx622. npiv \ quads Tf. [Ale]
pevoe Ln.
23. Ti pe mreipacere, om. Tf. [Gb.

Oe

Ln. Tf.

24.mavra Ta €Ovm X ra ebm
mayra Ln. txt. Tf.

— dxpt X aypis od Ln. [TE]
[Ala]
23.€orat \ €vovrar Ln. Tf.

— nxovons \ Hous Gb. Ln. Tf.
(Rec. Gb. x]. [Alz.]
Cuar. XXI.
1.7a O@pa avrav eis 7) yago- 24. vepedy X vepérAats Ln. mg.
uddxvov X eis 7d yatod. 33. mapedevoovrar X mapedev=
oeTat Ln. mg.
ta Sépa adr. Tf. [Alz.]
2. kai tia \ tua Kat Tf. [Cst.]; — mapédOwor X mapehevorovrat

kal [Ln.] [@b. >]. LAlzx.]
— dvo Aerra X Aewra Svo Ln.
mg. [Alz.]
83

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

34. BapyvOacw

YX Bapnbdow

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

22

LUKE.
34. tyav ai xapdia X ai Kapd. | 22.
tp. Ln. ([Alz.]
— aidvidios ep’ tyuas emor7 X
aid. emo. eh tp. Ln. txt. ; 30.
emia. ep ty. aid. Tf. Ln. —
mg.
—

qropeverar kara 76 a@piope- 84. avrov 2°, om. Ln. Tf. {Gb. 3).
vov { xara Td @piop. Tro[Ale]
everat Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— tov otkov X tiv oikiay TE.
exOinre X €oOnre Ln. Tf.
[Ala.]
€v tH Bactdeia pov, om. Alz. 33. davrev \ mepraypavroy TE.
xabionabe X xabioeoOe Gb. — ovykabioavray X mepixabt-

. yap, ante emt mavras Ln. txt.
Ln. Tf.
— emehevoerat { eretoedetoe- 31. Eure Se 6 Kupvos, om. Tf.
tac Ln. Tf.

. ouv X dé Ln. txt. TF.

— xatafwwbijre { xatirxvonre
Alz.

— ravra mavra ¥ mavta Tavra
Ln. mg.; [om. ravra Cst.]

.VT@ iep@ diddoxor X 58.
€v T® iep@ Tf. Lu. mg.

Cuar. XXII.

32. €xhetary J exhirry Ln, [Alz.] — €v péo@ J pecos Tf.
— ornpi~ov X ornpicov Ln. Tf. 37. auTov 1°, om. Ln. [Gb. 3].
[Alz.]

[Ale.]

~ Tevat, ouK oida abrév Y ob
oida avroy, yovat TE.
~ mp 7Xé€ws Ln. Tf. [Alz. s. - elev X ey TE. [Ala]
60.6 déxtwp, om. 6 Gb. Sch.
Eos ob].
Lu. Tf.
—amapynon py e«idévar pe X
_ pe arapynon eidévae Ln. — Adyou X pnuaros Ale.

34. ‘O be etre YX elev de Ln. mg.
— ov PA; om. pn TE.

[Alz.]

3. 6 Satavas, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

33. BaXayriov X BadAavriov Ln.
Tf.; et sic ver. 36.

— emicadovpevov X Kadovpevoy
Tf. [Alz.]

4. Gpxtepevot,

add.

cavrey Ln. txt.

— aitév 1°, om. Ln. TF. [Ala]

— eizrov X eizray Ln. TE.
- Oiderds \ ovOevds TF.
Kal Tots 36. ov X dé Ala.

ypapparevow Ln.
—moncdra... adyoparare
- Tots OTpaTnyois, om. Tots TE.
X modnoe .. . . dyopa— airivy mapade abrois X aioet Cst.
Trois mapad@ avrév Ln. txt. 37. ert, om. Ln. (Gb. >]. LAlz.]
- 76 Y Gre Ln. txt.

- povjcat, add. onpepov TF.
[Ala.]

62. 6 Ilerpos, om. Gb. [Ala]
63. Tov “Ingovv X avrov Ln. TF.
IG. es]. Alx.

64.€TumTov av’Tod To mpdc@66.
—
68.

mov, kal, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Alz.]
avroy 2°, om. Tf.
avnyyayov Xaamipyayov Alz.
éavrav avtav Sch. (Gb. ~}.
ele X etzrov TE.
Kal, om. Ln. Tf.

8. dpybproy X dpytpia Alx.
- yap (Ln.)
6. Kal eLapoddynoer, om. Ln. 38. cimrov \ etzray Ln. Tf.
— pot, 7} amokvanTe, om. TE.
— Tov rapadovva X iva rapa- 39. AUTOV, om. Tf. [Alz.]
69. viv, add. Sé Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
42. mapeveykeiv \ mapéveyxe Ln. 40. Eirrov \ eimay Tf.
86 Ln. mg.
—avrois,

post 6yXov Ln. txt.

Tf.

9. év Ty OM. “ Tf.
9. elrrov X eizray Ln. Tf.
= erowpdo per, add. [oor] Ln.

: ob Leis iv
7 Ln. (Ale. . eis HV).
. dveryeov X avayatoy Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

13. eipnkev \ eipnxee Ln. txt.
14. O@dexa, om. Ln. Tf.
16. ovxert [Ln.] 3 om. Alz.

—

41. €t7rov \ e€izray Ln. TF.

[Alz.]

— 1d motnpiov tovTo X TovTO
TO troTnptov Tf. [Alx.]
43. Ver. 43, 44 [Ln.]
- ard tov \ aw Ln.
48. AUTOU, om. St. Gb. Seh. Ln. Tf.

—aitovs Kowmopevous X Kou.
avrovs Tf.
47. Ere dé, om. dé Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
— avtav X avrovs Gb. Sch. Ln.
6 8€ "Inoots X "Inaods d€

abrov \ adro Ln. Tf.

18. Ort, om. Tf.; [Alx. s. ard TOU
vov).

~ aera X yevnparos Ln.

"Te

49. elarov \ etrav Ln. TE.
_ ait, om. Tf.

— avTov Td ovs X Td ods avrov

20. ‘Daiites Kat 7) morn pLov X 51. QUTOU, om. TE.
kal 7d ToTnp. @cavTas TE. 32. 6 Incovs, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
— éxxuvdpevoy X €xxuvvdpevor — eEeAnrvOare X e&nAOare Ln.
[Alz.]

22.kat 6 pev vids \ kat 6 vids 33. GAN’ X adda TF.
pev Ln. mg.; Ore 6 vids pev — tpav éorwX €otiv tay Ln.
\

c

‘

Tf. [Alz.]

©,

‘

c

Tf.

2.70 €Ovos, add. nav Ln. Tf.
[Alx.]

— Kaicaps pédpouvs X pépous
- A€yorra, prem. [kai] Ln.
3. EmNpoOTnTEV X nparnoev
7
Tf.
7. ‘Hpwdny, prem. Tov Ln.

8. behav €& ixavod X €& ixavav
xpsvev Oédeyv Ln. [Alx.]

50. TOV dodhov Tov dpxvepews J
TOU apx. Tov Sova. Tf.
= mona, om. Tf. [Gb. 3]. LAlx.J
Ln. Tf.

La. Tf.

Cuar. XXIII.
1. #yayev \ iyayov Gb. Sch. Ln.

Kaioape Ln. Tf.

Tf.

17. ToT pLoy,prem. 76 In. [Alz.]
— éavrois X eis éavrovs Ln.
[Alz.]

— xpetav xouev paprupias X
€xopuev papt. xpetay TE.

er

It, avroy 2°, om. Tf. [Ln.]

— 6 re IAdros kal 6 ‘Hpwdys
X6 re “Hp. kal 6 TI, Ln. mg.

18. dvérepwpa yap bpas mpos
avroy X dverrepipe yap avTov mpos npas Gb. ». [Alz.]

14. "Avaeykny be eixev dmrohvew
aitois Kara €opTiy eva, om.
ver. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.3]. [Ala]

[Alx.]
34
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42. MynaOnri pov, post [Kvpre] 10. hoav SeXjv S€ Sch. (Gb. ~];
Ln. mg.
om. Hoav dé Gb. »).
—rdv BapaBBay, tov Gb. >.

18. dvéxpafay X dv€xpayov Tf.

- Kupte, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Ale]

[Alx.]

19. BeBAnyevos X Brn Beis Tf.
— eis pudaknpy X €v tH PvdAaki
»

“Et

20. ouv \ dé Ln. [Ala.]

= mpocepavyce,
Ln.

ar. Zravpooor,

add. adrois

—év tH Bacreia X eis tiv
Baovdeiay Ln. mg.
43. 6 Inaods, om. Tf.
- éyo oo X oot eyo Tf.
44. "Hy d€ X kat Av Sn Lu. txt.

oravpov, oravpov Ln. Tf.

- Ty pudakny, om. THv Ln. Tf.
26. Zipovds Twos Kupyvaiov TOU

€pxopevov { Sivwvd tiva
Kupnvatov épxopevoy Lu. TE.

prem.

4 Ln. Tf.

[Ala.]
— al, om. Ln. [Gb. 3].

.pnpata avraéy X pny. ratra
Lu. [4lz.]
. ver. 12, om. Tf. [Ln.]

. 6"Ingovs, om. 6 Tf.

Tf. [Alx.}

oravpwoov X 46. mapabnoopa \ maparidewa

23. Kal TOY dpxvepewy [Ln.]
24.‘O dé X cai Ln. Tf.
2s. avrois, om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Ln.]

—"Iax@Bov,

Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. [Alz.]

— Kal radra ¥ xat rodvro Ln.
txt.; tovro dé Tf. Ln. mg.

44. edd&ace \ eOdEatey Ln. txt.
Tf.

48. Oewpodvres XY Oewpnoavres
in. txt. Tf. [Alz.]
- éaurar, om. Tf. (Gb.3). [Alz.]

. kal é€ore, om. Tf.

. 6 €is, om. 6 Ln. Tf. [Alw.); add
[e€ avray] Ln.
— @ dvopa X évépart Ln. mg.
= €Y, om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Gb. »,
eis].
.Nseneeetey X Na¢apnvod Ln.
- rs, prem. [ev] Ln.

.tapedwxay adroy X avrév
mrapéSwxay Lu.
at, GAAd ye, add. kal Ln. Tf.
. pOpiae X dpOpwai Ln. Tf.
kararBépevos Ln. mg. [Alz.]
- os.kat mpoaedéxero kai av[Ala.]
. kaO@s Kal, om. Kat Ln.
Tos Ty \ os mpooed€éxero
24. Ounppnvevey \ Stepunvevev
thy Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. [Alzx.]

[Alx.]; [rov, om. Gb. Sch.] 49. AUTOU x avrg Lan. Tf. [Alz.];
add. amr Ln.
—amr X avo In.
24. at Kal, om. kal Ln. [Gb. -]. st. ovykarareetpevos X ovy-

28. 6 “Ingots, om. 6 Tf.
29. KotAlat, prem. ai Tf.

— eOnhacay X €Opeypay Ln. TE.
30. méoeTe | wécare Tf.

Ln. Tf.
33. arrrOov_ X nOov La, [Alz.] 83. AUTO 1°, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
a dpuorepav |\ etoviper Alz. — avtd 3° { avroy Ln. txt. Tf. — éavtod \ av’rov Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
34. 6 Oe ‘Ingovs eheye, Ildrep, — ovdér@ ovdets X ovdels ovwo Ln. Tf. [Alz. s. ovdels 28. mpocerroteiro X mpocerotapes avrois* ov yap oidact
noaro Ln. txt. [Gb. »].
ovdéra).
ti motovet [Ln.]
— kAjjpov X KAnpous Tf. Ln. mg. 54. Kal neépa, kat Gb. 3
[Alx.]
— mapackev?)X mapackevis Ln. — moppatépw \X mopporepov
[Alz.]
Ln. Tf.
38. Kal of dpyovres, om. kat Ln. ; — kai od8Barov, om. kat Tf.
29. kekAuKev, add. #8n Tf. [Ln.]
prem. avutov Alzx.
[Ala]
— avy avtois, om. Tf. [Ln.] 53. Kal yuvaikes, om. kal Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]
(Gb. >]. Ala.
[Gb. 3]. [ai yuvaixes Ln. 30. ethoynoe X nidreynoev Ln.
32. elrov \ etrap ‘Tf.
— 6 Tov Geov exdexTds X 6 €kAlz.]

Aexros ToD Ocod Ln. mg.;
Tov Geov 6 exdexTds Tf.
36. EvéraCov \ évéerracéay Tf.
— kal 6£0s, om. kal Tf. [Ln.]

1. Babéos X Babéws Ln. Tf.
— kai Ties avy avrais, om. Ln.
Tf. (Gb. >]. LAlz.]

Alz.

34. Ei ov X [ed] Ln.

38. yeypappern YX emeyeypappevn Ln. [Ala];

— Kai @s, om. kal Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XXIV.

om. Tf.

[Ale ]

- ypappacwv “EAAnvixois Kat
“Papaixois kal “EBSpaixois,
om. Tf. [Ln.] [4/z.]

— Odrés éorw 6 Bacireds tev
*Iovdaiwv X 6 Bac. Tr. Iovd.
[odros] Ln. txt. Tf. ; [odrds
éorTty] Ln. mg.

39. Aéyor, om. Tf.

— Ei od J obxi ob Tr. Ln. mg.
40. emreripa avT@, héeyor X ém-~
TUL@V avT@ en, Tf. [Alz.]
42.T@ "Incod, om. TO Tf.

3. Kat eloeAOovora \ eioeAOod~
oat Sé Ln. Tf. [Ala.]

— Tov kKupiov "Inaod, om. Tf.
4. Starropeio
Oa YX amropeia
Oat
Ln. Tf. (Alz.]

— dvo avdpes X avSpes Svo Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

33 cummOpoirpevovs

YX nOpor~

opevous Ln. Tf.
34. nyépOn | 6 Ktpwos ovT@s X

évtas 7yepOn 6 Kupuos Ln.
[Gb. »]. [Alz.]

36.6 "Incods, om. Gb. Ln. Tf.
[Ale]
- kal Aeyet avrois, Eipnyy
bpiv, om. Tf.; add. [éy@ eis

py oBeiabe] Lu.
38. Ovati X ri TE.

-

~ ec Onoeow dorparrovcats \ —tais xapdias X tH kapdia
Ln. txt. Tf.
eoOnre dorparrovcy
a
Ln.
5.70 mpdo@ror \ Ta mpdc@ma 39. avros é€y@ eis X eym@ elpe
avros Ln. txt. Tf.
Tf. [Alz.]
lod

— eizrov X eizray Ln. Tf.

6. GNX’ X adda Tf.

40. ver. 40, om. Tf.

- émreBeukev X edegev Ln. [Alx.]
41. amd THs xapas Kat Oavpa4. Set Tov vidy Tod avOperov X
(dvrev\Kai Oavp. ard rijs
xapas Ln.
Tov vidv Tov avO.dre Set TE.

— os X ora
6
In. mg.
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JOHN.
[Alx.]; dp~ayévav Ln. mg. go. eo [Ln.] Gb. >. [Ala]
- cis ByOaviay \ mpds BnOa48. O€ €ore, om. Tf.
om. Ln. [Gb. >]. [Alz.]
viav Ln. txt.
44.avrois X mpos avrods Ln. 49. @rrooTéAAw \ eLarrocré@
Tf.
mg. Tf.
5 . kat avepépero eis Toy ovpavov, om. Tf. [Gb. >].
- Adyot, add.pov Tf.[Ln.][Alz.] —‘Iepovoadnp, om. Gb. Ln.
52. mpookvyncaytes avTov, om.
Tf.
46. kal oUTws €deL, om. Tf. [Ln.]
Tf. [Gb. -].
— divapu && tous X €& Upous
[Gb. >]. [Alz.]
Ovvapuy TE.
44. ap&duevoy \ dpEdpevot TE.
53. "Anny, om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Ln.]
42. kal amd pedtootov Knpiov,

Ll

JOHN.
Cuap.I.
40. "HAOov YX HAOav TE.; add.
4. Con Av ‘Con €or Ln. txt.
ouv Tf. [Ln.] [Ala.]
16. Kai 1° X 6re Gb. Ln. txt. Tf. — eldov \ eiday Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]
— dpa Se, om. dé Gb. Sch. Ln.
18.oo vids [Gb. ~]; beds Ln. mg.

Ln. mg. [Alz.]

. BeAdot avrov X adrod [Ln.]
- epewav X épewvev
€
Ln. mg.
.TO Képpa \ Ta Képpara Ln.

eal N

- wm

mg. [Alz.]
. pt) Toteire, prem. [kat] Ln.

. EpynoOnoar e, (d€] Ln.
X katapayerat Gb.

43. Kal iPyayev, om. Kat Tf. [Ln.]

. ol, om. Tf. [Alz.]
. elrov X eta Ln. Tf.
— ovre bis X odd Ln. TE. [Alz.]

. péros 8é, om. 8€ Tf. [Alzx.]
- eorykey X one: Tf. Ln. mg.
. avTOS EOTLY, OM. a! Tf. (Ln.

Ale. ]

— bs eumpocbey pov yéyover,
om. Gb. Tf. [Ln.]

[Alz.]

— ey, post eiul Tf. [Ln.] (Gb.
3]. [om. Alz.]

YX BnOavia

— euBrEWas Se, om. de Gb.Sch.

l= karepayé

Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf.

—"Iwva X "Ieavov Ln. txt.
44.6 "Ingots, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

. eurov \ eirrav Ln. Tf.

. 6 Ingovs, om. 6 Ln. Tf. [Gb.

fhe

3]. [Alx.]

; Etrov \ eiray Ln. Tf.

— Aeéyer adra, add. 6 "Incovs
Sch. 1m, faa
46. Tov vidv, om. Tov Ln.

— Tov "loon, om. Tov Ala.
— Nafapér X Nafape6 Gb. Sch.
[Rec. 9].

Gb. 47. Pidummos, prem. 6 Ln. Tf.
48. 6 "Inoods, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

Sch. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].

: adTois, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— @ elev ¥ dv etrev Ln.
‘ ‘lepoodvpors, prem. Tots
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- ev ™ éopTi}, [ev] Ln.
-6 "Ingots, om. 6 Lu. Tf.

— €avtov X adrov Ln. Tf.

—"I@dvyns, prem. 6 Ln.
49.6 Inaovs, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
. 6Iwavyns, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.
to&
so. “AmekpiOn, add. air@ Tf.
. mept Xabrép Ln. Tf.

[Ln.]
kal Aeyet, om. Tf. [Ln.]

: ndOov ¢eyo \ eyo
é
AAO. Ln. mg.
— T@ vOart, om.Té Ln. (Gb. >]. - aiTe, om. Ln. Tf.
—ei 6 Bacired’s X 6 Bac. ef
(Ale.J
. @oel \ os Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
.ovTds eotw \ adrés eotw gt. Eiddv, prem. Ort Ln. Tf.
Ln. mg.

.6 I@dvyns, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
. TOU cod, add. [6 aipav thy

dpaptiay Tov Kécpov] Ln.
: orpapels de, om. S€ Cst.
; etirov X etmay Ln. Tf.

- éppyvevdpevov XY pebeppn_vevdpevoy Ln. [Alz.]

. Were X deoGe TE. [Gb. J].
{Alz.]

. Kai #veyxar ¥ of 8€ ifveyxav
* Tore fin. ]
THY apxiy, om. ri La. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

- ovr, om. Ln.

. BynOaBapa

a

Tf.

19. am@éoreiNay, add. mpds avrov 41. Hy, add. [8€] Ln.
In. [Alz.]
42. mparos \ mp@roy Ln. [Ala.]
. OUK eipl eyo X eye odk ipl — Meociay { Meciav [Gb. «].
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
-6 Xptords, om. 6 Gb. Sch.
. Eirov X etray Ln. Tf.

eX keipevat, post “Tovdaioy Tf.

— be X OW Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
$2. am apt, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
[Alz.]

Cuar. II.

1. TH Hepa th. tpiry rH Tpiue) neEpa Ln. mg.
4. Aeyet, prem. (kat] Ln. [Ala]

6. Vdpiat AiOivas X ALOwar bdp.
Ln. txt. Tf.
36

. Tov avOparrov, om. Tov Ln

Nv

Cuap. III.
. Tov "Inoody \ abrov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— Taira Ta onpeia Stvarat X
divarat tavta Ta onpeta
Ln, Tf. [Alz.]
we

. 6 Incovs, om. 6 Ln. Tf. [Gb.
3). [Alz.]

:

.6 Inaovs, om. 6 Gb. Ln. Tf.;
[add. kal einev adt@ Alz.]
6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
Io. 6 "Incods, om.
un

Tf.

.6 dy ev TO OVpav@ Gb. >.
: iobjvat Sei \ Set bWodnvat Ln. mg.

els aurov\em avrov Ln. txt.;

ev avT@
Tf. Ln. mg.

JOHN.
1g. pt)_GmdAnrat, GAN, om. TF. a9. doa X & TF.
4

[Lu.] (Gb. 3]. [Alz.]

14. avVTOU, om. Alx.

18.6 Oé, (de) Ln.
19. rovnpa abray X abrav ro_ yypa Ln. TE. [Alz.]
25. Iovdaiwy YX “Iovdaiov Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. x].
28. wot, om. Cst.

— OvK cipl eyed X eye od« eipt

Ln. [diz]

— érdpacce Td \ éerapdocero
3. TpeakovTaoKT@ X. rpidxovra
kal éxr® Gb. Sch. Tf. (Ln.

Alz.

38. eTt Gh. >. [Ala]

— reTpdpnvov \ rerpapunvds Gb.

[kat].
- esi

avrov Tf. [Ln.]

Sch. Ln. Tf.

4. BidiyX Bary Gb. Sch. Ln,

Tf. [Ln.] Ala.

— kal 6 omeipwy, om. Kal Tf.

[om. Alx.]

32. Kal 0 édpaxe, [kal] Ln.

ad fin. ver. 4, om. Tf. [Gb. 3].

4. dyyedos yap, add. [Kupiov]
ro Ln. mg. [Cst.]

(Gb. 3).

34. To® \ mouo@ Ln. [Gb. ].

36. kal 6 OepiCwv, om. Kal Gb.

Ln. txt.

31. €mdv@ mavrev eoTi, 32. Kal
Gb. 3;

30. "ESM AOor, prem. {kat] Ln.
-“— om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
. Ev 8€, om. dé Tf. [Ln.] Alz.

8. “Ryespas X eyetpe
¢
Sch. Ln.
Tf. ; add. {kai} Ln.

[Ala.]

34.6 GAnOivds, 6 Gb. -. LAlx.]
34. 6 eds, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.3). 39. doa \ & TE. [Alz.]

" —Tovto Gb. 3. [Alz.]

10. OUK Seori, prem. [kat] Ln,

[Alz.]
- KpdSBaror, addy cov Ln.
— 6 Xpiords, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.|11. ’AmexptOn, prem. ds dé Ln.
3]. [Alz.]
[Alx.]
43. kal amndGev, om. Tf. [Ln.] 12. ovv, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb. -].
— tov kpdBBardy cov, om. TE.
[Gb. >]. Alx.
44. 6 Ingots, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln. 13. labels X doOevav TE. [Gb. »].
Et.
14.TL oot X coi Te St. Gb. Sch.

[Ala.]
35. péver X pevet Gb. ~

42."Ore [Ln.]

Cuap. IV.
1. Kiptos X "Inoots Alx.
2. "Iovdalav, add. ynv Alz.
3. TaAdw Gb. >. (Cst.]

£, Suxdp X 2ixdip Elz.
Ln. Tf.
43. & { dca Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— 6 €dwxev { od eSwxev Gb. 46.6 “Invots, om. Gb. Ln. Tr. 15. Annddev, prem. {kat] Ln.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— dvnyyere XY eimey TE. Ln.
[Ala.]; (post mdXuv Sch.)
6. aoe
ws Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
mg.; [sie s. annyyethe Ala.)
47. avTov 2°, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
4. muetv X wiv TE.
—@ \ dv In, [Ale]
16. TOY “Ingoby oi Iovdaior X of
9. meiv X vw Ln. Tf.
so. Kai émiorevoev, om. kal Tf.
*Iovd. rov "Incoty Ln. txt.
— ovens ‘yuvatkds Zapapeire~
Tf. [Alzx.j
{Ln.] [Gb. >].
dos X yuv. Sapap. ovons — 6 "Incots 2°, om. 6 Elz. St. ~ kal e(nrovy adroy dmoxreiLn. Tf. [Alz.]
10. mueiv \ wi Tf.

Gb. (Gb. x]. [Alz.]

13. 6 "Incovs, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.

sx. anvrnoay \ brnvtnoay Ln.

yap éxeivos move Ln. mg.

Tf. [Alx.]

— Tais wov \ mais avrov Ln.;
vids avroo Ala.

Tf.

14. 00 pu) Supqon eis Tov aidva
GNA 7d Uap 6 Sacw ad- 82, map’ avray ry @pay \ rip
T® (Ln. 13 Oupyoes Ln. Tf.
dp. map ayr. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
(Ale. et 6 éy® Alw.))
16. 6 Incovs, om. Tf.; om. 6 Ln.;

pat, om. Gb. Tf. [Ln.] LAlz.]

19,4 yap dy éxetvos moun X a

— Kal eimov \ eizroy ody TE.
— xOes X exOés Ln. Tf. [Gb.].

20. pret X dyara Ln. mg.
2s. dxovoovrat \ dxovowsr s.
dkovoovat Alx.

— (noovrat X <noovow Ln. TF.
[Alzx.]

26. edaxe kal TO vid X kal rd
vid eduoxer -Ln. mg.
24. Kat Kpiow, om. kal Ln. [Alz.]
29. of be,om. 6€ Tf. [Ln.]

CIncovs] Ln.
Alx.
— tov avdpa gov X cov tov 53. Ort, om. Ln. [Ala.]
adpa Tf.
14. etrev, add. [adrol Ln. (Cst.]
30. maTpos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Cuap. V.
- ouK ya dvdpa \ dv8pa ovdx 1. €0ptT), prem. 1) Tf.
33. dya\dtac Ojvat \ dyaddabEX@ Alz.
— 6 Ingods, om. 6 Ln. Tf. [Gb.
vat Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.; [post
— eo Leéxets Ln. mg.
m™pos Spay Ln. mg.]
3]. Alz.
20. Tour@ TS Ope \ To Spe 2. BnOecda XBnOcaida Ln. mg. 36. peifo \ peiCov Ln.
TOUT® Gb. Sch. Ln. txt. Tf.

— det mpookuveiv { mpookuveiv
det Ln. Tf. [Ale]
21. Tuva, post po. Tf. Ln. mg.
(Gb. ~]. LAlzx.]

—riotevodv

X mioreve

Ln.

Tf. [Gb. ~]. [Ala]

23. GAN’ ¥ ddAd La. TF.

27. €Oavpacav X eOavipatoy Gb.

ent
aor
RNa
Patient
CY
TS
peter
Scar
An
PTE
PIT
MEI
Sah
le
ABE,

Sch, Ln. Tf.

3. 7OAV, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb. 3].

— daxé X dédaxeév Te.

—€y®

Alz.

~ éxdexopevav THY TOU waros
Kivqow. 4. ayyehos apKata
katpov kar€Bawvev evTH KoAupBnépa, kal érdpaoce
TO Udap- 6 obv mp@ros ep
Bas pera THY Tapaxny Tov
vdaros, byuys eyivero, m5)
dyrore kareixeTo voonpart,
37

TO,

om.

éy®

Ln.

[Alx.]

37. avros X ékeivos Tf. Ln. mg.

- dxnxdare momore \ mance
axndare Ln. [Ale.]

38: pévovra ev bpiv X ev dpiv
peévoyra Tf. Ln. mg. [Alz.]
42, GAN X adda Ln. TE.
44. Geov [Ln.]

JOHN.
Cuar. VI.

66. amndOov,

32. O€d@xev X €OwKev Ln.

2.kat HKodovber X AKodovber

S€ Ln. Tf. [Ale]

33. Canv didods X didovs Cony
- mewdon \ wewdoet Ln.

— dopjon X dupjoe Ln.
5.6 "Ingois Tous dpOarpovs X 36. pe [Ln.]
tovs 6p6. 6 "Incovs Ln. TE. 38. ek \ ad Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

3.6 "Inoods, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

[Alz.]
— Tov Pidurmov,

om. Tov Ln,

Gb. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].
[Alz.]

— tov (@vTos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

39. marpos, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
—avto év X¥ avrév Cst.

fb é

70.6 “Inoovs, om. Tf. [Gb. 3].

40. O€ { ydp Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dyopdcopev X ayopdowpev

Cst.

— wéepwparrés pe \ marpdés pou 91. loxaptorny X “loKxapidrov
Ln. txt. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
— éye [Ln.]

Sch. Ln. Tf.

6. Euchre X pwede Alz.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— jpedrAev XY EwedAev Ln. TE.

[Ale]

— Tn €rxXaTn, prem. ev Ln. Tf.

4. aUT@V, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— tt [Ln.]

— avrov mapadiddvar X mapadcddvat avrov Alz.

[Alx.]

9. €v, om. TE.{Ln.] [Gb.]. [Alz.] 42. ouv X vov TE.
— 6 X és Ln. Tf. [Gb. ]. [Alz.] — obtos 2° [Ln.] [Gb. =]. Alz.

— dv, om. Ln. (Gb. 3].

43. ov, om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Ln.]

to. O€, om. Tf. [Lu.] [Gb. 3].

Cuar. VII.

— xdpros mohvs \ modvs xdp- 44. mpos pe \ mpos eye Tf.
— kal é€y@ X Kayo Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Tos Ln. mg.

— averrecov \ avérecay Ln. Tf.

1. Kal, om. Ala.

— pera tadra, ante mepremarer

—~ TH €axXaTn, prem. év Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

[Alx.]
- ouy [Gb. 3]. (Cst.J

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

3. Oewpnowot \ Oewpnrovow

48. TOU Geov, om. Tov Gb. Sch.

— oi adpes, om. of Alx.

,

Ln. Tf.

11, Oe a ouv Ln. Tf. [Ale.]

- Trois pa@nrais, of dé. pabnTal, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alz-

13. €mepiooevoe \ emepiooevcoav La. Tf.

— ody, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— axoveas { dxovev Sch. [Gb.

— Ta épya cov \ cov ra épya
Ln.

4.€ KpumT@ Tt moret X te ev

~].

46. Tis E@pakev \ Empaxev Tis

KputT@ trovet Ln.
— avrés \ adré Ln.
6. obv, Gb. 3.
8. TavTnv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

14. 0 éroinoe onpetoy \ a erroi- 44. eis €He, om. Tf.
49. TO pavva ev Th épnpe \ év
noev onpeta Ln. mg.
Th €pny@ Td pavva Ln. txt.
— 6 Ingods, om. Tf.

18. Sunyeipeto \ Sveyeipero TE.
19. be X@oel Ln.
21.70 mAoiov eyevero \ eyevero

TO mAotoy Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— éexeivo eis 6 eveBnoay oi pa@nrat adtod, om. Gb. Ln.

Tf. [Alw.]

— mAotdpiov { mAotov Gb. Ln.

Tf. [Ale]

23. moudpra X mAota Ln.
- eUXapioTnavros
piou Gb. >,

24. kal avrol,om.
Ln. Tf.

Tov

gi. fv eyo Seow, om. Ln. Tf.
(Gb. ~). [Alz.]

$2. mpos GAANAovS oi "Iovdator
X of "Iovd. mpos add. Ln.

|

— 6 xapos 6 ends X 6 euds Katpos Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
g. Oe, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.

— avtois X avrés Tf. [Gb. »].

10. €is THY EopTny, ante TéTE Ln.

txt.

- THY oapxa, add. avrov Ln.
—1 €oxaTn,
Tf. [Ln.]

prem.

év Sch.

[Alz.]

— arn ¥ ahha Ln, Tf.

12. rohvswept abrov jy X mept
avtov hv mods Ln. TE.

33. GAnOas X adnOns bis Ln. Tf.

— 82, om. Gb. Sch. TE

14. 6 "Ingois, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

[Gh. ~]. Ala.

57. Cnoerar X (noe Ln. TE. [Gb. 18. kal €Oavpatov X eOavpatov
ovv Ln. Tf. [Ale.)

w]. Alz.

Ku-

Alz.

— ovr 1° X ovK Gb. Sch. Tf.

Tf. [Alz.]

84. kal eyo XKay® Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

22. dav X etdov Ln. [Ala.]

7,

Tf.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

13. avTov 2°, om. Ln. Tf. [Cst.]
— maw, om. Tf. [Gb. 3]. [Cst.]
14. oUK \ orm Ln. txt. [Alz.]

Ln.

— Tav pabnray, prem. ék [Ln.]
68. ovv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
69.6 Xpioros 6 vids X 6 dyos

Ln. mg.

— €opav X €Oeapovy Ln. [Alz.] 38. Oe, om. Tf. [Ln.] [@b. =].
- avrov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

post avrod

[Alzx.]

58. €x Tov X €& Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
om.

Ln.

Tf. (Gb. 3].

Kat Gb. Sch.

— 7d pda, om. Gb. Tf.

16. AzrexpiOn, add. ody Sch. Ln.
Tf. [Gb. »].

19. déd@xev { 2S@xev Ln.
20. Kal €izre, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— mAoia X mAodpra Ln. [Alz.] — Cnoera X (noe TE. [Gb. ~]. 21.6 Inoovs, om. 6 Tf. [Gb. >].
Cst.
28. ovovpev \ mro@pev Elz. Gb. 60. odTos 6 Adyos X 6 Adyos
22. ev caBBara, [ev] Ln.
ovros Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
Sch. Ln. Tf.
29.6 Ingovs, om. 6 Tf. [Gb. 3]. 63. AAA X AeAdAnka Sch. Ln. 24. Kpivate \ Kpivere Ln.
26. kal 1°, Gb. >.
Tf. [Gb. s].
Cst.
— adnOas, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— muotevonte \ murrevnte Alx. 64. GAN’ X adda TE.
32. ouv Gb, 3.

6s. pov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. =]. Alz.
38

2g. €y@ Oe, om. dé Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.

JOHN.
82, elrov \ eizray Ln. Tf.
38.T@ marpl X rod marpos Ln.
Tf. [Ale]
gt. IloAAot dé ek Tov dxAov X — mpopnrns ék ths TadAaias
X €« rns Tad. rpod. Ln. Tf. — par, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3).
€k Tov 6xAov Sé wodAol Ln.
30. emeBarev X €Badev Ln. mg.

[Alx.]

Tf. [Alz.]

— "Ort, om. Ln. [Alx.]

— pyre X py La. Tf. (Gb. »).
[Alz.]

— TouT@Y, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].
32.01 Dapioaion Kal of apxeepeis \ of apy. Kai of Dap.
In. Tf. {Alx.]

- moor

post améoretAav

— éeynyeprar X eyeiperae Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]
83... Vili. rr, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3).

Alzx.
39. elrrov X eizray Ln. Tf.

— fre \ éore Gb. Ln. [Aix]
- dy, om. Gb. Sch. Ff.
41. ouy, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~). Ala.

Cuar. VIII.
3. Wpos avrov, om. Sch.
— ev \ émt Sch.

3. AOoBorcicba

— ob yeyewnpeba X ovk éyev-

vnOnpev Ln.

42. ovv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

X Aalewv

~ 6 Incods, om. 6 Ln.
— TatTnp, prem. 6 Ln.
~ héyets, add. mepi avrns Sch. 44. TaTpos, prem. Tov Gb. Sch.
an-katnyope
YX Karnyopiay
Ln. Tf.
Sch.

33. ste om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- pecxpov xpévov X xpdvov puKpov Ln. Tf.
34. evphoere, add. pe La.

36. ovTos 6 Adyos X 6 Adyos obtos Lu. Tf.

— etpnoere, add. pe Ln,
39- €weQov X fpuedrAov Cst.
- aarenenet \ morevoavres
- “Rion om. Tf. [Gb. +]; deSopévov Ln.
— 6 "Incovs, om. 6 Ln. Tf. [Gb.
=]. Alz.

— ovdémw X ovrw Ln.
40. mohQol, om. Ln. Tf.

— ouv &x Tov dxAov X €k Tod
dxhov ovv Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— rov Aéyor X rev Adywv ToUtev Ln. [Alz.]; Tay Adyov
Tf. [Alz.]
41. AdAo, add. S€ [Ln.J |
—”And oz dé X of dé Ln. [Alzx.];
om. de Tf. [Gb. 3]. Ala.

42. ovxi X ovx Ln. Tf.
- 6 Xpioris &pxerat X epxe43.

Tat 6 Xpeoros In. Tf.
TO dxho eyevero X eyé-

ane ev T@ OxA@ Ln. Tf.
[Ala
44. satBadey YX €Barey Ln. TE.

46. oUTws eAdAnoev \ €AdAnoey
oUrws Ln. Tf. Alzx.
— as obros 6 tvOpamos, om.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alex

47. OUV, om. TE.
49. GAN’ X adda Ln. Tf.
— émixardparoi X émdparoi Ln.
Tf.

50. vuKros mpos avrov X mpos
abroy mporepoy Ln. [Alzx.];

mpos abrov Tf.

s1.7ap abrod mpérepoy X mpaTOV Tap avrov Ln. Tf. [Gb.

w]. [Ale]

kar’ Sch.
9. éoTaca X ovca Sch.

48.
46.
‘H yur, X yovae Sch,
48.
6 "Ingovs avTois éhadnoe X avrois éAdAncer6 “Inaods sr.
in. Tf. [Alx.]

— enol X pot Ln.
— meperarnoes X mepimatnon
Ln. Tf. (Aie.]

Aéyo, add. bpiv (Ln.]
O€, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
ovv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
elroy X elray In. Tf.
Tov Adyov rov euov X Tov
epov Adyov Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

§2. ovr, om. Ln. Tf.

— yevoerat \ yevonra: Gb. Sch.
Lu. Tf.

adn Ons €oTw u) Haptupia — eis Tov aidva Gb. >.
pov Xa) paptupia pou aAn- $3. OV, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ons €orw
€
Ln. mg.
34. dofdalw X dSoédow Ln. txt.
— kai ov X 7 mod Gb. Sch. Tf.
Tf,
16. dAnOns X dAnOwn Ln. Tf. ~ tpav 7npay Sch. Tf. [Gb. ~].
58. kal ea J Kay Ln.

[Alx.]

. 6 Ingovs, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.

— tuav X tiv Ln.
— GAN YX adda Ln. Te.

Ts

— noecre dy X dy nSeure Ln, TE. 58. 6 ‘Ingods, om. 6 TE.
[Ale.]

.6 "Ingots, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Jf.

— Tod Koopou Tovrou \ rovTou
TOU KOO pov Ln. Tf.
(Gb.

Sid péoov avrav:

kal mapyyev ovTws, om. Gb.
Ln. Tf.

21.6 "Inoois, om. Ln, Tf. [Gb.
31. [Ale.]
. €LIreV X eheyev. Ln. Tf. [Adz]

23. Kai

59. SteAO@y

eimev,

om.

Kal Ln. Tf.

3]. Alz.

26. Ney@ X AAG Lu. TE. [Gb.~].
Alzx.

28. avTois, om. Ln.
— pov, om. Ln. [Alz.]

29. 6 maTHp, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

Cuar. IX.
3.6 Incods, om. 6 Gb. Szh. Ln.
Tf.

4. eue X npas Alz.
6. eméxpioe, add, avrod Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]
— tov tupdov, om. Tf. [Ln.]
[Gb. >].
4. vixyat [Ln.]

8. rupAdsXmpoaairns Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

9. O€, om. Tf. [Ln.]; add. €Xe-

Alz.

33.avT@ X mpos avroy Ln. TE.
(Ale.J
34. 0 *Ingods, om, 6 Ln.

— Tis dpaptias Gb. 5.
38. €y@ OX a ey@ Ln.; eyo a TF.
— pov, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alz.
— ov & YX ody a Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

yov [ovxl,adX’] Ln. TE.Ale.) ;
€Aeyov [Gre] Ln. mg. [Alz.]
—’Ekeivos, add. dé Ln.
10. Il@s, add. obv Tf. [Ln.] Alz.

— dvedxOnody \ nve@xOnody
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— cov X gor Elz. Ln. mg.

— éwpdkare \neovoate Ln. Tf. It. eydpevos, prem. 6 Alzx.

[Gb. «J.

— Kai eimev, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
39
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40. Kat jxovcay,

iT. HOt, add. Oru Tf.

- Umaye, add. vipat Alc.
— THv KokvpBHOpay tov X Tov
Gb. 1m, Tf. [Alz.]

— b€ Xx ovv Ln. Tf. (Ala.

— kal vupapevos, om. kat Tf.

12. Eirov \ etray Ln. Tf.
= our, om. Ln. Tf.; [Alaz. s. kat
stroy. J

14. ore Xev 2 nuepa Ln.Tf. [Ala.]
15. emt Tous opOarpovs prov X
pou él Tovs opO. Gb. Sch.
Lu. Tf.

om.

kal Tf. 32. mov, om. Tf. [Ln.]
— AcOderé pre X pe AOdgere
— dvres per adrov X per adTf. Ln. mg.
Tov évres Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
33. AéyorTes, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
(Gb. 3]. Ala.

41. dy, om. Alz.
~ ou, om. Tf. (La.] [Gb. 31.

=7 obv dpapria Upev
t
pévet Xx

Ln. ; ort eyo eina Tf. [Alz.]

ai [ovv] dpapriat buay pé- 38. miorevoare \ muorevere Ln.
vovot Alzx.

[Ale]

— morevonte X ywooKnre Ia

Cuar. X.

Tf. (.4lx.]

3. kadet \ wvet Ln. TE. [Gb.

— aiT@ { tS warpi Ln. txt. Tf.
(Gb. x]. Ala.

es]. [Alz.]

16. Odros 6 dvOparos ovK €ort
mapa Tod Ocod X obd« €oruy
ovTos mapa Gcod 6 avOpa-

4. Kal Gray, om. kal Tf. [Gb.3).

—mpoBara

X mavra

Ln. Tf.

[Alz.]

mg.

g. akodovOncaow \ axodovbn-

17. Aéyovot, add. ovv Ln. [Alz.]

govow Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
4. wadw avrois \ avrois maduw
In. ; om. avrots Tf.

qos Ln. txt. Tf.;

Alx

34. ‘Ey cima X ¢
ére eye tate

[Ln.

et Alz. om. TOU.)
- ado, add. Sé Ala.
= dime X qvéwger, s. dvéewke
18. ruhos hv
§ X qv ruprds Tf.
Ja. mg

19. @pte Bdéret X Bréres apre
Ln, txt. Tf. [Alz.]

20. AmexpiOnaay, add. oy Ln.;
add. dé Cst.
— avTois, om. Tf. [Ln.] Ala.

39. moe avroyv X avrov maw
40. ‘ape XtEpevev
g
Ln.
41. onpeioy éroinoev X

ezroin-

oev onpetov Alx.
42. ériarevoav Todo X moAAol éexiorevoay Ln. [Alz.]
- ort, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
— €xei eis avrdv Y eis abrov
8. mpd enor 7AOov
XHABov mpd
éxet Ln. Tf. [Alax.]
epoo |
Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alx.];
om

mpo €p0v Cst.
12. eloly \ éorw Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

-—Ta mpdBara, om. Tf. [Ln.]
Alz.

13.6 O€ pucdaris pedbyet, om
Tf. [Ln.] [Gb. 3]. Alz.

Cuap. XI.

-

7. paOnrais, add. adrov [Ln.]
Alz.

9. 6 "Incovs, om.6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf

—cicw &pat \ Spai eiow Ln,

14. ywookonat trd Tay e€pav\
— eimov X eimav Tf.
Tf. [Alz.]
ywookovoi pe Ta eud Ln.
21.auTos mAtKiay €xeu avrov
08 antral adrod X aire of
Tf. [Alz.]
epotnoare X avrov épar.
pabnrat Lu.[Alz.]; abr@ Tf.
avr. Mek, exet
€
Ln. Tf. [Alz.] 16. pe Set X det pe Ln. Tf. [4lx.]
. ovv [Ln.]
~ yevoerae X yerngovrat Ale. 15.GAN X dda La. TE.
23. elroy \ tray Ln. Tf.
24. ek Sevrépov Tov GvOparov X 14.6 maTnp pe \ pe 6 Trarnp
ENov X irOev Ln.
Tov avOp. éx Sevr. Ln. txt.
if. [Ale]

— eizrov \ eirray Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf. [le] »

19. ovV, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Ale.
ar. avolyew \ avoiéar Tf. [Alz.]

© etpev, prem. kat Ln.

— jpépas 78n X Hon Hpépas
Ln. mg. ; om. 70n TE.

— 6 dvOpwros ovros X obros 6 22. Tois ‘lepowodvpois, Tois Gb.
ap. Ln.
- 28. ov Gb.3

-— Kal elrev, om. Ln. Tf.
— dv X inv kai Ala.
26. O€ X ovv Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
— mad, om. Lan. Tf. [Ala.]
28. ovv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

-eéPees ag X pants ef Ln.
30.
—
31.
—

. kat uahoa X woot dé Ln.

+ [Alz.]

— kal xetu@y, om. kal Tf. [Gb.
>). Alz.

23. TOU ZoAopa@vros \ SoAopa-

“vos Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

26. GAN X ddAa La. Tf.
— ov yap éore \ rt otk ore

T£; CAlw.]

— Tas mept X ryv Ln.
- Mapiay X Mapa Ln. TE.
- avTay, om. Tf. [ala]
°

Tf.

21.9 MadpOa, om. » Gb. La.
Lal

LCst.]

Ln. mg. [Alz.]

— kabes eimov byt [Ln.] [Gb.

6 ddehpds pou obdk dy ere~
Ovnxes \ ovx dv améOavev6
adedpds pov Ln. [Alz.];
ouK Gy6 ddeX. prov éreOynKec Tf.; [ereOvnxer X améOa-

—]; om. Alz.
yepTouT@ \ TouT@ yap TE.
24. akovet \ akovovow Alx.
avewééJ Guouké Ln.
O€, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz. 28, ovx dpmdce X ov pr dpmaon Alz.
dpaptodav 6 Geds {6 Geds
29. pelCov mavrav X mdavrev
dpaptrahav Ln. txt.

34. eurov \ etray Ln. Tf.

38- Qeod Xx avOpamov Gb. ~.
36. Kal etre, om. Ln. ; add. Kal
Gb. Sch. Tf.

peivav Tf.
— prov 2°, om. Tf.
31. mad, om. Alz.

. 6 "Ingovs, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.

vey Gb. s].
22.
24.

GAXG [Ln.]; om. Ate.
Mdp@a, prem. 7 Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

32. KaAd epya \ épya radiLn. 28. Tadta \ rovro Tf.
— Mapiav ¥ Mapidp Ln. Tf.
34. O€, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3). Alz.
[Alx.]
40
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ag. exe, add. Sé Alx.
— éyeiperat \ nyépOn Ln.
— €pyxerat X Hpxero Ln. mg.

54. aUTOU, om. Tf. [Alz.]
. Kat 1°, om. Ln. Tf.

30. HY, add. ért Ln. [Alx.]

evroAny \ evrodas Tf.

31. Mapiav X Mapcap Ln. Tf.
—éyovres X Sd€avres Gb. ~.
32. Mapia X Maprap TF.
—6 “Ingots, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

. Hy, add. éx Tf.
— ovvavakeipevov X avaxeipevoy ody Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
bo

avrov mpos Tovs 1ddas Ala.
avT@, om. Alx.

>

vev Tf. [Alz.]

ndvvaro \ edvvaro Ln.
evBpisapevos \ éuBptunodpevos Ln. mg.

.6 "Ingods, om. 6 Ln.
teOyvnkéros \ redeuTnKdTos

. €pxerat, post "Incovs Ln.mg.

I

ob Av 6 TeOunkas Keipevos,

[Alx.]

[Alw.];
Alz.

add. Neyovres [Lu.]

6 epxdpevos, 6 Gb. 3.
6 Baoweds, om. 6 Tf. [Gb.

[Alz.]

“= avtois 6 "Incots X "Incois
avrois Tf.
— aere, add. avrov Tf. [Ala.]
48. Mapiav X Mapidp Ln. Tf.
— d éroinoey X 6 érroina. Alz.
— 6 "Ingots, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

3]. Cst.;

[praem. cal Alz.]

[Gb. »]. Ala.

2. yevouevou \ ywvopuevou Tf.
— ‘Iovda Sipwvos loxapimrov,
om. Tf.; post mapadot ad-

Tov, habet "lovdas Sipwvos
*Ioxapiorns

. O€, om. Tf. [Ln]. [Alz.]

6 "Incods, om. 6 Tf. [Alz.]
. ore \ Ore Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

[dre Gb. ~]. Cst.

6 "Incovs, om. 6 Ln. TE.
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

. kKdapos, add. dos Ala.
° . ties
"EXAnves X "EAAnves

Tov Ln. Tf.;

ow Alz.

— Kat Tov Térrov, om. Kal Alx.
° . SuadoyiferOe
YX Aoyiferde
.mpoepynrevoevy X empody©

epedrev X ipedAev Ln. Tf.

— mpooxuvnowow \ mpooxvuvnoovow Ln. Tf.

BadAeu Ala.
6. kal Néyet, om. Kal Tf. [Gb. 3].

22. Bidursos, prem. 6 Tf.

6 "Inaods, om. 6 Gb. Ln. Tf.

8. Tovs mddas prov X pou Tovs
wé0as Ln. txt. Tf. [Ala.]

[Alz.]

— avTa, post Incods Ln.

Tf. [Alz.]

Ln. [4lz.]
g. Pov, om. Cst.

— kal édy Tis, om. Kat Gb. Sch.

53. ovveBovrevoavto \ €BouNev-

Alz,

— éxeivos, om. Ln. Tf.

[Ale.]

— héyovat, prem. Kal Ln. Tf.
26. Siakovy tis \ tis Staxovy Ln.

[Alx.]

3. 6 Incods, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb.

3. [Alz.]
s. Baddece Vdap X AaBav dap

— kat mddw \ épxerat Ln. TF.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. 9]. Ala.

[kapdiay iva

mapadot adrov "Iovdas Sipovos Ioxapiorns Ln. mg.)

tives Ln. txt. Tf. [Alz.]

SJ

.miorevoovow | morevow-

[Ln. mg.]

— abrov rapade X rapadoi ad-

Ln. Tf.

47. onjeia trovet X mrovet onpeta

Tf.

Alx. (Gb. s].

.qkovee X HKoveav Gb. Sch.

txt. [Alz.]

Ln. [Alz.]

Cuap. XIII.
1. €AnAvdev XY 7AOev Ln. TF.

[Alx.]

ig

[Ale]

[Alx.]

. iyarep X Ovydrnp Ln. Tf.

& éroinoev \ 6 érroingey Ln.

tevoev Ln. Tf. (Alxv.]

Gb. x].
49. €& \ aw Ala.
— axe \ déSmxev
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
go. AGA® ey@ X e€y@ AaAG Ln.

6 "Invods, om. 6 Gb. Ln. Tf.
. xpagov J expavyatov Ln. Tf.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

oavto

Lu. Tf. [Gb.~] Alz.; [om. pe

[Gb. ~]. Ala.

— dpOarpovs, add. avrod, s.
- €avrov Alx.
44. Kal e&\Oev, om. kat Gb. Tf.

un-

[Ala]

— emiatpapact X\ orpapaow

~]. Alex.

reTnpynkev \ tThpnon Lu. TE.

. Ores X Sy Ln. Tf. (Gb. «I.

um

. ouv X be Tf.

— 6 Inoods, om. 6 Ln. TE. [Alz.]
40. TeT@pakev \ erapaocer Tf.

~T

Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

46.

— "Ort Gb. 3. [Ost.]

Ln, Tf.
eis €k TOV pabnTray adrod,
"lovdas Zipewvos *Ioxapio- —ildowpa YX idcopa Ln. txt.
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.
ms \ 6 Ioxapiwrns eis ék
4r. Ore X Ste Ln. Tf. [Ala]
tav paOnray av’rov Tf.
44. GAN YX adda Ln. TE.
6. eixe, Kal \ ¢xov Tf. [Alz.]
.auTnv. add, va Ln. Tf. [Gb. 47. py mootedvon X py puvdd&y

dméOavev prov X pou améba-

om.

— avd héeyets \ A€yets od TE.

36. €ws \ ws Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Tf. [Ala.]

[Ala]
— eis rovs rédas avtov X avTov eis Tovs mddas Gb. TF. ;

Alz.

34. amekpiOn, add. obv TE.

Cuar. XII.
35. peO” Open X ev bpiv Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
1.6 TEOvnk@s, om. Tf. [Ln.]
ek vexpav, add. 6 "Invovs Ln. — €ws { os Ln. Tf.

[Alz.]

qr

ge: hey bach Yop ay by

56. €v TO lep@ Eorykdres X éoLn. Tf. [Alz.]
THKOTES EV TO lep@ Alu.
31. TovTov Gb. 3. [Alw.]

Ln. Tf.

28. TO dvoua \ Tov vidy Alx.

34. Inoovs otv X 6 obv Incovs 29. ooy [Ln.]
. Ale,
— €otas \ éornkos Ln. [Alx.]
30. 6 Inaods, om. 6 Tf. [Alz.]
— dverpiBe X fucver Ale.
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—6 "Inoots, om. Tf.; om. 6
10.6 Incovs, om. 6 Tf.
—ov xpelav exer X ovx exer
xpeiav Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

—

X ef py Ln. [Aix]; [ rods
mddas Gb. >).

JOHN.
11. Od x), prem. ort Ln. TE.

. Torncopev \ romodpeba Ln,

34. Tol, add. viv Alzx.

12. Kal €AaBe, om. Kai Ln.
38. AmexpiOn adt@ X droxpive— avarecov, prem. Kai Ln.
tat Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
[le];; kal dvérerey TY.
— 6 "Inoods, om. 6 Lu. TE. [Alz.]
.6 bidacrkddos kal 6 Kuptos \ — dovnce X Povnon Ln. TF.

6 Kup. Kat 6 88. Cst.

[Alz.]

adrapynon X dpyion Ln. txt.

. axa X dédaxa Alex.
: eyo, add. yap (Ln.] Alz.
ovs X,tivas Ala.

Ln.

[Alx.]

- tpiv Tomov \ témov jpiv Alz.

. obv, om. Tf. [Gb. 3].
. O€, om. Tf.

4. ey@ [Ln.]; om. Alz.

heyet adTG, eiré Tis €or

~].

airnoeabe X airnoacbe Ln
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

-yenoecbe

[Gb. »].

oo

.eyvoxeite dy X dy ndere

éxeivos, add. ovTws Tf.[Cst.]

~ Béxpas \ éuBéyas Ln. (Ale.3;

Bao TE. LAlx.]

aiTe

Tf. [Alz.]

Kal euBawas X Bayvas ody
Tf. Ln. mg. [Alz.]

didwow, prem. A\aBaver Kai

YX "Ioxapimtou

Tf. [Alz.]

24. TOTe, om. Ala.

— 6 "Ingods, om. 6 Tf.
29. 6 Iovdas, om.6 Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— 6 Inaods, om. 6 Tf.
30. evOews eémrOev X e&nrOev

Alz.

4. kal ar apr, [kal] Ln.
- éwpaxare adrov, [avroy] Ln.
9. Tocovrov xpdvov X rocotT@
xpove Ln. [Ale.]
Kal 1@s, om. kat Ln.

10. AarG X eyo Tf. [Alx.]
-6 ev €p0l, om. 6 Tf. [Ln.]
avros post Ta epya Tf.
Ta €pya, add. [avrov] Ln.
[Alz.]

. ev enol, add éorw Elz.

pot, om. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alx.

. TOY TraTépa pov, om. pou Ln.
Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alz.

. airnonre, add. [pe] Ln.
ey® mono \ TovTo moinT@
Ln. mg. [Ale]

evOvs Ln. txt. Tf. [Alz.]

: kal eyo X Kayo La.Tf. (Ale.]

— ovv, om. St. Gb. Sch. TF.

pévy pe” bpav eis Tov ai~
éva ¥ pO bpay eis Tov
aidéva 7 Ln.; [7 ped” tpav

31. 6 "Ingots, om. Tf.
32. eb 6 Geds edoédoOn ev aita
[Ln.]; om. Alz.
$3. OTL, om. Alzx.

eyo \ eyo imaya

X yevnobe In

Alz. [Gb. »].

fo.)

: ’Arrokpiverat, add. ovv [Ln.]
Tf.; sic s. add. avT@ Alz.

Gb. In. Tf. [Alzx.]
36. adT@, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

éav X dy Ln.

Suvapeba thy dddv eidévar X
oidapev thy dddv Ln. txt.TF.

Tf. (Gb. »). [Alz.]

—indyo

avra \ aitd Gb. ~. [Ala]

Alz,

Ln.

de, om. Tf.; obdv Alx.

peivn X pevy Lan.

mvp, prem. TO Sch. Tf. [Gb,

§. Kal 77@s, om. Kat Ln. txt.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

\ avarécwv

peivnte X pevnre Lu.

otOare, Kal thy dddv oldare
X ot8are ri 66dy TE. [Ln.]

els, add. €k Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
.mvbecOa tis av ein X Kal

eridaow \ kat docw

peivy \ pévy Ln. mg.

[Ala. ]

. 6 "Inaovs, om. 6 Tf.

‘Ioxaptoty

Crap. XV.
. WAelova Kaprov X Kaproy
melova Ln. Tf. [Ala.]

is)

3. Kal érowudow, om. Kal Ln.

Tf. Ln. mg.

Ln. Tf.

evereidaté X évroAny edwKev

Cuar. XIV.
. Topevopat, prem. ore Ln. TE.

. €av X dy Ln. Tf. [Ala]

Tf. [Alz.]

om. Alx. [Gb. >.]
30. ToUTov, om. Gb. Sch.
31. kal Kaos, [kat] Ln.

Tf. (Alz.]

- per’ €you { pou Ale.
. 6ray yernrat, moTEvonTE X
mioTevontre Otay yévnrat

.enumecav

Tf. [Alz.]

. elrov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
TaTHp sou, om. pov Tf.[Ln.]};

.nyannoa tpas X bpas iyd-

©

moa Ln. txt. Tf. Alx.
Io.

Tas évrohas Tod marpds X
Tov matpods Tas evrodas TE.
Ln. mg.
pov, om. Ln.

.pewn X 7 Ln. Tf. (Gb. e].
Alz.

. 60a X Alan. TE. [Alx.]

. bpas héyw X Aé€yo tyas Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

‘ 86 X den Tf. (Cst.]

. tpiv X eis tuas Ln. txt. TF.
(Gb. ~]. Ale.

. elyov \ etyooray Ln. TE. [Alx.]
. mwerroinkey X émoinoey Ln.
[Ale]

eixov \ eixooay Lu. Tf.
: Yeypappevos ev TO vop@
avtay J é€
ev TO vou@ abrav
Yyeypappevos Ln. Tf. [Ala]

14. yweoket avTd, [avrd] Ln.

Cuarp. XVI.
opi, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— tpeis Se, om. dé Tf. [Ln.]

: épa, add. avra@y Ln. [Alz.]

Tf. Alz.}

— éorar X €orw Ln.

19. (noeabe X (oere Tf.
- é"Ingots, om.6 Lu. Tf. [Alz.] 20. yrooerOe tects X [pets]
yrorer Ge In. [Ale]
- Srrov, add. €y@ Alz.
- Uorepov de dxohovOjaers pot a1. kal eyo \ Kayo Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

X dxor. 5€ Borepov Ln. Tf. 22, Kupie, add. xat Gb. Sch. Tf.
[Gb. -].
{Al@.]
37. 6 Ilérpos, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln. 23.6 Inaovs, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.
Tf.
42

éay yap, add, éy® Sch. Ln.
[Gb. x].
prov Gb. 3; om. Alz.

. eye tpiv X bpiv éeyew TE.
“Ln. mng.

: els macav Thy adnOevayJeis
THY adn Bevay macay Ln.
[Alx.]; €v TH aAnOeia maon
Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

tSreroa8,

LPM
ina

aes
Ww
TR
2
aD

JOHN.

|_ 13. dv, om. Ln. [Alz.]
+ 18. Anyperat X AapBaver Gb. Sch.
Ln. txt. Tf.

Le 36, ob X ouKETE Ln. txt. Ala.
ore ey vray mpos Tov Tatépay om. Tf. {Ln.] (Gb. >]
; Lom. éy® Gb. Sch. Ln.]
; io, om. Ln. [Alz.]

.Tovro ri eorw X ti éorw

aa
“

TovuTo Ln.

rr. Kat eye X Kaya Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

— ods Xo Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
- jpeis, prem. kal Tf.
12.€V T@ KOTH@, om. Ln. TF.

ii Ln. Alz.
aL
oe
eae
eg
Var
a
UI
TATA
TI
EE
— éxere \ efere Ln. txt. [Alx.]
/

atpet Yaapet Ln. txt.

23. Ort, om. Tf. [Ln.] Ala.
doa dy \ ay Tt Ln. txt. Tf.
[dle]; [6 Tt dy Ln. mg.]

— epvdaka, prem. kai Tf. [Ln.]
Alz

ax.év, om. Tf. [Ln.]

_ dedaxds YX €S@xds Ln. [Ale]
[Gb. -].

Cuar. XVII.
x. émppe YX émdpas Ln. txt.

— dédaxds X eSa@xds Ln.

— €doxas X déd@xds

Ln. Tf.

Cuap. XVIII.
1.6 "Ingods, om. 6 Tf.

— tav Kédpav X tod Kedpav
2.6 "Ingods, om. 6 Tf.; [prem.
kat Cst.]
co" bapicaior, prem. Tov Ln.

4. e&eAOwv eimev \ eq Oev Kat
Aéeyer Ln. Tf. (dle.]

[Alz.]

elt 6 "Incods Ln. mg. ; om.
6 "Inoods Tf.

— kal eimre, om. kal Ln. txt.

3- ywaookoct t ywooKovgt Tf.

6. Ort, om, Ln. [Alz.]
~ dr Boy X air Gav Ln. Tf.
- emecoy X érecay Ln. Tf.

4. avtovs emnparnoe \ émnp.
avrovs Ln. Tf. [Ale]

4. ereXelw@oa X TedXet@oas Ln.

6.
—
~
—

8.
[Ala.]
Sedaxds X eSoxds Ln. [Alx.] —
kal euot X Kdpot TE.
dédaxas X eOwxas Ln.
10.
rernpykace \ ternpnxay Ln. 11.
13.
Tf.

". dédands X €Swxds Ln.
— ecotw \ eiow TE. [Alx.]
8. déd@xas X eSwxds Ln. Tf.

— Kat €yvwcay [Ln.]

tore Gb. © Cst.]
2|

.€meparas \ épwras Ln. Tf.
[Ala.]

erep@tngov \ épwetyncoy Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

. TOY dmnpeTay mapeatnkas \
TAPETTHKOS THY imnperev
T@Y TapecT@TaV

. 6 "Inaods, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
. Améoreiurev, add. ody Elz.
Ln.

.Npynoaro, add. obv Cst.
. 0 [lérpos, om. 6 Ln. Tf. [Gb.
3). Alx.
. ouv Gb. 3

mpoia X mpwi Gb. Ln. TF.

Gb. Sch. Ln.

3.6 “Inoovs, "Eyo eipt \ eyo

(Gb, 3]. [Ala.]
= Gov, om. Tf.

Gb. Ln.

[Alx.]; mavroey Elz. ; {arav-

Ln, txt.;

[Alx.]

—xal 6 vids, om. kal Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.
mavrote X mdvtes

imnperov Ln. mg.

.avT@, om. Tf. [Ln.]

Alx.

[Alx.]

TH) Tuvaywyn, om. TH Gb. Sch.

[Gb. 3].

Alz.
22, Kal eyo X Kayo Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

[Ala.]
marpos Tf. [Ale.]
> mapa X ek Ln. txt. Tf [Aix] 23. ldrep X matnp Ln.

kal eve \ Kape Tf.
. eere \ €xere St. Tf. Gb. Sch.

éddAnoa X AeAGAnKa Lyn. TF.

Tay Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

évépari pou Tf. [Alx.]

mappnoia, prow. ev Ln. Tf.
.6 Ingovs, om. 6 TF.
. vov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.

20. avT@ {Ln.]

19. €y® [Ln.]; om. Alx.
—kal avrol dow YX dow kai
avroi Ln. Tf. Alz.
20. miarevodvTwy \ muorevdv-

. GAN’, om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Ln.] 24. Idrep X marnp Ln.
dvayyek@ X arayyeA@ Ln. — ods \ 6 Tf.
Tf. [Alz.]

17.4) madioxy 1 Oupapos ™]@
Ieérpé \ rG Wer. ward.
Oup. Ln. txt. Tf. (Ala.]

16, €k TOU Kdapouv ovK eli X 18. per” aitéy 6 Ilérpos \ kat 6
OvUK eipl EK TOU Kdopou Ln.
Ter. per’ adr. Ln. txt. [Alz.]

ev T@ dvdpati pou, dace — eopev, om. Tf. [Alz.]
opiy X doce tpiv ev TO 23. Kal iva, om. kat Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

. TOU Ocov, om. Tov Ln. ; Tov

> TE.
— T@ apxtepet { rod dpyepéws
Jf. [Alz.]

[Gb. >]. [Alz.]
— ods X @ Tf.

Tf. [Alz.]
. ovv, om. Gb. Tf. [Alx.]
yrhg dé, om. dé Ln. [Gb. 3]. 17. cov, om. Ln. (Gb. 3]. Alz.
ow
yom

- ax ‘YXada Tf.
22. Avanv pev vov X viv pev ho-

13.9v ywoortds X yrwords Fv

dmexpiOn, add. avtois Alz.
6 Inaods, om. 6 Gb. Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

GAN iva X adda Ln. [Aix]
. Tpos avrovs, prem. €&w Ln.
[Ale J

etme X pyow Tf. [Alz.]
. €trov YX elrray Ln. Tf.

— Kakorrowos \ Kakoy Trov@y TE.
Ln. mg.

. ovv {Ln.]

6 IlAdros, om. 6 Tf.
our, Om. Ln. Tf.

eis TO TpaT@prov madw X
mddw eis Td par. Ln. Tf.
(Ale.J
adT@ 6, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Ad’ éavrod \ dd ceavrod
in.

@Tiov \ @Taptoy Tf. [Alz.]
gov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

amnyayov X iyayov Ln.

— avrov, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.
14. GrohkéoOat X amobaveiv Ln.
(Gb. »]. Alz.

1g. 6 GXAos, om. 6 Ln. [Gb. 3).
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6 "Ingods, om. 6 Gb. Lu. Tf.
(Ale.]

ay of €uot nyovitovro X of
ep. myov. dv Ala.

3. 6 "Ingois, om. 6 Tf.

® 2° [Ln.] Alz.

38.airiay evpicxw év aita X

JOHN.
€UpLOK®@ €V avT@ aitiay Ln.

16. TapédaBov dé rov “Inoovy 11.70 pynuetov X TH prynpcio

Tf.

Gb. Ln. Tf. [4lz.]
kal dnnyayov, Gb. >.
— b¢€ Xxoby Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— €£@, om. Ln.; ante KAaiovea
— kal _amnyayov, om. Ln. Tf.;
Tf. [Ala]
kal ifyayov Gb. Sch. [Ale.] 14. Kai tadra, om. kat Gb. Reh,
in. Tf.
14. Tov oraupoy avrov X aire
ov oravpoy Ln. Tf.
— 6 "Incods, om. 6 Gb. Ln. Tf.
- os X 6 Ln. TF.
[Alz.]

ER

>

>,

«

:

3 \o.tpiv

amotio \ drodica
vpiv Ln. [Alz.]
tpiv amoicw XY drodtica
tu Ln, [Alz.]
LL

>

iA

>

,

. WavTes, om. Alx.

20. THs mOAews 6 Tdémos X 6 Td- 15.6 Incovs, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
mos ths méAews Gb. Sch. —avrov €@nxas X €Onxas avLn. Tf.
Any Ln. mg.
Tov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
mepteBadov avroy, add. Kal
‘EMqurtt, “‘Pwpaiori \'Po- 16. 6 "Incods, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
ipxovro mpos avrdv Ln. Tf.
paiorl, “EMAnuioti Tf. [Alz.] — Mapia X Mapiap TE.
: appagos }X a&pagos Tf.
— air, add. ‘EBpaiott Sch.
[Alx.]

Cuar. XIX.
. TH Kepary \ émi thy Keha-

be

. €didovv X edidSocay Ln. Tf.
>»
&

E&ndOev obv X cat e&ndOev

Ln. [Ale];

om. ody Gb.

[4lw.]
ev avT@ ovdepiay airiay ebpire X _ ovdepiay airiay

. €liroy \ eizray TE.
7) A€yovea, om. Ln.

. avrov [Ln.]
idod X ide Gb. Ln. Tf. LAlz.]
[Rec. Gb. ~}.
. Idov X ie Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

Tf. [Ln.] (Gb. x].

17.6 "Inoods, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
— Tarépa pov 1°, om. pov Ln.
yf

18, Mapia X Mapidp Tf.
— amayyédAovea

avtiy 6 paOnris X 6 pad.
ev avr. ovdep. evp. TE.
aur. Gb. Sch.
—
an.oTavpocor,
add. aitév Gb. 2 oO.€ldas 6 “Inoods X day 6
Sch. Ln. [Alz.]
"Inc. Gb. ~ [Alx.]; “Inaots 19.
. 1440, om. Ln.
cidaos Ln. mg.
|= éavrov vidv Tov Geod X viov
mwavra 740n X 45n wayra Ln. —
cipioke ev avT@ Ln.;

@cov

€avrov

air.

Ln. TE. ; [om.

: ovr, om. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.

oravp@oai ce, Kai efovciay
€xo amodvaai oe X amon.
oe k. €£0UG. EX OTAUP. TE
Lu. Tf.

’AmexpiOn, add. av’t@ [Ln.]

TI.
Leal

om. 6 Gb. Ln. Tf.

ovdepiay kar éuod Y Kar
epov ovdepiay Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
go dedopuevoy X Sedop. cor
La.

Ta adidovs X mapadovs Ln.
.e(nrer 6 TlAdros Xo Ta.
e(nret Ln.

expagov \ expavyagoy Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

avrov X éavroy Gb. Sch. Ln.
is
13.

Todroy Tov hdbyor X ré&v déyov rovrey Ln. TF. [Gb.].
Alz.

Tav caBPBaTr@v, om. Tav Ln.
Tf.

cuynypévot, om. Lu. Tf. [Gb.
>].

. €mret TapacKkevi) Vs ante iva

. kaketvos X Kat ékeivos Ln.
—
iva, add. kai Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 24.
25.
[Gb. >].
—
.avTov X aw avrov Gb. »~.
Y be, om. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Cst.

In. Tf. (Gb, ©]. Alx.

ovv ekeivot Tf, Ln. mg.

rier 2° \ twos Ln. mg.

6 "Inaods, om. 6 La. Tf.
TUmov X TOmrov Ln.

TH xeipad pov Y pov rip
Xétpa Tf.

6 "Iaand, om. 6 Ln. Tf. Gb. 28. Kal dmexpiO@n, om. kal Gb.

3. Ala.
6 dro, om. 6 Ln. [Gb.]. [Alz.]

Tov Inaov 2° \ avrov Ln. Tf. |.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.J

— 6 Gapas, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

29. Qwpa, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
39- Tov "Incovy X avréy La. Tf. 30. GUTOU, om. Ln. Tf.
31.6 Inaods, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.
[Ale ]
ike
aaet \ as Gb. Sc h, Ln. Tf.
40. 0Ooviows, prem. €v Gb. Sch. — Conv, add. aidvoy [Ln.] Alz.
[Ala]

Tf. [Gb, 3].

Cuap. XX.

dpa S€é aoe { Spa jv as
éxr7) X Tpirn Gb. ».
. OF be expavyacay X expav-

21.6 Incods, om. Tf. [Ala]

pn peivn Alx.
23. av 1° ¥ éay Ln.
exeivou \ éxeivn Elz.
— twev 1° ¥ twos Ln. mg.
. avrov dn X Hn adrov TE.
— adievra \ apéwvrat Ln. txt.
. evOvs e&nAOev J €EnOev ed[Alz.]
Obs Tf. Ln. mg.
— dy 2° ¥ éav La.

(Gb. 3]. Alx.

ya.

Ln. mg.

20. aUTOis Tas xXElpas kal THY
ot de, myoavres omoyyov
mevpay abrou X kai Tas
dfous, Kat X omdyyov oty
Xeipas kal T. mAevpay avpeoroy Tou dfous Ln. [Alz.]
rois Ln. Tf.

Tov Bnyaros, om. Tov Ln. TE.
14.

€@paxe X émpaxa
[Alz.}

29. oun, om. Ln.

Tou St.]
I°

Tf. [Ala]

YX ayyéed-

Aovea Ln. Tf.

4. Kat 6 GAXos X 6 Se GX. Ln.

3. Keiueva Ta OOdma X Ta 606~via Keipeva Ln. txt.
10. €avTous \ avrovs
pis Tf.
c

‘

>

‘

Cuap. XXI.
1.6 Inaods, om. Tf.
— pabnrais, add. abrovd Alz.
3. E&qAOov, prem. kai [Ln.]

— aveBnoav X eveBnoay Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

e

ACTS.
ti
tt
ie
et
ci
ai

eee
4a
RE
” ko
Ar

3. evOUs, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3). 13.0 Ingods, om. 6 Ln. Tf:
14.6 Inoods, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
Alz.
— avrov, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
4. yevomevns \ yevouevns Tf.
-6 _ Inoois, om.6 Ln. Tf. [Ala.] 18. Iova \ Iwdvov Ln. (Alex);
*Iwdvvov Tf. [Ale]
— eis X emi Ln. TE. (Gb. x]. Alz.
— mAetov X wAéov Lu. TF.
5. 6 "Inaovs (Ln.]
6.tcxvoav { toxvoy Ln. Tf. 16. Aéyet avr mdaduw \ mdadw
Aeyet avta Ln. mg.
— "Iwva \’ lwdvov Ln.; "Iady-

[Alz.]

8. GAN X ara TE.
9. Brerovew X eidav Ln. mg.
II. "AveBn, add. ouv Tf.

—éni rns yns X eis THY yay
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— ixdvov peydrov X peyddov
ixOdev Ln. txt. [Ala]
12, O€, om. Tf.

vou Tf.

14. lava X *Iwdvov Ln.; "Iwav-

18. oloet, add. oe [Ln.]

20. Emorpadels dé, om. S¢ Ln,
Tf. [Alz.]

a1, Tovrov, add. odv Ln.

22. dkoNovGer jot \ wor dkoov-=
Oex Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
23. 6 Adyos obTos\ ovros 6 Adyos Ln.

— kal ov« eimev X ovK eirrev dé
Ln. mg.

24. ypavas, prem. 6 Ln.
— kal eizrev, [kat] Ln.; Reyes ~ €or 1. paprupia abrov X
sabrod 7 peaptupia eotuy Tf.
Ln. mg.
-ov ravra ¥ ravta ov Ln. 2s. doa \ aa Ln.
vou Tf.

— ovdé avrév X ov adrév Ln.

Tf.

13. ob, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

1. mpdBara X mpoBaria TF.

— 6 "Inoods, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

—’Apiy, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

ACT
Cuar. I.
1.6 Incois, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
4 mapnyyerhev avrois \ avrois

20. AaBor
X AaBer@ Ln.TF. [Alx.]

12. av Oedot XY OéXer Ln.

a1. €Y @, om. eV Ln. TE. [Ale]
22. yeveorbat avy npiv < ovv

13. xAevagovres { StaxAevagov-

piv yever Oa Lu. Tf. [Alz.]
mapnyyerdev Tf.
8. Barris dncerbe ev Ilvev- 23. BapaaBay X BapoaBBav Ln.
TE:
part X év wvedp. Barr. Ln.
24. elrov \ eixay Ln. TF.
6. emnpotav X nperev Ln.
—é€k TrovTev tov dSvo éva ov
8. po X pou Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
efehéEw YX dv e&eeEw ex
— €v raon, om. ev Ln. Tf. [Alzx.]
routwy Tay Svo éva Gb. Sch.
10. €oOj7rt evKH \ ecOnoecr
Ln. Tf.
Aevkais In. Tf. [Alz.]
23. KAjpov \ témov Ln. Tf. [Gb.
11. etzrov
elray Ln. Tf.
x]. [Alz.]
13. dveBnoay eis TO brrepov X
eis TO tmrepdov dveBnoay — €€ js \ ap’ fs Ln. Tf. [Alex]
26. a’ta@y \ avrois Ln. Tf. (Alz.]

Ln. Tf.

—"IdxwBos kal lwdvyns X *lwdvyns Kai “IdckwBos Ln. Tf.
14.kal tH Senoet,

om. Gb. Ln.

Tf. [Ala.]

- Mapia _X Mapidp TE.
— avy Trois adeAdois, om. avy
Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. [Alz.]

1g. paOnrav X adeAav Ln. Tf.
[Gb. »]. Ala.

16. TavTHY, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
Alz.

— tov Incody, om. rov Ln. Tf.
17. ov \ ev Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— np X dpiv Te.
18. TOU pa Gov, om. TOD Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
19. oe ie a AxeAdapery Ln.

Caap. IT.
— 6poOvpaddrX 6100 Ln. [Alz.]
2. kaOnpevor \ KadeCouevor Ln.

147. Kat gorat, om. kat Tf.
— évirrma \ évurviots Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

20. mow iy om. 7) Ln. (Gb. >).
- 77 npéepay, om. Thy Ln. Tf.
a1. av \ eay TF.
22. amd Tov Qeov amodederypevov \ amodedery. dd Tov
Gcov Tf. Ln. mg. [Alz.]
[Gb. 3]. [Alz.]

23. €xOotov AaBdvtes, Sia yxet-

pav X ekdorov dia xecpds
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alz.

— aveidete \ avei\ate Gb. Sch.

TE.

3. exabioe Te XY Kal exddioev

Ln. Tf.

24. Oavdrov X adou Gb. ~

Ln.

23. Tpowpapny
\ mpoope@puny Ln.
4. dmavres \ mavres Ln.
Tf.
"
— avrois dropbeyyer
Pat) arropbéyyeoOa avtois Ln. Tf. 26. evppavOn X nippavOn Ln.
Jf. [Alz.]
[Alz.]
4. Wavtes, om. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. — 1 Kapdia pov X pov 7 Kap~};
—mpos adXdnovs, om. Ln. Tf.

dia Tf.
—énr éhrids

ep édAmide

Ln.

[Alx.]

— ovk X ovy Ln. ; ovxt Tf.
— mavres \ Graytes Ln. Tf.

24. @dov \ adnv Ln, Tf. [Gb. »].
Alx.

12. Sunmdpour \ Supropovrro Tf. 30.70 KaTad odpka avacrnoe
45

hn

16. I@nA, om. Tf.

— KaOas Kal, om. kat Ln. Tf.
1. davres \ mavres Ln.

[Alz.]

tes Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. Ilérpos, prem. 6 Ln.
— dmavtes X mavres Ln.

w~

ACTS.
Tov Xpiorov, om. Gb. Ln.Tf. | 10. ovTos X avrdos Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
11. TOD iabévros xwAou X adrod
[Ala]
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
30. €mt tov Opdvov X emt rov
Opévov Lx. Tf.
—"I@dvyny, prem. tov Ln.
31.00 KaredeipOn \ ovre éy- —mpos avtovs mas 6 dads X
kareeipOn Ln. Tf. [Gb. ].
mas 6 Aads mpos avrovs Ln.

iaday kai’ lwavyny kat’ AnéEavdpov \” Avvas 6 apy. kat
Kaidgas kat "lwdyyns Kat
’AeEavSpos Ln. Pi
7-T@ pow, om. TO Gb. Sch.
Tf.

8, Tov "IopanA, om. Ln.
— 1 Wuxi adrov, om. Gb. Ln. — Sodopavros \ Sohopdvos TE. 11. oikodopowreyv X oikoddpav
. Tlérpos, prem. 6 Ln. Tf.
Tf. [Alz.]
Lu. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
— adov X adny Tf.
13. Ioaak Kat "IaxwB YX Oeds 12, kal ovK €oTw ev GA® ov— ovde X ovre Ln. Tf. [Gb. ].
*Ioadk, Kat OQeds “IaxaB
devi 7 cwrnpia Gb. >.
Tf.

Alz.

Ln. [Alz.]

Alz.

IIv. tov dyiov Lu. Tf.

YX ouveBaddAov
.avtov mrabeiv rov Xpiorov \
Ln. Tf.
mabety tov Xpioroy avrov 16. Tooouev \ mouow@pev Th.
avtov, om. Ln. [Gb. >]. Alx.

— Bremere, prem. kat Tf.
36. Olkos, prem. 6 Ln.
— KUptoy, prem. kal St. Ln. Tf.

2

—

ke

— rommoopev \ tromnowper TE.
38. Ein, om. Ln. Tf.
— éni r@ dvdpare \ €v TO vdpare Ln.

—dpapriay X trav dpapridy
tpov Ln.
40. Stepaptupero \ Sveuapriparo Ln. Tf. [Gb. 8]. Alz.

— mapekdXe, add. avtovs Ln.
[Ala]

41. dopevas, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
3). Alx.

— Th Heepa, prem. ev Ln. TE.
42. 77H SiOax7n, prem. ev (Ln.]

— kal TH KAdoel, om. Kai Ln.

2. >

. ay X day Te.

eEodoOpevOnoera X eEodeOpev8. Ln. Tf.
. MpoxatnyyetXay \ KatiyyetAay Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
. viol, prem. oi Gb. Sch. Ln.

2 wm

Tf. [Gb. >]

— 6 Geds, om. Ln. Tf.
23.6 Ova ordpuaros X 6 Tov ma-

tpos npav dia Ivevparos
“Ayiov orépuaros Ln.
— Tov mradds, om. TOU Gb. Sch.
Le. %t>-%

24. €m adnOeias, add. ev Th 16ew tavtn Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

di€Bero 6 Ocds X 6 Ceds
[Alz.] [Gb. >].
diéOero Ln.
28. cov 2°, om. Ln.
npav X dyer Tf.

ag. emide X epide Ln. Tf.

T® oméppari, prem. év Gb. 30. XEipa wou, om. gov Ln.

Tt.

43. €yéveto \ éyivero Ln. Tf.

‘47. KaO” jyépav TH exKAnoia.
Iu. 1. Emi rd avré dé Tetpos X KaO’ nuepay émi rd
avTd. I1.1. [erpos de Ln.
Cuap. III.
3. AaBew
6. €yetpar
eyetpat
7. Hyetpe,

YX mpoKe= — dpyncac
ba \ dpveicOa Ln.
Sch. Ln. Tf. 14. ameiy, om. Ln. [Alz.]
X Xpiordv 18, avTois TO, om. Ln.; om. avTf.
tos Tf. (Gb. 3]. [Alx.]
. wavre@v 2° \rév Gb. Sch. Ln. 19. 7pos avrovs eiwoyv \ etmrev
Tf.; (rwavrav trav Gb. »).
mpos avrovs Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
avtov mpodyrayv am aid@vos 20. etoojev { etOapev Ln. TE.
ar’ ai@vos avrov mpod. 21. KoAdo@vrat \ KoAdoorr. Cst.
Ln. Tf.; [dz’ ai@vos Gb. =). 22. eyeydver X yeyover Ln. Tf.
. yap, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
23. €lrov \ etzray Ln. Tf.
mpos Tovs TaTépas, om. Ln. 24. euro \ etray Ln. Tf.
Tf. [Gb. 3]. Ala.

2w

13. cuveBadoy
[Alz.]

Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alz.

. Tpokeknpuypevoy
xeuptopevoy Gb.
*Inoody Xpiorov
"Incovv Lyn. txt.

— Kat Xpiorév abrov X avrov
kal Xpiorov Ln. Tf.

39. Oaous X ods Ln.

©]. Alx.

Tf.

— viv, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

—6 Gcds émoinae X emo. 6
Geos Tf.
37. TH Kapdia X Thy Kapdiay Ln.

— ovre X ovde Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

tyeis, add. pev Gb. Sch. Ln. 14. Tov O€ X roy Te Ln. Tf. [Gb.

33. TOU ‘Ayiou IIvevparos \ rod

Gb. 3.
X eyetpe Ln.; om.
Kal TE.
add. avrév Ln. [Alz.]

— avrod ai Paces \ ai Baoes
avrov Ln.
8. kal alv@v, om. kat Tf. [Ln.]
9. avrov mas 6 ads X was 6
ads avrov Ln. Tf.
to. Te \ d€ Ln. [Aix]

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— oe, om. Tf.

.6 G¢ds dvaotnoas X dyva- 31. Ilvedparos “Ayiov X rod ayiorTnoas 6 Geds Tf.
od mvevparos Ln. TF.
*Incodv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 32.1) KapOia, om. » Ln.
=
y
Wuxn, om. 2 Ln.
tpav X abrov Ln.
Cuap. IV.
2. THY €k \ rev Gb. ~. [Cst.]

peyadn Ln. Tf.

— THs dvaoTacews, ante xapis

3. €Oevro, add. abrovs Alx.

4.6 aptOpds, om. 6 Ln.

Te Ln.

— acei X os [Ln.] Tf.

5. mpeoBurepous, prem.

— dravra \ wavra In.

33. peydAn Suvdwer X Suvdper

—"Inoov, add. Xpiorod [Ln.]
Tovs

Ln. Tf.

— ypappareis, prem. Tovs Ln.

Alz.

34. Umnpxev \ Hv Ln.
35. Ocedidoro YX duedidero Ln. Tf.

36. Iwons X *Iwond Ln. Tf. [Gb.

Tf.

— eis X &v Ln. Tf. (Gb. 8]. Alz.
6.” Avyay Tov apxtepéa Kal Ka46

~]. Alzx.

— tnd X ard Ln. TE.

ACTS.
*IaxoB rov matépa avrov
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]; Plax®B8 Gb.
1.’Avavias dvépare \ dvdpate — avtn Gb. ~.
>].
39. Ouvacbe X SuvnoeoOe Ln. TE.
*Avavias Ln.
14. AUTOU, om. Gb. Sch, Ln. Tf.
(Gb. ~]. Ala.
— Sardeipy X Sareipa Ln.
2. cuverdvias X ovverdvins Ln. -avtd X avrovs Gb. Ln. Tf. 13. kat€Bn dé X kal xaréBn Ln.

Cuapr. V.

38. edoate \ adere Ln. (Gb. ~).

[Rec. Gb. ~]. Ala.
“6
— avrov, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. 40. avTOUS, om. Tf.
41. avTOD, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Alz.

Tf. [Alx.]

— eis Aiyurror, om. Tf.
16.8 ¥ @ Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.
— dripacOijva, ante drep Tov —’Eppop X ’Eppop Ln. Tf.
3. Llérpos, prem. 6 Lu. Tf.
[Ala.j
évop. Ln. Tf.”
— vorpicacba, add. oe TE.
5. Avavias, prem. 6 Gb. Sch. 42. "Incody rov Xpiordéy \ rv — Tod Suxep \ rod ev Suxew
Ln.
Xpicrdv “Inoovy Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].
14. @pooev X opordynoev Ln.
- Tatra, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3).
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.
Cuar. VI.
Alx.
18. €repos, add. em’ Atyvmrov
2. €lrov \ eimav Ln. Tf.
8. dé, om. Tf.

— ait X mpds adriy Ln. Tf.
— 6 Ilérpos, om. 6 Ln.
9. €lre, om. Ln. Tf.

10, mapa \ mpos Ln. Tf.
12, eyevero \ éyivero Elz, Ln. Tf.
— év TG ag Todd X wodAG

ev T@ Aa@ Ln.
— dmavtres { mavres Ln.

“= Sodopavros X SoAopavos Tf.
1g. kara \ Kai eis Ln. [Ala]

— kAwav X kdwapiov Ln. Tf.

3. ouv X 31 Ln.
— ddedgol, om. Ln.
— ‘Ayiou, om. Gb. Lu. Tf. [Alz.]

Ln. [4lz.]

19. TaTEpas Hay, om. Nuav Ln.
» TF,

—katactnoopey \ KaTaoTn- —
owpev Elz. [Ala.]
—
3. wAnpn \ mAnpys Ln. [Ala]
8. miatews \ xapiros Gb. Sch. ar.
Ln. Tf.

9. kal ’Agias, om. Ln.
13. BAdodnpa, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
ZE,

— Tovrov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~]. Alz.
16. eis ‘IepovoaAnp, om. eis Ln. 15. dravres \ mavres Ln. [Alz.]

;

éxOera ra Bpéedn X ta Bpébn &kOera Ln. Tf.
avrov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
exteOevta Se avrov X éxte-

Oevros dé avrod Ln. [Alz.]

— aveideto X aveidato Gb. Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

22. 7don copig, prem. ev Tf.
[Alz.]

— Kal €v, om. év Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz.

Tf. (Gb. >].

— €pyos, add. abrov Gb. Sch.
Cuar. VII.
Ln. Tf.
1. dpa, om. Ln. (Gb. 3]. Ala.
THs vUKTOS, om. THs Ln.
3.€k THS ouyyeveias, om. €k 25. AUTOU, om. Tf.
#vorse X avoigas Tf.
— a’rois cwrnpiay X c@rnpiav
bmnpérar mapayevdpevor X
Tf. [Ln.]
avrois Ln. Tf.
mapayevop. Urnpérat Ln. Tf. — ynv X rh yn Ln. TE. (Gb. ~].
26.Te \ d€ Elz. Gb. Sch.; [re
Alz.
wev, om. Ln. Tf.
|
Gb. ». Alz.]
g.avr@ Sodvat X Sotvar aire
é£o, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.; [Sodvar adrny eis — cumracev X ocvrmddaccev
mpd X émt Ln. Tf.

18. avTa@v, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

19.
—
22,
23.
—
—

24. iepeds Kal 6, om. Ln. [Alz.]

23. A€ywv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
26. iva, om. Ln.

28. OV, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
29. 6 Ilérpos, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

KaTaox. avT@ Ala.
heavy
dyin.
~

— Sovretowow X Sovdrcvoou-

Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alz.

— ipeis, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 33.
Alzx.

24. nas \ nuaev Ln. Tf. Alex.
— eiev 6 Geds X 6 Ocds eimev 28. xOes \ €x es Ln. Tf.
30. kupiov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].
Ln.
Alzx.
8.6 Ioadk, om. 6 Ln.
ow Ln. [Alz.]

— eizrov t eiray Ln. Tf.
32. €opev avtod paprupes X ev
— proyi mupds X rupt proyos
avT@ paprupes eopev Ln.; — 6 “IaxoB, om. 6 Ln.
Tf. (Gb. ]. Alz.
10. e&eiNero \ e€eiAaro Gb. Ln.
[avrov Gb. 3; om. Alz.]
31. €Oavpace X eOavpatev Gb.
Tf. [Alz.]
— dé, om. Ln. [Gb. >]. Ala.
Sch. Tf.
33. ¢Bovrevovra \ €Bovdovro — ddov, prem. ed Alz.
11. ynv Alyirrov X Atyurrov — mpos adrov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
Ln. [Alz.]
3]. Alz.
Ln. [Gb. 8]. Alz.
34. Bpax¥d te Tovs dmoord\ous
32.6 Qeds, bis, ante "Ioadk et
— evpioxov X nvpicKor TE.
Y Bpaxd rods avOparous
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. [Alz.]

36. mpooeKoAAnOn \ mporekALOn
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Ala.

12, otra X oitia Ln.Tf. (Gb. »].
Alzx.

— &v Aiyinte X eis Atyurrov

Ln. Tf. (Gb. »]. Ala.
—dpOpos dvipdav X dvdpav
13. TOU Iwan, om. Tov Ln. TE.;
apiOpos Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— aoet \ as Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
37. ixavoyv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. -].

ante "lax@8, om. Ln. Tf.
33.€ @ \ ef @ Ln. TE.
34. avT@v X avTovd Ln.
— drooTeA® X amooreiio Ln.
TT:

38. SuxaarHy, add. ep Has s.
[avrov Alx.]
ep’ nav Alz.
14. TOY TaTépa avTov IaxkwB X
47

ACTS.
38. &pxovra, prem. kal Ln. Tf.
—dmeoteikev YX améoradkev
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— ev xetpt X ody xeupi Ln. TF.
(Gb. s]. Alz.

36. yn Alyimrov \ rh Alytrr@
Ln.; yn Alyurr@ Gb. Sch.

12. Ta Tepl, om. Ta Ln. Tf. [GD.
3]. Alzx.

— tov “Ingod, om. rod Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

13. onpeia Kal Suvapers peydAas ywopuevas { Suvdpers
kal

onpeta ywopeva

Tf.;

dur. kat onp. peydda ywvo-

Tf.

34. elroy \ elas Ln. TF.

péva Gb. Sch.; [weydAa Gb.
3).

— KUptos, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

. Tov Ilérpov, om. roy Ln. TE.

Alz.

— tpav, om. Gb. Sch. La. Tf.

[Ala.]
. ovrw \ ovdérw Ln. TF. [Gb.

[Alz.]

—avrod

dakxovoecbe, om. Ln.

se]. Alzx.

. eeriOouv \ emeribecay Ln.

Tf. (Gb. >].

39. GAN X adda Ln. Tf.
— rais kapdias, prem. €v Ln.;

TH kapdiq Tf.
40. yeyovey X éyévero Ln.
43- ULOY, om. Ln. Tf.

—‘Peuhav X “Pepay Ln. Tf.
44. €v Tois, om. ev Ln. Tf. [Gb.
3]. Ala.
46. Oc@ X oikw Ln.

. GBeagdpevos X dav Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
— TO Gy.ov, om. Tf.
. ay Y ey Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln.

. evertov \ évayts Gb. Ln. Tf.

Tf.

s1.7

Kapdia YX Kxapdias Ln.

[Alz.]

36. dvewypevous X Sinvorypévous
Ln. [4/z.]

58. avUT@Y, om. Tf.

60. THY daptiay Tavrny \ TavThy THY dpaptiay Lu. Tf.

Covro Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

. mopevou \ mopevOnre Ln.
. THs Baoidioons, om. THs Ln.
Tf. (Gb. >]. Ala.

— ds eAmruset, om. ds Ln.
: kal kaOnpevos, om- kal Tf.
— kal aveyivooke X dveyivaokey re Lun.; avaywaokov
<b

. Tov mpodntny Hoaiay \Ho.
Tov apo. Ln. TE.
.keipovtos YX Keipavros Tf.

Cuap. VIII.
2. €moinoavro \ éroingay Ln.
3. OAL, prem. THY Ln.

6. te X dé Ln. TE. [Ale]

4. woAA@v X wodAol Ln. [Alz.]

—peydy hori XL povy pe-

(Ala.J
33. abrov 1°, om. Ln.

~ THY dé, om. d€ Ln.
34. Etre dé6 Pihurmos, Ei m-

orevers €& OAns THS Kapdias, €Eeorw. "Amoxpibeis

yarn Ln. Tf.

= rp

ge X nvewypévav

Ln. Tf.

~- ovdéva X ovdey Ln. Tf.

6 Kupwos ev épdapart X ev
; "Avagras \ avacra Ln.

.6 "Avavias, om. 6 Gb. Sch.

— einyyedicavto X edyyyedi-

1. Te \ O€ Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

s). Alz.

Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

52. yeyemobe I eyever be In. Tf.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

. Ti 6 te Ln. Tf. [Gb.]. Ale.
. €vveot X éveot Ln. Tf. (Gb.
TO

]. Alx.

‘Iepovoadnp X “‘Tepooddvupa

[Alz.]
— ws X xadas Ln.

G€Reus Toupee; Kai 6
KUptos mpos avroyv, *Avdorn& { adda avdorn& Gb.

— dvéparte ’Avaviay X ?Avaviay
évépart Ln. Tf.
— xeipa X ras xeipas Ln. [Ale.]

Gcod X Kupiov Ln. Tf. [Gb.

44. Sxodspnoer \otkoddpyo. Tf. 2g. tméotpepav \ iméorpepov
so. Tadta mavta \ mwavta Tad’Ta

Oap Rav cire, Kupte, ti pe

. €v Opapuart, om. Ln. Tf.

[Alz.]

48. vaois, om. Gb. Sch. Lan. Tf.

- ri oot mpos KévTpa
Aakri¢ery. 6 Tpépov Te kal

Opap. 6 Kup. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Tf.

22.

- feiss add. [6 Nafepaios]

8. é Zaddos, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

Tf. [Alz.]

(Gb. ~]. Alz.

3. ard Yeek Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
5. KUpLos elev, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb,
3]. Alz.

Ln. Tf.

— axnxoa X #Kxovea Ln. Tf.
- erroinge Tois Gyiows gov Xr.
dy. gov eroingey La.(Tf.

- pow eotiv ovros \ €oriv pot
ovros Ln. Tf.
— evar, prem. Tov Im.; add,
te Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

. Inoovs Gb. =.
.anénecov

X amrémecav Ln.

af.

— avTov, ante amd Ln. Tf.
— aoet \ os Ln.
— mapaxpnya, om. Gb. Ln. Tf.
[Alx.]
.6 SavAos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

. Tov Xpiordv X tov "Inoovy
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

. eAnrvder X éAnrvOev TE.
. Tapetnpouy \ mapeTnpovvto

— e&npxero X eEnpxovro Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

Tov Geod evar Tov "Incody

— te \ dé Ln. Tf. [Al]

8. kal eyévero \ eyévero Se Ln.

Xpiorév, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

— ras mas, prem. kal Ln. Tf.

dé eire, Tuorevw tov vidv

Tf. (Alz.]
Ln. Tf.

9. Eo rav X eEvotavev Ln. Tf.
Io. mavres, om. Tf. [Gb. -].

— Gcod 7, add. kadoupévn Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

&

;

[Alz.]

Tf.

— xapa peyddn X odd xapa

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

26. avrov of pabnrat X of pabn-

Cuapr. IX.
kai e€aidhyns X eSaipyns re
La. Tf.

~ mepuhorparev avrov X avTov TEepteoT. Ln.
48

ral avrov Ln. [Alz.]
—xaOjxav dia rod reixous X
dua Tov reixous KaOnKav
avrov Im. [Ala]; [sie om.
avrov Tf.]

ACTS.
~ 96. 6 Saddos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
-

— els § év Ln. Tf. [Gb. »], Alz.

—émeparo

X émeipagey Ln.

[Alz.]

27. Tov "Invov, om. Tov Ln. Tf.

28. ev \ eis Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ale.

.avrod, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3). 34. oTOpa, add. avrod Alx.
Alz.
36. dv, om. Ln. {Alx.]
i).avrois drravta \ dmavra av37. dp&duevov \ ap&duevos Ln.
~—T

rois Ln. Tf.
9. exeivav \ avrav Gb. ~, [Alx.]

. €xeivav \ avray Ln. Tf. [Gb.

—kat mappnoradpevos, om.
kal Ln. Tf. (Gb. >]. Ala.
— Incov, om. Ln. Tf. [Ala.]
29. avTov dvedew \ avedeiv avd-

(Gb. s]. Alx.
II,

{Ln.]

ér avrov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

dedepevoy kal, om. Ln.TF. (Gb.

— dveihov ¥ kat dveiday [Gb.
Sch.) Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
42. auTés \ ovros Ln. txt. [Gb.

3). Alz.

~]. Alzx.

. THs yns Gb. >,
44. emémeae X errecev Ln.
kat ta Onpia, om. Ln, ‘Tf. 43. dooe X of Ln,
(Gb. =]. Ala.

kal ra Eprera, ante THs yns
[om. Ta] Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

— Tov “Ayiou IIvevparos X rod
mv. TOU dy. Ln.
46. 6 Ilérpos, om. 6 Ln,

Ta TeTEWa, om. Ta Ln. Tf.
47. kKoddoa Sivarai X Svvara
. 1) axdOaproy \ Kal axa. Ln.
koAvoai Ln.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— kabas X as Ln.

Tf. [Alx.]

.mwadw \ ev6vs Ln. Tf. [Gb. 48. Barrio Ojvat, post évtT.dvdp.
3). Alx.
Tov Xp. Ln.
. kal idov, om. Kat Ln. [Alz.]
— tod Kupiov. X “Incod Xpi-

33. Aivéav dvdpate X dvdpate

Aivéay Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— kpaBBare \ xpaBarrov Ln.

Siuwvos, prem. Tov Ln. Tf.

Tf.
ve ©

3s. etoov \ etday Ln. Tf.
— Avddav X Avdda Ln. Tf.

dyabav epywv X épywr ayaev Ln. Tf.

37. UTEpO, prem. T@ Ln.
38. Ovo dvdpas Gb. ~.
= pn dxvnoat SiedOeiv Ews avrav \ pi) dxvnons SiedOetv
&os Nav Ln. TE. [Ala.]
NT
rape 40. Geis, prem. kal Ln. [Alz.]
SS
a

42. wodAol

éricrevoay

X emi-

orevo. Tool Ln. Tf. [Ale]

43. Hépas ixavas peivar adrov\
avrov nuépas ixavas peivat
Ln.

ae

[Alzx.]

39. €opev, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
emémecev X eyevero Ln. Tf. — év ‘IepovoaAnp, om. év TE.

32. Avddav { Avdda Ln. Tf.

34. 6 Xptords, om. 6 Ln.

.
Cnap.

:
X.

1.9v, om. Gb. Ln. Tf [Ala]
[Rec. Gb. »].
2. Te, om. Ln. [Gb. >]. Ala.

3. Spav, prem. tept Ln. [Alz.]
4. everrvov \ éumpooGev Ln. TE.
g. els "Idamny avdpas \ dvdpas
eis 1dr Ln. Tf.
Nag
OI
se
— Sipeva, add.rivaLn.Tf[Alz.]
— ds émxadeirat Ieérpos \ Tov

émtxadovpevoy Ierpov Gb.
~, [Cst.]

add. [yap] Ln.

~). Ala.

rov Ln. Tf.
30. avrov 2°, om. Ln. Tf.
gr. Ai pev odv exkAnola....
— elyov elpnyny, oixodopovpevat Kal mropevdpevat .. .
emAnOuvovto X
pev odv
exkAnoia.... eixev elpnynv, oixodopoupérn Kal Tropevouévn . . . emdnOdyvero

36.

mg. [Alw.];

38. Na{aper \ Na¢apéé Lu. Tf.

. evOupovpevou X StevOvpovpévov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
air@ td IIvedpa X 7d mv.
avT® Ln. Tf.
Tpeis, om. Tf. [Gb. 3].
. Sede X Gre Gb. Ln. Tf. [Ree.
Gb. ~]. Alx.

. TOUS aTregTadpEvous amd TOU
KopynXiov mpos adrév, om.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
22. eizrov \ eizray Ln. Tf.
23. 6 Ilérpos X dvacras Gb.
Ln. Tf.

orov Ln. [Gb. 8]. Ala.

Cuap. XI.
2. Kat Ore \ Gre Sé Ln. TE. [Alx.]

— ‘Iepooddvpa X ‘lepovedAnp
Ln. Tf.

3. elon dOes, ante mpds dvdpas
Ln. Tf.; (Ala. s. elondde
kal ovvedaye).
4. 6 [lérpos, om. 6 Ln.
4.qKxovoa O€, add. Kal, s. Kat
WKovoa

Sch.

— povis, prem. kal Ln. Tf.
8. wav, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

9. fot, om. Ln. Tf.
10. raAw aveaomaaOn X aveordkal 77 X tH Sé Ln. TE. CAlz.]
oOn mddwv Ln. Tf. [Ala.]
elondOov \ eiondOev Ln. TF. 11. Aunv X Hpev Ln.
. eloed Oey, prem. Tod Gb. Sch. 12. wot TO Tvedpa \ Td mvedyd
ths Ids, om. THs Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

pot Ln. Tf.

,

.avurov ifyeipe X ifyetpev ad- —
rov Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
. Kat €uol X kdyot Ln. Tf.
6 OGcds dee X CdeiEey 6 13.

pndév Staxpiwdpevor X pndev
diaxpivavra Ln.; om, Tf.

[Gb. -].
Te \ O€ Ln. [Alz.]
— dvSpas, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Gecds TF.
.norevov, Kal, om. Ln. [Alz.] 16. Kupiov, prem. tod Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
@pav, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3).
Alzx.

. Os mapayevdpevos

17. O€, om. Ln. (Gb. >]. Ala.
Aadnoet 18. e0d£afov \ edd€acay Ln.

got, om. Ln. [Gb. >].

—

yé, om. Ln.

— edaxev eis Cwnv X eis wy
ed@xev Ln.
— id X arb Ln. Tf.
— cov X Kupiov Ln. [Gb. «]. 19. Stepdve XY Srepdvov Ln.

6. obros AaAnoet oot Ti oe Set 33. TOU Geod YX gov Gb. ».
moteiv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

4.7 Kopynr\ig X ait@ Gb.
SS
te
Me
eked
P48
Aey,

Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Gb. »].

Alz.
49

me
a
MIS
Dy
hig
ni
=Bi

;
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ACTS.
20. elaehOdvres X EAOovres Gb. 1g. avTou eorw \ €oTw avrov a1. Kis X Kels Ln.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
- Benapiy X Bemapeiv Ln.
— é\ddovv, add. kat Ln.
16. efdov X efday Ln. Tf.
22. avrois rov AaBid X roy A.
— “EdAqnuioras X°EAAnvas Gb. 14. avTois, om. Tf.
avrois Ln. Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Alz.]
— dé X re Ln. Tf.
~ dvdpa Gb. >.
21. mloTevoas, prem. 6 Ln. Tf. 19. THY Karodperay, om. THY Ln. 23. ‘ivelpe X #yaye Gb. Sch. Ln.
22. lepowodvpots \ ‘IepovraAnp
[Ale J
Ln. Tf.
20. 6 ‘Hp@dns, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. 25. 0pwn om. 6 Ln. Tf.
— dtehOeiv, om. Ln. [Alz.]
Tf.
— Tia pe X ri eve Ln.
23. xapwv, add. tiv Ln.
21. kal kabicas, [kai] Ln.
26. GmeotaAn \ eSameordAy Ln.
23. 0 BapvaBas, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 23. ea dd€av, om. tiv Gb. Sch,
Tf. [4lz.]
3]. Alz.
— ipiv X qpiv Ale.
— avrov 1°, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. —]. 25. ae‘Iepovoadip X amd ‘Te- 29. davra X mdvra Ln. Tf.
Alz.
pove. 8. e& ‘Iepouc. Alz.
31. otrives, add. viv Sch. Ln. Tf.
— avrov 2°, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >). — kal "Iwavyny, om. kai Ln.
(Gb. ~],
Alz.
33. avT@Y Hiv\ Rudy Ln. [Alx.}
[Alz.]
26. avrovs \ avrots Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— devrépe Lmpare Gb. En. TE.;
— éyiavroyv, prem. Kai Ln. Tf.
[it mpore@ Ln. post yéypaCuar. XIII.
28. €onpave \ €onuatvey Ln.
1. Tives, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
nrat]. Rec. Gb. »; [id. post
— péyav X peydAnv Lan. TE. (Gb.
Alz.
yéyp- Alz.)
es], Alx.

— doris X Ares Ln. Tf. [Gb. ©].
Alz.

— Kal éyévero, om. Kat La.
[Ala]
- Kaicapos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.
29. numopeiro X evmopeiro Ln.

2. Te, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
38.
— Tov SavAov, om. Ln. [Gb., 3}. 36.
Ala.
39.
4. ovrot X avrot Ln. Tf.
—
- TIvevparos Tov ‘Ayiov X dyi- 40.
ou mvevparos Ln. Tf.
41.

bud X dudre Ln.
Tous marépas, om. Tous Elz.
Kal ard, om. Kat Ln.
TO von@, om. T@ Ln. Tf.

— Tv DeevKevav, om. THY Ln.

fy es Tf.

ep” bpas, om. Ln.
eyo epydgopae X épydgopas

— Epyov 2° Gb. =.

[Alz.]

— tiv Kimpov, om. thy Ln.

Cuar. XII.
3. kat dav X idov dé Lau. Te.
[Ala.]

— npepat, prem. ai Gb. Sch. Ln.
(Gb. >].

s. exrevis \ extevas Ln.
—tmép X wept Ln. Tf. (Gb. «].
Alz.

6. epeddev X qpedrev TE.
~ avrov _mpoayew X m#poayayew avrov a Tf.

5. e&errecovXY e&érecay
Tf.; (émémecay Alz.]

-@ \ 6 Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
s).
6. SeeAOdvres Se, add. GAnv Gb. 42. "E£ivrav dé €k THs cvvaSch. Ln. Tf.
yoyns Tov "lovdaiav, map=—
— cipdy, add. avdpa Ln. Tf.
exdhouy Ta €Ovm \ e&sdvrav
[Alx.]
d€ avray mapexddouv Gb.
9. Kal Grevioras, om. kai Ln. Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

Ln.

— Tavta Gb. >.

(Gb. 3]. Alz.

13. TOU Kupiov, om. Tov Gb. Sch. 43. aUTois, om. Sch. Tf. [Gb. -J.
Ln. Tf.
— ertpevery { mpoopevew Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— éenémecev \ Erecey Ln.
13. TOY IlavAov, om. Tov Ln. Tf. 44. 0€ X re Gb. Sch. Tf.
— €pxopeva \ €xouév@ Gb. Sch.
[Ala]
14. he:Tlosdias X ray Todiav
Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].

—
8. re X dé Ln.
— Tlepi€ooa X (oat Ln. TE. 1g. éoret éyos. év tpiv X tis
eotiy ev vpiv Ney. Ln. [Ala.] 43.
(Gb. ~]. Alz.
17. "Iopanh, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.
—
9. aUT@, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
= Aiyinr@ J. Aiyorrou Ln.
— dia X bard TF.
19. €rporopépnaev X érpodo- —
10. HAOov X HAGav Ln. TF.
pédpnoev Gb. Sch. Ln. [Rec.
_ nvoixOn X nvoiyn Ln. TE.
46.
Gb. »].
It. yevopevos ev €avT@ \ ev €av~
— KatexAnpoddétncev X Kare- —
T@ ‘yevopu. Ln. Tf.
kAnpovépnoev Gb. Sch. Ln. — é&eirero \ e&eiharo Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Tf.

,

20. kal pera rabra, @s éreat
12, Mapias, prem. ris Lu. Tf.
TeTpakogious kal mevtjKov13. Tov [lérpov \ avrov Gb. Sch.
Ta \as érege TeTpaKoo. Kal
Ln. Tf.
13. €i7rov \ eirav Ln. Tf.
— & Areyor X Sé eimay Ln.

WEVTHK. Kal pera TadTa Ln.
[Gb. ~). [4lz.]
59

Geod X xupiov Ln. Tf. [Gb. ©
~],

ToU IlavAov, om. Tod Ln.

Aeyopevois

XK Aadovpevors

Ln. [4/z.]

dvridéyovres Kat, om. Ln.

a

(Gb. ~]. Alz.

S¢ { re Ln. Tf. L4lx.J
etrov \ eizray Ln. TE.
be, om. Ln.

50. Kai Tas edoxnpovas, om. Kat 1

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dv BapvaBay, om. roy Ln.
Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.

s1. avT@V, om. Ln. Tf. [Ala]
g2. d€ X re Ln. Tf.

ACTS.

wie
ny

Cuarp. XIV.

ciav X kar’ éxxd. mpeoB.
Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

moa

33. GmroardéAous \ drocrei\ay=

Tas avTovs Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
24. Tapvdiar, prem. Thy TE.
[Gb. Rec. ~].
3. kat SiddvTt, om. Kal Gb. Sch. 24. aviyyetAar\dviyyeAAov Lu. 34. eoge d€ r@ Sita emipeivar
a. aweOovvres \ dresOnoarres
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Ln. Tf.
6. Avorpay, prem. eis Lu.

y. Hoay evayyeAiCdpevor X d=
ayy. joav Lu.
8. Umdpxev,
Tf.

om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

— mepiermerarnkes \ mepteraToev Ln. Tf.;
ThKet St. *

mepirema-

avrov, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3].

Tf.

28. €kel, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Cuap. XV.
1. mepirépynabe X mepurpnO7re Ln. Tf. (Gb. »). Alx.
- To eet, add. T@ Ln.
2. obv \ dé TF. [Alzx.]

—
9.ikove X ykovoev Lu. Tf.
[Alz.]
= mlotw exer exet Tiorw Ln. 3.
4.
Tf.
10. TH) ori, om.TH Ln. add. col
héyo €v T) Ovdpate Tov —

Alzx.

36. TladAos mpos BapvaBav X
mpos Bapy. LlavAos In. Tf.
- Tar, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— racay modu X moAw racay
Lu. Tf.

34. €BovAevoaro X €BovAero Lu.

cvntncews X Cyrnvews Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.; [kal (ythoews
Gb. 3).

(Gb. »]. Alx.

— tov Ilwavnv X kai “lwdvyny
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.; [l@dvynv

Bowixny, prem. te Ln. Tf.
Gb. ~].
amedexOnoav X maped€éxOn- 38. cupmrapadaBeiv \ cvpmapaAapBavery Ln. Tf.
oav Ln.

kupiov "Inaoo Xpicrov Ln.
[Alz.]

39.
to X amo TE.
6. dé X re Tf.
40.
4. 6Geds, post efeheEaro Ln. Tf.
41.
= ev Hpiy Xeev wpyiv Ln. Tf.

Tf.

8. avTois 2°, om. TF.

— Aero X FAaro Gb. Sch. Ln.
11. O€ \ re Ln. Tf.
— 6 IlavAos, om. 6 Ln. Tf.

12. pev, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
13. 60 be \ 6 re Ln. Tf.
— avTay, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— 70d X fOedov Ala.
14. eloenndnoay \ e&enndnoav
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

15. €opev div \ bpiv eopev Ln.
mg.
— tov Gcdv rov (evra \ Gedy
Cavra Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alx.
14. Y® om. Ln. [Ale.]

= éavrov { avrov Ln. [Gb. 3].

- dyaboroaay X ayaboupyav
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Al.

— np X dpiv Gb. Sch. Ln.;
om. Tf. (Gb. 3].

- ace X pay Gb. Sch. Lx.

oov \ dé Ln. Tf.
Geod X Kupiov Lu. Tf. [Gb.
~]. Alax.

KeAckiav, prem. tiv Ln.

g. ovdeyv X ovOev TE.
11. Kupiov, prem. tov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XVI.
r.el¢ AepBnv, prem. kat Ln.

— Xptorov, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.
14. el, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alx.

— Avorpay, prem. eis Ln.

14. 0 TOL@y, om. 6 Ln.
— mavra, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

18. Tyoora X yooroy Ln.
- éort TO Oc@ wavrTa Ta epya
abroo, om.Gb. Sch. Tf.; TO

Kupip TO €pyov avrov Ln.
20. ard, om. Ln. Gb. >.

— Kal TOU TYLKTOU, om. TOU Ln.

22. €muKaoupevoy \ KaNovpevoy
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— BapoaBav { BapoaBBav Ln.

[Alex]

- TUvoss om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf,

3. dravres x mavres Ln.
— Tov marépa avrov, Ort "EQ-

Ayv X ért
6 "ENAnv 6 watip
avrov Ln. [Alax.]

4. mapedidovy \ mapedidocay
Ln. Tf.

— Tay mpecBuTepwy, om. TOV
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— ‘Tepovoadnp \ ‘IeporodAvpos
Ln. Tf.

6. AtehOovres X SipAOov Ln.
[Alx.]

Tf. [Alz.]

23. Tae, om. Ln. Tf.
— Kat oi, om. Ln. [Gb. >]. Alz.

— thy Tadarixyy, om. thy Ln.
Tf. [Alx.]

24. A€yovres mepireuver
Oar Kat
19. “EnAnbov X émndOav Ln. TF.;
Type TOY vopoy, om. Ln.
[Ale SvarpiBdvrav avrav
Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alx.
kat diddoKev émndOov a7). as. ekAeEapevous \ é&xdcEape- €oupoy X €ovpay Tf.
vos Ln. (Gb. »]. Alx.

4. €AOovres, add. 5é Ln. [Alz.]
— Kata 2° ¥ eis Gb. Sch. Ln.

28. TOY emavayKes TOUT@Y
\ TOUTov Tov emrdvayk. Ln. [Alz.];

— mvevpa, add.’Incod Gb. Sch.

om. TouT@y Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.

9. TS vuKros, om. THs Ln.
~ a a T@ LlavA@
\tr.Hatio
Pn TE.
— tis iv Maxedov X Mak. tis
jv Ln.; Mak. tis Tf.

— vopicavres \ vouigovres Ln.
— reOvava

X teOvnxevat Ln.

[Alz.]

20, avTov TaY pabnrav X trav 29. Kal wvikrov, Gb. >; Kal mvpad, av’rav Ln. Tf.

kr@y Ln. Tf.

at, evayyeAuodpevol X evayye- ~ mpagere X mpa€are Alx.
Atcopevol Ln. Tf.
30. #AOov X karnAOov Ln. [Gb.
— "Ikdmov, prem. eis Ln. [Alz.]

©]. Ala.

—’Avridxevav, pram. cis Ln. 32. O€ X re St. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]
— emeotnpiéay X emeotnpicay
23. mpeoBurépous Kat €KKAnTY,
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Tf.

— rropever
Oat \ ropevOnvat Ln.
Tf.
Ln. Tf.

— Tapakahar, prem. kal La. ;;
[Alx. s. prem. kata erro:

mov avrov).

10. TV Maxedoviay, om. Thv La.

ACTS
.Kvptos XY Oeds Ln. [Gb. ©). 39. e&eAOetv X arredOciv amo Ln.
Alz.

.ouv \ de Tf.
ths Tpaddos, om. Tis Ln.
TH Te X TH Se Ln.
.exeiOev te \ xaxetOey

40. els \ mpos Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Gb. Ree. »].

—Ttovs adehdovs, mapexdde-

Ln.

Alz.

cay avtovs \ mapekan. Tovs
added.

Ths pepidos Gb. >.
THs, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Ale.
koh@via X.KoA@veta TE.

Tavtn \ avry Tf.
. wodews X mvAns Ln. TE. (Gb.
©]. Alz.

evonitero \ evopifouey Ln.
[Alz.]

mpocevx?) X mpocevyny Ln.
[Alzx.]

Ln.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. s]. Alz.

Wvdewvos X Wvdava

Lan. TF.

[Gb. ~]. Alx.

[Ale. 8. SueA€x Gn].
3. 6 Xpuords, om. 6 Ln.

. TOV Siray, om. Tov Tf.
. elroy\ etrray Ln. TE.

tes "Iovdatot, kat mpooda-

Gb.

— amevOovvtes, om. Gb. Ln.
—tivas avdpas, om. Gb.; dy-

Spas tivas Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
La. (Al.

Ln. Tf.
te \ dé Ln. Tf. (Alz.]

Sch. Tf. 5; ™poo-

AaSdpevor S€ of "Iovdaien

— émistavtes

ai’tay naparicaro X nod.
avtav Ln. Tf.
. dveoxOnodv X nvedxOnody

23. dvOparav \ avOparivey Ln.
Tf. (Gb. s]. Alz.

Bopevor tov dyopaicy X — kata \ Kat ra Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
mpooaBdpevor dé of “IovSator ot areotrres Tov 26. aiwatos, om. Ln. [Gb. =].

tes Ln. Tf.
.ednpas \ AaBov Ln. [Gb.
es]. Alx.

22. 6 IlavAos, om. 6 Ln,
23. ov \ O Ln. Tf.

Kuptos Ln. Tf.

s. (nhoaartes S€ of aretOodv-

. mepippntayres X mepipngav-

iS]iS)

avrois Lu. ;3 om. avrois Tf.
— 7 bd, om. 7 Ln.
20.Ti dv Oedor X riva Oédot
Gb. ~ [Alx.]; tiva OéXer Ln.

4. ‘EAAnvor, prem. kai Ln.
- ToUToy X Tovro Ln. Tf.
— modvd AnO0s X wAjOos nord 24. Kuptos tmdpxev \ imdpyov

ayopaiwy

aGravtnoa \-travrncae TE.
.Qpiv X div Elz. Ln. TE.
.T@ dvdpatt, om. TO Ln. Tf.

Gb. “*,

- abrois edmpyyedifero Xed
eonyy-

CHar. XVII.
21. €vKaipovy \ nixaipovy Ln.
1. AzroA@viav, prem. TH Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]
— 7) cvvaywy?, om. 7 Ln. [Alz.] — kal dkoveww \ ) dxoveww La.
2. Sueheyero X SteheEaro Ln. ;
Tf.; add. rt Ln.
.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

. Hovey X Hovoev Alx.
15. pelvate \ pévere Ln.
16. Mpowevx7y, prem. THY Sch.

18. Ort Toy “‘Ingoiy kat THY avd-

oTaow avtois etnyyehiCero

Tf. [Alz.]

te { Kal emir.

- dyayeiy Xmpoayayeiy Ln,
6. éoupoy X €ovpav Tf.
— tov "lacova, om. tov Ln.

4. mparrovat \ mpdocovow Ln.

Alz.

— nav 70 mpdca@mov \ mdvros
mpdocwrov Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— mporeraypevous \ mpoore=

a ager Gb. Sch. (Ln.)
f.; [mpos reray. Ln.) (Gb.
Reo.~].
ay. kuptov X Oedy Gb. Sch. Ln
f.; [Ree. Gb. s].

— kai evporev { 7) evporey Ln.
[Alz.]

— kaitovye \ xaiye Ln. Tf. [Gb.
sw]. Alz.

Tf. [Alx.]

— Aeyovres Erepor \ Erepor Né- 28, ToiTayv Gb. >.
30. mace \ mavras Ln. Tf. [Gb.

yovres Ln.

10. THS VUKTOS, om. THs Ln.
es]. Alz.
paxatpay, prem. Thy Ln.
— tav “lovdaiav amjecav YX 31. Oudte X xaOdre Lu. TE. [Gb.
epmedrev X fucdrev Ln. TE.
s]. Alz.
amnecay Tay "Iovd. TE.
. povn peyadn 6 Iladdos X
32. eurov \ elmay Tf.
TlavAos pov7 peyady Ln. 11.70 Ka’, om. TO Ln. [Alz.]
TO Sida, |om. T@ Ln. f.
. ettroy X etmrav Ln. Tf.
Xptorov, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
kat maou ¥ vv mace Gb. La.
Tf. [Alz.]

. AUTOU, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

nyaddoato

YX nyad\aro

fk ope

. TOUTOUS, om. Ln.
areordadkaow \ aréoradkay
Ln. Tf.
3 ~—w. €Barov X €B8adayr Ln. Tf.

— nas, om. Cst.
38. "Avnyyerkav \ amyyetday

13. Tadevortes, add. kal Tapdccovres Ln. [Alz.]

14. os { €ws Ln.;

[Ale. 8. om.

- maduy mept rovrou \ mept
Tovrov Kal mdadw Ln. Tf.;
[Alz. s. om. Kal].

33. Kal ovtws, om. kal Ln. Tf.
os].
— tmépevoy \ tmrépewev Ln.TE. ; -— 6 ’Apeorayitns, om. 6 Ln,
(Ale. s. brépewvar).
— d¢ { re Ln. Tf.
13. ka@tora@vres \ Kabioravoy-

Cuap. XVIII.
1. Oé, om. Ln.
Tes Ln. Tf.
_— 6 IlavAos, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
— adrov 1°, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3). 2. €k \ awd Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
Alz.

16. bewpodvrt \ Oewpodvros Ln.
Tf. [Gb. »]. Ala.

18. Ties Sé, add. kal Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~].
~
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— kal époSnOnoay X epoB. de — Tav Troikav, om. Tov Ln.
Tf. [Sroix@v Lu. Tf.]
“En. Tf.
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3. eipyagero X npyagero Ln. Tf.
—joav yap oKnvorol tiv
reXVNY Gb. >.
— tiv téxynv X tH Téxvn La.
Tf. _[Ala. J

e
Ses

3. mvevparte \ Ady@ Gb. Sch. Ln. ||
TE.

ACTS.
."IovSators,

wn

add.

civat Ln.

mpoepnrevor \ éempodnrevoy 29. TOU IlavAov, om. rov Gb. Sch.
Lu. Tf.

(Gb. ~]. Ale.

idOev X elo Oev Ln. [dle.]
Oe dpdparos ev vuxti X ev
.
vukti Ov dpdparos Ln.
ri. te X dé Ln. [Alz.]
_

12. avOurarevovros

an.

Ln. Tf.

4. Sexadvo X SHdexa Ln. [Alz.] 30. rov Sé IlavXov X MavAov be
Ln.
8. Ta Tepl, om. Ta Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
9 . Tivds, om. Ln. Tf.
°

. Inaod, om. Gb. Sch. Ln, Tf.

\ avOumd-

32. evexev \ evexa Ln.
33. mpoBaddAdvreyr \ mpoBaddv-

[Alx.]

Tav Alz.

rou évtos Ln. [Gb. ]. Ale. 11. evrolet 6 Qeds \ 6 Oeds Ezroies

13. oUros dvarreiOee X avarreiber
otros Ln. Tf.
a £4. our, om. Ln. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

- nverxopny Xadverxdpny Ln.

13. Cyrnpa X Cyrhpard Ln. Tf.
(Gb. w]. Ale.
= yep, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ]. Alex.

17. of "EAAnves, om. Lu. TE. [Gb.
=]. Ala.

18. THY Kehadny év Keykpeais X

Ln. [Alz.]
La. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.

Tf. [Alx.]

— avrov X exe? Ln. [Alz.]
ahr
ee

— dtehexOn X SeeAearo Ln.
20, map’ avrois, om. Ln. Tf.
a1. aX’ X aAda Ln. TE.

— amerdéato avtois \ amotaEdpevos kal Ln. Tf. [Gb.%)].
Alz.

- Aci pe mayros ry éoptiy

Ti €pxomevny romoat eis
‘IepoodAvupa, om. Ln. Tf.
IE
SS
ee

a

_
—
23.
25.
26.’

[Gb. 3]. Alzx.

be, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3], Ale.
kal avnxOn, om. kai Ln. Tf.
emeaTnpifav Xotnpitev Ln.
kuptov % Ingod Ln. Tf. [Al]
Akvddas kal IIpioxudda X
IIpiox. kat *Axvd. Ln. Tf.

[Alx.]
— Tov Gcod d6ddv X 6ddv rod
Oeod Ln.[Alz.]; om. rot Oeod
Tf. (Gb. 3].

Cuap. XIX.
La]

: éddciv X karehGeiv Alz.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

e&épxeo Oat \ exrropever
Oar 38. @vOpwros X avOpm@rwv Ln.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— beas, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf.
36. mparrew \ mpdooeww Ln. Tf.
13.am70 \ kat Ln. Tf. [Gb. s]. 37. THY Oeay X tiv Oedv Gb. Sch.
Lu. Tf.

Alz.

“OpkiCopev X dpxi€@ Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
IlavAos,

— tuav X jnpaoy La. [Gb. »).
Alz.

om.

6 Ln.

TE. 38. mpds tia Adyov exovow \

éxouo. mpds Twa Aéyov Gb.

[Ala.]
14, Twes \ Tivos Ln.

Sch. in. Th

39. mept érépov X wepairépw Ln.

— viol, post érta Ln. Tf.

— ol, om. Ln. [Ale]
40. 00, add. ov Gb. ». [Alz.]
13, ele, add. avtois Ln. [Alz.]
— drododva X Sovva: Tf. [Gb.
16. epadAdpevos X ethaddpevos
~]. Cst.
Ln.
Adyov, add. wept Ln. [Alx.]
—ér adtods 6 avOpwmos X 6
avOp. én’ avr. Ln. Tf.
Cuar. XX.
— kal, om. Ln. Tf. Gb. 3. [Alz.]
. Tpookadeodpevos \ pera— katakuptevoas X KaTakuptmepypdpevos Alz.
evoav Gb. ~. Ala.
— Tovs pa@nras, add. mapaka— adbrav X apdorépwy Ln. TE.
Aéoas Ln. [Alz.]
[Gb. ~]. Alz.
- mopevOivat ropeteo Oat Ln.
14. ememece \ Emecev Ln.
~ Ti MakeOoviar, om. THY Ln.
20. 6 Aéyos: Tov kupiov X rod 3. AUTO émiBouhijs Y émtBoukupiov 6 Adyos Ln. Tf.
hijs avT@ Ln.
ar. OteAO@y YX Svcd Get Ln.
4. Sémarpos, add. Ilvppov Gb.
Leal

- ’Axaiay, prem. THY Ln.

Sch. Ln. Tf. (Gb. >).

— ‘TepovoaAnp X ‘TepoodAupa

s. obrot, add. dé Ln. [Alzx.]
7. Tov paOnrav rod \ nuay Gb.

Lu. Tf.

24. mapeixeTo X mapetye Ln.
- épyaciay ovk oAtynv X ovk
OnLy. €py: Ln.
23. 7pav X nw Ln. Tf;

Sch. Ln. Tf.

8. Hoav X juev Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.
9. KaOnpevos \ kabeCduevos Ln.

tuaor

Gb. ». [Alx.]

- ebpav X edpeiy La. TE. [Ale]

26. oxedor, prem. kal Ln, [Alz.]

2. cimre, add. re Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— elroy, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Ale.

24. "Aprepidos

— ovdé { ov Ln.
3. Tpos avTovs, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

Tf. [Alz.]

- dn avray, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

—6

19. KaTHuTnoE X KaTHYTNGAay Ln.

X ovveBiBa-

oay Ln. (Alx.]

12. emupéeper
Oar { dmopéper
Oar 34. emeyvdvtev X émvyvdvres Gb.

ev Keyx. thy Kepadny Ln.
Tf.

— mpoeBiBacav

Tf. [Ala.]
I

Lal

. dprov, prem. tov Ln. TE. [Gb.
~]. Alz.

iepoy X tepov 13. els X éxt Ln: TE
*Apréw. Tf. [Alz.]
- iy duereraypévos X Starer.

— ovdev X ovOev Ln. TE.

—opioOnva X AoytoOnoerat

nv Ln.

14. ovveBahev J ouveBahXev Ln.
1g. Kat petvayres ev Tpayvr~
ig, TH exouern X 7H Se
€xonevn Ln. [Gb. ©] Ala. ;

Ln. [Alz.]

_ pEdAew X pedree Ln.
— THY peyareidtnTa X THs pe— eizrov X eizay Ln. TF.
4. pev, om. Gb. Ln. [Ala.]
yahevornros Ln. [Alz.]
— Xpiordv, om. Gb. Ln. Tr. 29. OAn, om.-Ln. Tf.
16.
— cvyxvoews, prem. ths Gb.
[Alz.]
Sch. Tf. [Gb. >].
6. Tas XEipas, om. Tas Lu, Tf.
—
3). Alz.
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[Tpwyrdio TE.j

€xpwve \ Kexpixee Gb. Ln. TE.
[Rec. Gb. x]. Alz.

qv X ety Ln. [Ala]

ACTS.
18. mpos avrov, add. dod dvray
avrav Ln.

4. avaBaivew X émBaivew Ln. 25. emeoreihapev \ dreoretha-

19. TOAA@Y, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
21, THY els TOY, om.THY Ln. [Alz.];

— ‘Iepoveadnp YX ‘IepoodAvpa

Tf.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

om. Tov Tf.
3. npas eLaprioa X e€apr. ip.
— Xpiordy, om. Ln. Tf. [Ala]
Ln. Tf.
a2. ey Sedepevos X Sedepu. eyo — mpoonvédpeba \ mpocevédGb. Ln. Tf.

—ocvvarvtnoovra X ovvarrncayra s. cupBnodpeva Alz.
23. Suapaptupetat, add. por Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— pe kai Odjiers X Kal Odip.

pe Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

24. ToLovpat, ovde Exo X ex@
ovo trotodpat Ln. Alx.; om.

ovde exw Tf.
— Wvynv pov, om. pov La. TE.
(Gb. 3].

pevot Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

6. kal domracdpevor
arnomaoapeOa Ln. Tf. [Alex]
— éréBnwev\ Kat evéBnyev Ln.

pev Ln,

— pndev rovodroy typeiv ai= ~
Tovs, €i 7, om. Ln. TE. [Gb.
3). Alzx.

—
—
24.
—

70 aiva, om. rd Ln. Tf.
kat muikrov Gb. >.
cuvéxeov \ ovvéxeay Ln.
Tas xeipas én airov X er
avrov Tas xetpas Gb. Ln. Tf.
[Ala.]

TF. 28. mavTaxov \ mavrayy Ln. TE.
[Gb. »]. Alz.
8. of mrept Tov Llatdov, om. Gb. 31. O€ X re Lan. Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ovykéxuta. X ovyxdvverat
—7dOov X #fdOopev Elz. Gb.
Ln.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
32. €xatovtdpxous \ éxarovrdp[Ala];
[Alz.]

Kal

dvéBnuev

— Tov dvTos, om. Tod Gb. Sch.
In. Tf.

— pera xapas, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

as Ln. Tf.

33. TOTe é€yyioas X eyy. dé Cst.

9. mapbévar Téooapes X réoc. — ay, om. Ln.
map0. Ln.
34. €Bdwv X émepaovovy Ln. Tf.
25. ToU Geov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 10. N@v, om. Ln. TE.
[Gb. ~]. [Alz.]
3). Alzx.
11.T€,
om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3).
— duvdpevos dé X Suvapévov
3). Alz.

26. ey X eis Ln. [Ala]

d€ adrov Ln. Tf.

Alz.

24. Upiv, post Oeod Ln. txt.

— avrovd ¥ éavrod Ln. Tf. [Gb. 36. kpagov X xpdgovres Ln. Tf.

28. ov [Ln.]; om. Ala.
— Geod X xvpiov Gb. Ln. Tf.
[Rec. Gb. ~] ; Kupiov kal

— Tas xeipas kal rods médas X 37. Tt, om. Tf. (Gb. -]. [Alx.J
Tovs 760. Kal Tas xeip. Ln.

‘= iSiov aiparos X atparos Tot

— ev X eis Tf.

Geod Cst. [Alx.]

ws]. Aix.

(Gb. »]. [Alz.]

Cuar. XXII.

Tf. [Alzx.]

idiov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Ree. 13. dmexpiOn Se \ rére drrexpiOn

Gb. »].
a9. yap, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alex.
— TovTo, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. =].
Alz.

32. adeAol, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
Alz.

— érotxodopnjcat X olkodopi—
33.
34.

38.
34.

Ln. [Alx.]; azexp. Te Tf.
14. TO O€Anpa Tov Kupiov X Tod
kupiou ro Oé€Anpa Ln. TF.

. vov X vt Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.
.Tpocepaver XY mpoodavet

HF
»

Tf.

. pev, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Alex.
. recov
\ €reod Ln. Tf. [Ala.]

. pe X eve Ln.

[Alx.]

—yeverba YX ywéoOw Ln. Tf.

. kal EupoBor €yévovro, om.

st
©
&

Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3). [Alz.]

[Alx.]

12. evoeBns, om.TE.; evAaBns Ln.
agdpevo. Ln. Tf. [Gb. J]. 13. we \ eue Ln.
oa Ln. (Gb. s]. Alx.
16. TOU Kupiov \ ad’rod Gb. Sch.
tpiv, om. Ln. Tf. [Ale]
[Alx.]
Ln. Tf.
—‘IepovoaAnp X ‘lepooddvpa
ovdevos YX ovOevds TE.
18. TV papTupiay, om. Ty Ln.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. [Alz-]
O€, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
wadXor, ante Siddvat Gb. Sch. 14. €0€Eavto \ amedéEavro Ln. 20. efexeiro\e&exuvvero Ln. TE.
— Srehdvov Gb. >.
Tf. (Gb. s]. LAlz.]
Ln. Tf.
eyévero KravOpods { Krav. 20. kuptov X Oedy Gb. Ln. Tf. — Th avatpécet advtov, om. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Alx.]
€yev. Ln. Tf.
22. KaOnkov \ KaOnKxev Gb. Sch.
— cindy re ¥ eimdvres Ln.
In. Tf.
— "Iovdaiev X év rots Iovdatots
Cuar. XXI.

1. Kav { Ko Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
3. dvapdvartes { dvaavevres

13. dmooKevacdpevot \ emurkev=

Ln. Tf. (Gb. »]. [Alz.]
21. Tavras, om.Ln. [Gb. >]. Alz.

23. O€

re Ln. Tf.

— aépa X ovfpavoy Gb. x.
22. Sei wAnOos ouveOeiv, om. 24. avrov 6 xAlapxos ayeoOa
Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
X 6 xr. eioayerOar adrov
Tf. [Gb. -].; Set cvvedOciv
—KxarnxOnnev YX KarndOopev
Gb. Ln. Tf.; avrov 6 xr.
aAnOos Ln.
Ln. [Alz.]
eiody. Sch.
— yap fv To mroioy \ yap To — yap, om. Tf. [Gb. -].
24. yuaot \ yyaoorrat Gb. Sch. — eia@y \ elas Ln. Tf.
mAoiov Hv Ln.
23. mpoerewvey \ mpoeteway Gd.
Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~].
4. kal dveupdvres \ aveup. de
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— rov vopov purdcoewy X puv.
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— 6 IlatXos, om. Tf.
Tov vopov Ln. TE.
— avtod X avrots Lu.
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ACTS.
26. €xarovrdpyos \ éxaToyrdp=
x1s Ln. Tf.

=
-

kataydyns eis To ouvedptoy

12.emicveracw

Ln. Tf.

Ln, [Gb. ~]. [Alz.]
13. ovre \ ovde Ln.
— pe, om. Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

annyyee TE Xap X 20. wéAAovrés X péAAov Ln. TE.
TO XUV. any. Lu. Tf. [Ale]
[Ala.]
ar. €rousot eioe X eiow erowpoe
"Opa, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
22. veaviay X veaviokov Ln. [4iz.]

24. i, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
28. re \ dé Ln.; om. Tf.

23. meptéxoveay X €xoveay Ln.
29. jv avrov \ avrov Hy Ln.
30. mapa X brd Ln. (Gb. 9]. 24. eSechopny J eSechapny Ln. TE.
[Alz.]

— avrov, om. Ln. (Gb. >]. Alz.

- and trav Secpay, om. Gb. 28. dé X te Ln. Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
vava \ émeyvavat
é
Ln, Tf.
— edciv X cuvehOciv Gb. Sch. 29.
9. edna éxovra X €xovra
Ln. Tf.
éykA. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— ddov X way Gb. Sch. Ln. TE. 30. we AXEL, om. Ln. [Alx.]
— tnd Trav lovdaiwv, om. Ln.
= avTov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Cuar. XXIII.
1.6 Havhos 76 ovvedpio X rd
ouvedp. 6 HadQXos Ln. [Alx.]
6. Papivaioy X Papioaiwy Ln.

aSs
Se
won
ee!

meet,
7

— eLauris\€€ adréy Ln. [Alz.]
— Ta mpds avtov X adrovs Ln.
TE.

—"Eppoco, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

4. AaAnoavros X eimdvros Ln.
—Tav Saddovkaiov, om. Tav
Lu. Tf.; Lante Pap. Alzx.])

Ln. Tf.
gews yevoperns Ln.

~ evhaBnbeis X poBnOcis Ln.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.

—xaraBav

X xaraByvat

kal

Cst.
in. Tlavhe, om . Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

12, rwes Tdv Tovdalav cvoTpopiv X cverpopiy oi *Iovdatot Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
13. wemounkdres X tronodpevor

ar,

Ln. [Gb. ©]. Alx.

14. €lrov ) eizray Ln. Tf.
- pndevds X pnOevdos TE.
15. avpiov, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alzx.]

- abrov Katayayn
X katay. avTov Ln. Tf. [Ala]

14. Te dmayyethae \ amayyeidal
Tl Ln.

18. veaviay \ veavioxov Ln.
20. els TO ouvEedptov karaydyys
rov LlavAov X roy TlavAov

iia
REE
ceN
Dex
eh
AR
NPT
ae
PI
eT
OE
WAP
ACY
Re
MAREL,

Alz.

— €xew X exav Gb. x. Ala.
14. Tapeyevouny, post €Ovos pov
Ln. Tf.
Alz.

— dé, om. Elz.
19. Oct X eee Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln.

f.; (Gb. det ~. Cst.J

20. €t TL \ Ti Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.
— év épuol, om. Ln.
ar. €xpaga X éxexpaga Tf.
- éoTas ev avtois X év avrois

YX dmépxerOa

Ln. Tf. [Gb. x].

— “Hpadov, prem. rod Ln.
— adroy, post puAdooer
Oat Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

Cuar. XXIV.
1. Tav mpeaBurépav X mpecB.
tiay Ln. [Alx.]
3. karopOapatav X SiopAwpdtov Lu. (Gb. »]. Alz.

s.oTagw \ oraceis Ln. [Gb.
~]. Alz.
6. kal Kata TOY neérepov v6 pov

éotos Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

- ip’ X ep Ln. Tf.
22. Axovoas dé Tatra 6 &nu&
aveBadero avrovs X aveBaAero Se adrovs 6 OnE Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].

— eimay X etas Ln. Tf.
23. TE, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.

— tov HavAov X atrév Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— i) mpooéepxer
Oat, om. Ln. TE.
(Gb, 3]. Alzx.

24. nuépas Tivas \ tivds nuéepas
Ln.

— yuvaiki abrod X idia yuvarki

nOcAnoapev Kpivew. 4. TapLn. ; yuvatki Gb. Sch. Tf.
edOav be Avoias 6 xiAlap- — Xpicrov, add. *\Inoodv Sch.
Ln.
xos pera mois Bias eK
TOV XELpav nav annyaye, 2g. Kpiatos tod pedAovtos \X
HéhAovtros Kpiparos Gb. x.
8. kehevoras Tous KaTnyo~
Alz.
pous avrov épxecOa en
— cea Oat, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
oé, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.
9. Suvebevto \ cuvereOevro Gb. 26. dua de, om. dé Gb. Sch. Ln.

— mpos X els Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
Sch. Ln. Tf.
16. TO évedpor
X Thy evedpav Elz. 10. O€ X re Ln. Tf. [Alx.J
Gb. Ln.; [1d evedpov Gb. — evOupdrepov X edOipos Ln.
~],

Alz.

16.0€ X kat Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].

32. mopeveaOa.

Tuves Ln. ; om. oi TE. 53 (re- 3g. ExéAevoré Te \ keAevoras Lu.
ves TOY ypapparéwy Tov
Tf. [Alz.]

ro. yevouens atdcews \ ord-

Sch.
— vexp@y, om. Lu. Tf. [Gb. 3].

31. THS VUKTOS, om. THS Ln.

8. pnde X pare |Ln. [Alz.]
34.6 NyEenov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Ts
9.01 ypappareis Tov pépous X
pepous Gb. x. Alz.]
— 2) Ocopaxdper, om. Gb. Sch.

— viv X vuvi Ln. Tf.

14.TOis mpopnras, pram. év
Elz. Ln. ; prem. trois év Gb.

— pe X eué Ln. Tf.

~]). Alzx.

Tf. (Gb. s]. Alex.

— dvvavrat, add. cou Ln. [Alx.]

18. 0is X ais Sch. Lu. [Gb. 9].

Tf. [Alz.]
Oe
aL
eg

\ eémicracw

Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

11. yvavat X éemvyvavat La. Tf.
[Alx.]

— i Sexadvto, om. i} Gb. Sch.
Tf.; S@dexa Ln. [Alzx.]
— év \ eis Ln. Tf. [Alw.]
55

Tf.

— Ores Avon adrdy, om. Sch.
Ln. Tf. -[Gb. 3).

24. xaptras \ xapira Ln. [Ale]

Cuar. XXV.

2. O€ X re Ln. Tf.

— 6 apxtepeds X of dpxtepeis
Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. [Alz.]

ACTS.
4.

Kavoapeia \ eis Kaoapeiay Ln. TE. (Gb. es]. Alz.

s. Suvarol ev tyiv, pyot \ ev
tpiv, pnow, Suvarot Gb. Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

— tovT@ X dromov Lu. [Ala];
om. Gb.
6. wAetovs X ov mAElous OKT@

Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf. [dix]; mAetous 6xT® Gb. »].
7. Wepieatnaay, add. avrdv Ln.
[Gb. »]. Alx.

—airidpara X aitiopara Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— pépovres xara Tov Iavdov
X karagépovres Ln. Tf. [Gb.
3]. Alx

8. drrohoyoupévov avtov \ Tov
Tlavdov drrodkoyoupevou Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

9. Tois "Iovdaious Gedov \ GeAv Trois Iovd. Ln. TF. [Alx.]

— Kpiveo Oat \ xptOnvar Ln. TE.

1. Urép \ wept Ln. Tf. (Gb. »]. 28. edn, om. Ln. Tf. Ala. [Gb. 3).
Alz,
— yever
Oat J morjrat Ln. Ale.
— dmedoyeiro, post xeipa Ln. 29. — om. Ln. Tf. [Alv.] [Gb.
[Alz.]

— pedov drodoyeir Bat emt - rade X peydA@ Ln. Tf.
cov onpepor
\emt cod pen.
[Alz.] [Gb. ~].
OTP. drohoy. Gb. Sch. Ln.; 30. Kat TavTa elrrévtos avrov,
emt cov ped. dmodoy. onp.
aveotn \ avéarn Te Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Ti.
3.cov, om.
Alz.

gt. dfwov7) Seopav X 4 deopav
aévov Ln.
4. THV EK vEedTNTOS, Om. THY TE. 32. edvvato X ndvvaro Ln.
— ‘Iepooohvpos, prem. te Ln. — émexékAnro \ emikéxAnto Ln.
Ln.

Tf.

(Gb.

3].

Tf. [Ale.]

Tf.

— of Iovdaiot, om. of Ln. TE.

6.mpos X eis Ln. Tf. (Gb. »].
Alz.

— matépas, add. nuaey Sch. Ln.

[Ala.]

11. yap X ovv Ln. Tf. [Gb. ].

[Gb. »].

4. Baowed *Aypimma, om. Tf.

Alzx.

13. Oixny X xaradixny.Ln. (Gb.
we]. Alz.

16. twa \ tun Gb. ». Alz.
— eis dm@Aetav, om. Gb. Ln. TE.
Alzx.

17. AUT@Y, om. TF.

18. emebepov \ eepov Ln. Tf.
(Gb. s]. Alz.

— drevdoun eyo J eya trevd-

ovy Ln.; add. movnpav Ln.
[Gb. ~]. Alz.

20. TOUTOU \ ToUT@Y Ln. Tf. [Gb.
eo]. Alz.

- ‘Tepovoadnp \ ‘IepoodAvpa
Ln. Tf.

ar. memo \ avarrépo Ln. TE.
[Alz.]

22. en, om. Ln. Tf.
-‘O be, om. Ln. Tf.

23. TOs XtALapxots, om. Tots Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

—ovot,

25. auTov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3). 23.T@ Aa@ X tO re Aa@ Ln. Tf.
Alz.
[Alz.]
26. ypavrat 2° \ ypdayw Ln. TE. 24. hn X hynow La. Tf. [Ale.}
(Gb. ~]. Alz.
25. ‘O Oé, add. TladXos Ln. [Ala]
— adn X dda Lan. TF.
Cuar. XXVI.
| 26. ovdev, om. Ln. ; ovbey TF.

om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

Alz.

24. wav \ dorav Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— émiBoavres \ Bodyres Ln.

— Gv avrov X adrov Chy Ln.
[Ala.]

23. KaTakaBopuevos X KatedaBepny Ln. [Alz.]

— Oavdrov advrov ¥ avrév Oavatrov Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
— Kai avrov, om. Kat Ln. [Alz.]

(Ln.);

[BaowWed post *Iov-

daiwy Ln.J; [Aypimza Gb.
3;

om. Alz.]

Cuar. XXVILI.
2. wéddovres L péAAovre Ln.
Tf. (Gb. 9]. Ala.

— mre, add, eis Ln. [Alx.]

3. Pidous, pram. Tovs Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— mopevbévra \ ropevbevrt Ln.
[Alz.]

— Tv “lovdalwy, om. tev Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
10. ToAAOvs, add. re Ln. Tf. [Gb.
w). Alz,

— pvdakais, prem. év Gb. Sch.

5. Mipa X Muppa Ln.

6. €xarévrapxos \ éxarovrdpxns Ln. Tf.
8. Aacaia X”AXaooa Ln.

10. Péprov X popriov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].

12. €v ols Kal, om. Kat Ln. [Gb.

11. €xaTévtapxos X éxaTovTdpxns Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

3]. Alz.

— Ths Tapa, om. Ln. [Gb. >].
14. O€ { te Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
—adrotcav X Aéyovcay

Ln.

Gb. >. [Alz.]

— émeibero paddov X paddcy
évreibero Ln.
— Tov IlavAov, om. tov Ln.

12. 3Aelous \ mAeioves Ln. TE.

— xakeibev YX éxeiOev Sch. Ln.
14. Etpoxdviev X Etpaxtdeov
Ln.; Evpuxddvdev Gb.
—‘O 8, add. kbépios Ln. Tf.
16. Knavdqy X Kavda Ln.
[Alz.]
— pods ioxvoapev \ lox. pd17. Tav €Ovav, prem. ék Ln.
Aus Ln. Tf.
— viv { éy® Gb. Ln. Tf. Alz.
18. d¢ { re Ln.
[Rec. Gb. ~].
— ge admoatédX@ \ aroort. oe 19. eppipanev X eppupav Gb.
Ln. Alz. [Rec. Gb. x].
Ln.
20. aca €Amis X €Amis waca
20. Tp@Tov, add. te Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
— ‘Iepocodvpots, prem. €v Ln.
a1. O€ X re Ln. Tf.
— eis macdy, om. eis Ln.
— kal éyouray, om. Ln.
18. €lrov \ €ima Ln. Tf.

Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

23.TH vuKTl ravTn \ TavTy TH
vuxti Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

22. mapa \ ard
a
Ln, Tf. [Alz.]

— dyyedos, post Narpev@ Ln.

— dmayyedrav X amnyyedAov
— paptupotpevos \ paprupdpevos Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
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Tf. [Alz.]

— eipl, add. éy® Ln. [Alg.]

ROMANS.
27. éyeveto \ emeyévero Tf.
29. unos \ pymov Tf. [Gb. s].
— eis { xara Ln. Tf. Alzx. [Gb.
— exrécoow \ éxmécopev Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— ndxovro X evxovro TE.
_ 32. mpapas \ mp@pns Ln.

— peddAdvrav dykupas X ayk.

ped. Ln.
32.06 oTpati@rar améxoway \
dméxowayv of orpati@rat
Ln. Tf.

33 €medAev npepa X fuer. npuepa Tf.; npépa iyuerev Lu.
— pndev X pnOev Ln. TE.
— mpoodaBdpevor \ mpoodapuBavépevoe Ln.
34. mpoodaBeiy \ peradaBety
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ovdevds \ odOevds Ln.
— €x X avo Ln. Tf.
—meoceirat { amodcirat Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
3s. Eloy \ etrras Ln. Tf.
37. hpev \ HueOa Ln. TE.

— €v TO TrAoig, post uxai Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

39. eBovdevcavro

4o.aptéyova \ aptéyova Ln.
Tf.

4. em@Keiday X éméxetkay Ln.
iy 2

— Tay Kuparev, om, Ln. TF.

43. €karévrapxos \ éxarovrdpCuar. XXVIII.
1. emeyvacay \ eméyvopev Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

2. dé X re Ln. Tf. [Ala.]

L n.

#fAOapev eis. ‘Popry

13. €£nAOov \ HAOov Lu.
16. #AOopev X eionAOopev Ln.
— eis “Popunv, 6 éxardvrapxos
mapédake Tovs Secpiovs TO
otparoreddpxn: TQ Se IlavA@ emerpann X els “Pouny,
enetpann T@ IlavA@ Ln.

[Alx.] [Gb. »].
— mapeixov \ mapeixay Ln. TE.
14. TOV IlatAov X avrév Gb. Sch.
— dva\pavres \ a&avres Ln.
Ln. Tf.
3. Ppvydvev, add. tt Ln. Tf.
— €ya, ante avSpes Ln. Tf. [Alz.].
Alz. (Gb. »]..
— €« \ ard In. Tf. Ala. [Gb. 19. KaTnyopnaat \ Katnyopetv

Ln

~].

—é&edOoiaa

X SveEeAOodoa

21. elroy \ eiray Ln. Tf.

[Cst.]

— epi gov edeEducba \ ede=
EdpeOa rept cod Ln.
22,€oTw nuiv \ Hiv eorw Ln.

Tf.

23. WKov\ 7AGoy Lu. [Alx.] [Gb.

Sch. Tf. [Gb. »].

— kabie X xadnparo Gb. ~.
4. €Aeyov, post ddAndrovs Lu.
s. amorwagas \ dmorwakdpevos Sch. Tf.

6. Oedy adrév eivat X adroy «ivat Gedy Ln.

8. Sucevrepia X Sucevtepi Ln.
Tt

[Alx.]
es].

‘

— Ta rept, om. Ta Ln. Tf. [Gb.
=).
23. nuav \ dav Ln. TF.
26. héyov X Aéywv TE.

— ele X cindy Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

24. ido@pa X idoopar Tf. [Gb.
9. oov X Sé Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
~], Alz.
— éxovres daOeveias, post yno@
28,70 GwTHPLOY, prem. TOUTO
Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
10, THY xpelav \ Tas xpelas Ln.
29. Kal ravta avrov eimdvtos,

Tf. [Alz.]

12, Nepas Tpeis \ npéepars Tpe~ |"
ow Ln.
14. €m \ map’ Ln.

annoy oi lovdator, roAAy Exovres €v EavTots ou=
(ntnowy, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3).

Alz.
—eis tHv ‘Popnv irOoper \
eis thy “Pony fAOapev 30. 6 IlavAos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

ROMANS.
Cuap. I.
1. "Inood Xpiorod X Xp. "Inc.

;

7

Tf.

:

8. brép X wept Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~].
Alz.

;

a

12. tovTo

‘y
.

O€ éore { rourectw

19. a

Ocds { 6 Oeds yap Ln.

31. domdvdovs, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

a1. evxapioTnaav \ ndxapioctn-

32. MoLovety
\ qrovouvTes Ln. mg.
— auvevdoxovat
YX cuvevdokovvres Lu. mg.

3). Ale.

oay Ln. Tf.

24. O40 Kal, om. Kai Ln. [Gb. 3].
Alz.

— éavtois \ avrots Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
ay. re { S€ Ln. [Gb. «]. Ale.
13. 00 OéXw X odk ofpat Alex.
— kaprév twa \ twa Kaprov — appeves X apoeves Ln. Tf.
Ln. mg.

i.
:

+.
.)
§-

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

]

16. TOU Xpicrov, om. Gb. Sch.

x
me

=
=

YX é€Bovdcv-

ovro*Ln. [Alxz.] Gb. x.
— divawro X Suvardy Tf. Ala.
[Gb. »].

.

Lu. Tf.
xns Lu. Tf.

se].

Tf.;

42. Scadbiyo { Stapiyy Gb. Sch.

i

>
2.
.
3

43

aes
eS
8

Ln. Tf. [Rec. Cst.]

— mparov [Ln.]

[Alx.]

29. mopveia,

om,

[Alw.]

Gb. Ln. Tf.

— kakia, ante rovnpia Ln.
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Cuap. II.
2. oldapev de X otdapev yap Ln.

mg.

s. amroxadvyfews, add. kal Gb.».
8. ev, om. Ln. [Alz.]

— Oupds Kai dpyr X dpy7 Kat
Ovuds Gb, Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

ROMANS.
13. TOU vopov 1°, om. Tov Ln. 11. 6¢ dxpoBvorias X dia axpo— thv SixacoovynyX eis SiKato~
— Tov vdpouv 2°, om. Tov Lu.
ourny Ln. mg.
12.79 akpoBvotia, om. Ty Gb.
—7T@ Ge@, [T@] Ln.

Tf,
14. wow

X modow Ln. Tf. [Alz.
8. ToLwovew].

— otro. { of rovodroe Ln. mg.
16. dre \ 9 Ln.
17. Ide \ ef d€ Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—T@ vou@, om. T@ Ln. Tf. [Gb.
3). Alz.

ovxl X ody Ln.

. 26.

29. GX 6 X adda
mg.]

6 TE. [Ln.

Cuap. III.
4. veRHons X vuxnoets Ln. mg.
YX yTiacd-

.6 TUMaY, om. 6 Ln. [Gb. ~].
Alz.

— 6 éx(nray, [6] Ln.

.nxpst@Onaay \ nxpemGnoar
in. mg.

. 70 ordpa, add. [avtéy] Ln.

. kal él mavras, om. Ln. [Gb.
3). Ala.

2. TOU vduov, om. Elz.

Ln. Te,

1g. yap X dé Ln. (Gb. ~).
14. emiorevoe \ éericrevoas Alx.
18. €9 \ ep’ Ln.
19. WioTel, prem. év Alx.
— ov, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Alx.
21. Kat 1°, om. Tf. [Alz@.]
22. 600 Kat \ kat [Ln.]

. evderEw, prem. thy Ln, Tf.
[Alz.]

- Ingov, om. Tf. [Gb. >].

: oup X yap Gb. Sch. Ln.

— TioTEL Sixarodo bar \ Stxat-

ovaba ricret Gb. Sch. Ln.
is

. pOvov \ pover TE.
— ovyxi dé, om. dé Gb. Sch. Ln.
as.
30°.

émeimep \ €t mep Ln. TE. [Gb.
ior@pev X iordvopev Ln. Tf.
[Gb. x].

Cuar. IV.
: "ABpadp TOV marépa pa
evpnxevat X cipnkevat ’ABp.
TOY mporTraropa jpev Ln.
[Gb. ~]. Alz.
. Tov Gedy, om. Toy Ln. TE.

4.70 dpeiAnua, om. TO Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

8.@ ov py X of ov py Ln. mg.
. ore ehoyioOn, [ore] Ln.
©
hemm

. wepiropns \ meptropny Alz.

6. aroOavévres \ amoOavoyros
Elz.

— Has (Ln.] Alz.

10. aUTn \ adt? Gb. (Rec. Gb, ~].
13. yeyove \ eyevero Ln. [Gb.
— aGdda X GAN In.
14. yap X dé Ln. mg. [Alx.]

om. Alz,

— capkixéds X odpkivds Gb. Sch.

Cuap. V.
1.€xonev \ Exwopev Sch. Ln.
mg. [Tf. ed. 1.]

2.7) mioret, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb.

Ln. Tf.

1g. Touro 1°, om. Tf. [Gb. —].
[Ala.]

17. GAN’ X¥ ddA Ln. Tf.

18. ayaOdv, prem. Td Ala.

—]. Alz.

6. KaTa Katpov, prem. ett Ln.
(Gb. >. Ala.

8. els Mas 6 Geds X 6 Oeds «is
npas Tf. Alx.
9. ovv, om. Alx.

12. 6 Oavatos 2°, om. Tf. [Gb. >].

— ovx evpicxw X ot Ln. TE.
(Gb. ~]. Ala.
20. ey@, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alzx.
23. TO vOL@ 2° » prem. év Alz.

25. evxaptoT@® \ xapis Ln. Tf.
[Gb. »]. Alz.

Alz.

13. €ANoyeirar X €AAoyaro Ln.
mg.
14. an’ X @Aa Te.

si a Gb. ~.
16. dpaptnoavros

x épapripa-

Tos Gb. ~. [Alz.]
ad yap, om. Al.

17.T@ Tov évds X ev évi Tf. Ln.
mg. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

— ths Swpeds [Ln.] Gb. -.

ww]. Alz.
3I.

3. avnp, add. avrns Ale.

w]. Alx.
Gb. >;

. THs wioTews, om. THS Ln. TE. 11. 6€, add. rodto Ala.
(Gb. 3]. Ala.

jeev Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.

- ON’ or
bd
X adda bd Ln. Te.
16. €ig hieauas Gb. 3.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

y. yap X dé Alz.

9. mpontiacdpeOa
peOa Alex.

15. duaptnoopev. { duaprnoe-

— riotews \ THs TioT. ante THs 21.70 yapX To pev yap La,
€v TH akp. Sch. (Gb. J. Cst.
13. TOU KOO pov, om. TOU Gb. Sch.
Cuar. VIL.

— 78n, om. Tf. [Ln.] Ala.
z. yap, om. Ln. (Gb. >). Alx.

13. @S \ @oel Lu. [Alx.]
14. GAN tb { dAXAa bd Ln. TE.

Bvorias Ln. txt. TF.

Tf. (Gb. 3]. Ala.

Cuar. VI.
1. emypevoupev \ emysev@pev

Cuap. VIII.
I. 7) KaTa odpka wepuratov=
ow, adda Kara mvEedpa, om
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
2. PE YX oe Ln. mg.

10. 6¢ duapriay X dia dpapriav
Ln. Tf.

— (on X Cy Ale.

11. Tov Xpiorov, om. Tov Ln. TE.
[Alw.};3; add. CIncody] Ln.

— TO évouxody avrod medpa xX
TOU €VOLKODYTOS AUT. TYEU=
patos Elz. Tf.

Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.] [Rec. Gb.
~].

13. TOU G@paros \ THs wapkds

2. oirives, add. yap Ala.
= (noopey X Qye@pev Ln. mg.

14. elow viol Geod X viot Geod
elo. Ln. mg. [Alx.]; viot
eiow Oeod Ln. txt. Tf. LAlz.]

3- “Inoovy, om. Alzx.

8. atte X r@ Xpior@ Alz.
tI. <ivat, om. ‘Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— T@ Kupio par, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

12. aUTH €V, om. Gb. Ln. Tf.
—Tais émOupias avTov, om.

Gb. ~. [Alz.]

1s. GAN’ X adda Ln. TE.
a1. Ore X Scdre Ale.
22. cuvwdiver \ @diver Alex.

23. €xovres, add. [nets] Ln. Ala.
— jpets, om. Ln. Tf.
24. Kal, om. Ln. [Alx.]

— viobeciay, om. Alzx.

Gb. Sch.
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26. tats doOeveias X rH dode- 26. avrois [Ln.]
veia Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Ala.
— mporevEapeba ( mporevéd~
peOa Tf. (Gb. ~]. Cst.
—adW ¥ adra TE.
— trép nuav, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
—). Alx.

24. karadetppa X brdewyzpa Ln.
Tf.

16. el, om. Alz.

a8. ev Oukaoovvy: Ort Adyov ovv- 19. of KAdOoL, om. of Gb. Sch. Ln.
Terpnpevoy, om. Ln. [Alz.] 20. e£exdaOnoav YX exddcbn29. OporwOnpevy duowmOnjrev Tf.
cay Ln.
- Ln. mg.
— py troppdve: X yy bYvn-

28. ouvepyei, add. 6 Beds Ln.
32. daye Tod idiov viod ovk
ds ovde viod idiou Alz.
— adrW YX adda Ln. TF.

31. Oukacoovyns, om. Ln. [Gb. >].

— Ta TayTa, om. Ta Alz.
34. Xpuoros, add. [Invots] Ln.
[Alx.]

33. 4as, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Ala.

— kal éyepOels, om. kat Ln. (Gb.
3]; add, &k vexpov Alx.
— ds cal, [kat] Ln. [Gb. >]. Alz.
36. €vexa \ evexey Gb. Sch. Lu.

13. yap X dé Ln. [Ala]
— pev, add. odv Ln. [Alz.]

Alz.

.

Aa dpdver Ln. mg.
21.

32. vopov, om. Ln. (Gb. 3]. Alz.

— yap, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Ala.

3]. Alex.

— Tov “Iopand eat \ adrav

37. TOD ayannoaytos
\ rov ayamnoavra Alx.
38. @yyeAo { ayyedos Ala.

— ovre Suvdpets, post we AAovra
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
39. TLs, om. Alz.

— 7 Kupig \ rod kvpiov Ln.
mg.

Cuap. IX.

owvrat Ln. [Alz.]

— miotevoovow \ morevooow Ln. txt. [Alz.]
;

— dkovaovot { dxovowaot Ln.
3. nvxdunv Y edxdpunv Gb. ~.
[Alx. s. akovcovrat).
—airis ey avabeuna eiva \
dvdbeua civat aitds éyo 1g. Knpvgovow \ knpvEoow Ln.
[Alx. s. knpvacovowr).
In. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
— kata odpka, prem. Tv Ala. -— Tav evayyeAiCopever eipnvnv, om. Ln. [Alz.]
4. ai ScabijKat X 4 SiabyKy Ln.
-— Ta dyaOd, om. Ta Ln. [Gb.
txt. [Alz.]
3]. Ala.
— ai émayyeXia X [9] emayye14. Geod \ Xptorod Ln.; (Ale.
Ria Ala.
s. om. Oeov).
6. Iopand X "Iopandeirat Ale.
19. ovK éyvw "Iopand \’Iop. odk
11. pnde X 7h Alex.
éyva Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— xaxdv \ patdoy Ln. Tf. [Gb.
20, droroAua Kal, om. Ala.
w]. Alz.
— Tod Gcod mpdbears \ mpdde- — EtpéOny, add. [év] Ln.
as Tov Geod Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. — eyevdpny, add. [év] Ln.

12. eppnOn \ €ppéOn Ln. TE.

13. yap, post Moon Ln. Tf.
— Mooy X Mooei Tf. Ln. mg.
16. €Xeouvros \ €Ae@vros Ln. TE.
[Ala.]

18. €heet { €deG Tf.
19. ov prot X poe ovv Ln. Tf.
—Ti ére \ ri ody ere Ln. TE.
[Alz.]
— yap, om. Elz.

In. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alz.

20. Mevoivye, & avOpare X &

6. ei de €& Epywv, ovk ert €otl
xapis: emel Td Epyov ovK
ért eotlv epyov, om. Gb.

dvOpwre pevoiv ye Ln. ;
[wevovye Gb. > Alz.]

Sch. Ln:
4. rovrov \ rovro Gb. Sch. Ln.

26. eppnOn X éppeOn Lu. TE.

YX xpyordrys

Geod Ln. TE. [Gb. ~]. Ale.

— extpetvns X érisévns Ln. mg.
. kat éxeivor X KaKeivot

Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

23. map’, om. Tf. [Alx. s. év].
. Kal aroarpéyvet, om. kal Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

.kal tyeis more, om. Kat Gb.
Ln. Tf.; wore dyeis Ln. mg.
. obrot \ avrot Alx.

— €henOdor, prem. [viv] Ln.
.Tovs mavras X Ta Tavra s.
mdvra Alx.

Cuar. XII.
.ovoxnuatiferOe X ovoxnpari¢er
Oat Ln. [Gb.~]. Alx.
— perapoppovade X petapyopovo Ga Lu. (Gb. ~]. Ala.
is]

— tay,

om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

Alz.

4. kaOdmep X Somep Ala.
— pédn toddd X wodda péAn
Ln.

.6 O€ X 7d S€ Ln. TE. [Ale.]
. €ire Gb. >. Ala.

OM

. katp@ X kupio Elz. Sch. Ln.
Tf. (Gb. ~].

.Xpetas X pveias Alx.
. Usas, om. TE.
. Kal kAaiew, om. kat Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XI.
1. Tov Aady abrod, add. [dv mpoé€yvto] Ln. [Ale]
— Beviapivy \ Bevapeiy Ln.
2. A€y@v, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
3. kal Ta Ovovtaarnpid, om. Kal

3].

Tf. [Gb.~]. Alx.

—xpnorérmra

— avta [Ln.] Alz.

— adrois X adry Ln. [Alx.]
8. Aéyet, add. n ypadn Alx.
9. Kuptov “IncodyX dre Kupios
"Incods Ln. mg.
14. emikadéoovrat X eémtkade-

[Gb.

Ln. Tf.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

s."Ort, post ypades Ln. mg.

Ln.

droropiay X dmoropia Ln.

3. Ouxacocvynv,om.Gb. Ln. [Alz.]

Tf.

om.

— heionra \ peioera: Gb. Sch.
22.

Cuar. X.
1.1] mpos, om. 7 Ln. Tf. [Gb.

Bn: To@s,
Alz.

[Alx.]

. Kad, add. [évw@miov rod bod
kai] Ln.
—mdvrev XY trav Ln. [Ale. s.
om. TavTov).
2°

Lal

. Eav

ody XY adda

éay Ln.

[4le.]; €ay Gb. ~. [Ale]

Cuar. XIII.
.Taca Wyn X macas Alz.

— ard \ td Ln. [Gb. ~], Ale.
— e£ovciat, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf.
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Lal

. Tov QEov, om. TOD Gb. Sch.
Ln.

3. TOV dyabav Epyov,ddda TOY
Kak@v X TO ayabo Epy®,
G\Aa TO Kak@ Lu. Tf. [Gb.
~]. Ale.
4. eisopyyy Gb. >. [Ala]

11.7a0a yAoooa, post eEopo-

14. G\AnAous X GAXous Gb. ~.

oynoerar Lu. [Alz.]
12. oY, om. Ln. [Alz.]
— doce YX drodeocet Ln. txt.

[Cst.]
Ig, adeh gol, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

[dla.]
—TO

"Inooo Ln. Tf.
7. Kavxnow, prem. Thy Ln. TE.

Oo [Ln.]; om. Alx.

14. &¢ Eavrod

XY 8&8 adred

Gb.

Sch. Ln. txt. Tf.
. dvaykn vroracoed
Oat \trroragoerbe Gb. [Ala.]; avay- 15. 0€ X yap Ln. Tf. [Gb. S]. Ala.
16. Unav X nav Alex.
kn mporacoer
Oat Elz.
18. Touras \ Tovr@ Gb. Ln. Tf.
obv, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
dyarav a\Andovs { ddAnNader
(Alr.] [Ree. Gb. ~].
ous ayarav Gb. Sch. Ln. — T@ XpioT@, om. TO Ln.
_ Sdxipos \ Soxipors Ln. mg.
Tf.
:
tn

9.00 wWevdouaprupnoes, om.

— év T@ ‘tind

—éavtov

[Ale.}

XY oeavtév

|

Ln. Tf.

X Staxopev Ln.

- AN Rovs add. puddEopev
21. i)cubation } aobevei,
om. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alzx.

22. miotiv, add. Hy Ln. [Alzx.]

- ov X dé Ala.

11. pas Hdn X dn Nas Ln.
lanl

[Alx.]
evdvaapeba X evdveedI is).kal
peOa S€ Ln. Tf.; [om. kai
Alz.]
3
— orha X epya Ln. mg. (Alz.]
Ll Ge

19. dpa \ dpa Lu. mg.

= tes

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- TOUT TO Ady@ X TO Ady@
Toure Ln. txt. Tf. [Ale]

. €pde { epiot Ln. mg.

14.G\N’ ¥ adda TE.
— Kat, om. Alx.

2. ecbier \ éobietw Ala.
3. kat-6 X 6 O€ Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
4. Suvards yap eorw X Suvaret

yap Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
Beds X KUpuos La. Tf. [Alx.]
: HEV, add. Lyap] Lu. [Ate.]

. kal 6 py ppovav THY Hpepav, Kupi@ ov dpovet, om.

ur
Qa

Ln. (Gb. >]. Alz.
— 6 €abiwv, prem. Kat Gb. Sch.

25-24. Gb. Cst.

YX amobvn-

okopev Ln. [Alz.]

adrobvnokapev

YX dmrobvn-

oKopev Ln. [Alz.]
i)

. kat amréGave, om. kat Ln. Tf.
(Gb. 3]. Alz.

— avéotn Kai dve(noev X Efnoev Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Cuarp. XV.
2. yap, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
3. €merrecoy\ emémecay Ln. TE.
4. mpoeypadn1° X €ypagy Ln.
mg.; [Alx. mpooeypady s.

Ala.

ade

Ln. TE.

(Ala. s. Te edgreiv).
— kateipyacato YX Katnpydaoaro Tf.

. Ouvdpet, add. adrod Ala.
— Geod X dyiov Gb. Sch. Ln.
[4];

om. Tf. [Gb. 3].

- ore pe amo ‘IepovoaAnp
kal KUKA@ péxpt TOD TAvpexod em \nproxévat TO
eva éhuov Xaore memAnpa au dard ‘lepove. pexpe

Too "TAdup. kai Kiko 7d
evayy. Alz.

Prdoripotpevov XY Prorpodpat Ln. [Ala.]
.Ta wodkAa X wéAXakts

Ln.

[Alx.]

. Tov €dOeiv, [rod] Ln.
-- Toh@v X ixavav Tf.
. @S ed Xaas av Ln. Tf. [Ale.]

eypadn er)

_ Topevapat X Topevopa Alx.
—€hevoouat mpos tpas, om.

Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

— yap, om. Gb. Sch.

— Tis mapakdrnoews, prem. dia
Sch. Ln. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

4. npas X dyads Gb. Sch. Ln.
txt. Tf.

— Geov, pram.
[Alz.]

Tov

In. Tf.

8. Aéy@ be,”Incovy Xpuorov X
eyo yap Xpicrdyv Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~]. Alx.

— yeyernoba X yéverOat Ln.
11. Wahu, add. héyet Ln. [Ala.]

— Tov Kuvpior, post €Ovn*Ln. txt.
Tf. [Alz.]

— émaweoare X émaweodtocay Ln. Tf.
13. mAypooat bpas maons Xa-

pas Kat elpqyyns X mAnpopophaa bpas ev macy

Xap4 kai elpnyy Ln. mg.
ro. eddy wou, add. €v T@ jut)
— éy TO murrevey, om. Alx.
erGiew Alz.
~ Xpicrov \ Geovd La. Tf. [Gb. — év TH edmidi, om. ev Alz.
ww).

— dadeiy re ¥ re

20.

[Ala]

Ln. Tf.

.adrobvnokopev

io)

Tf.

. ToALnOw \ TOAUS Lu. mg.

I co

23. duaptia eoriv, add. cap. xvi.

— mpoeypadn 2° \ éypapn Ln.
Cuar. XIV.

[Alx.]

— Gedy, prem. rov Gb. Sch. Ln.

— cavrov ¥ ceavroy Ln. Tf.

[Alx.]

— «is emtOvpias X ev emOupiaus s. eis emvOupiay Alz.

16. "Inood Xpistov X Xpurrod

s

>

\

14. Kal avtol, om. Alz.
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Gb. Sch. Ln.
— vp Xap’ Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

‘ evddnoay yap Kat, om. Alz.

— attav ciow X ciow airav
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

. THY Zraviay, om. thy Ln. TE.
[Alw.]

.wAnpopate

\ mAnpopopia

Alz.

— Tov evayyeiov Tov, om. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
30. @deAghol, om. TE.
_ Tpogevxais, add. tpav Alz.
31. va 2°, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz.

— Siaxovia X Sapodpopia Ln.
(Ale.1
_ cis \ é€v Ln.

— yérnrar trois dyios X Tots
dyiows yevnrat Ln. [Alz.]

32. Beod X Kupiov *Incov Ln.
[Xpuorov "Inoov Alz.]

— Kal ovvavaraicopa bpir,
om. Ln. [Gb. >].

,;

1 CORINTHIANS.
8.’Apumdiav X ’ApmAcarov Ln.

33. eipnuns, add. ire Ale.
— dyuny (Ln.] Gb. >.

mg. [Alz.]

Cuar. XVI.
1. d€ Gb. >. [Alz.]

— nav X tuav Ln. mg. [Alz.]
2. avriy mpoadéEnade \ mpooO€&. adr. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— avrod euod X €uod adrod Ln.
ae.

3. IIpioxuddav X IpioKkay Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
5. Ayaias X ’Agias Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~].

—els Xpiordv X ev Xpior@
Alz.

6. Mapiap, { Mapiay In.
DEP
eee
be
—npas X tyas Ln. (Gb. ~];
[Ala. s. €v bpiv).
vu

4.00 Kal mpd euod yeydvacw

ee
ee
re
ee
ee
Cee

ia

X rots mpd €uovd [Alax.]
—yeyovaow X yéyovay Ln.
Tf.

— Xpior@, add. Incod Alz.

19. ev, om.
Alz.

Ln,

Tf.

[Gb. 3].

9. Xptor@ X xupio Ln. [Alz.]
20.) xdpis. . . ped’ tuadv, om.
12.do0mdcacGe Ilepoida ri
Alz.
dyarntiy, Tis TONG €ko- — pe” ipdy, add. duny. Elz.
miacev ev Kupio [Ln.]
a1. Aomd¢ovrac X "Aomaterat
14. ‘Eppav
X“Eppa Ln.Tf. (Alx.]
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
—‘Eppnvy X ‘Eppay Ln. Te. — avyyeveis pov, add. Kai ai
exkAnoiat maoat Tov Xpi(Ale.
~,
13. IovAiav, Nnpéa X "Iovviay,
orou Alz.
Nnpéay Ln. mg.
23. THs ekKAnoias SAns \X 6Ans
16. €xkAnoiat, add. macau Gb.
Ths exkAnotas Lu. Tf. [Alz.]
Sch. Lu. Tf.; [Alw.? om. do. 24.°H xdpis rod Kupiov npav
by. ai exkrA. 7. Xpirrod Alx.]
"Inco Xpiorrod pera mav14. okomreiv X dopadas oKoTay tay. aunv, om. Ln.
metre Alzx.
25. ad fin. Gb. trs. post xiv. 23.
— €uddere, add. héyovras i)Alz. — TE, om. Alzx.
18. "Inoov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 24. al@vas, add. tév aiwvev Ln.
— Xpior@, ante Hyav Gb, ~.
— kat evdoyias, om. Alzx.
IIpos ‘Pwpaiovs éypadn amd
— Oédw dé \ Kai O€Xw Ale.
KopivOov dia PoiBns tis
19. xaip@ ovv Td ed) byiv \ ed’
Svaxdvou tis ev Keyxpeais
Duly ody xaipw Lu. Tf.; [rd
exkAnoias, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Gb. >]. Alz.

Tf.

1 CORINTHIANS.
Cuap. I.
1. KAnros [Ln.] Gb. —. [Ala.]

28. Kat Ta pt), om. Kal Sch. Ln.

—"Inood Xpicrod

29. avrov X tod OGeod Gb. Sch.

ae
rn
SE
as
eee
a
a,
7

YX Xpiorod

Tf. (Gb. 3).

12, Kdop0v, add. Tovrou Alx.
13. Ayiov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
15. pev \ Ta TF. [Ln.] Gb. >. Alz.

Ln. Tf.
*Inood ‘Ln. Tf.
16. Xpiorov X kupiov Lu. txt.
2.779 ovon ev Kopivde, post 30. nuw oodia X codia npiv
[Ale.]

Xpt. “Inood Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Cuap. III.

— Te, om. Ln.

8. nuepa \ mapovaia Alx.

Be
ree
ES

13. Umep \ mept Ln. txt. Tf.

14.T@ Oc@, om. Alx. 8. TH Oe
pou.
— ¢Banrica \ €BanriocOnre Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

Fee)
0er

17. Xptords X [6] Xpeords Ln.
— arn YX adda TE.

[Alzx.]
2,.TovU eldevar TL X Te Eidevat
Gb. Sch. Ln. txt. Tf.; eidévat
Tt Ln. mg.
3. kal €yw \ Kayo Ln. [Alx.]

—adjoa

— ev PoBa, om. év Alz.

ey@ X kay@

Gb.

Sch.

Ln. Tf.

dpiv X tyiv Aadj-

oat Cst.

— capxikois X capkivois Gb.
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

;

2. Kal ov, om. kal Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.

— ndvvacbe X eduv. Ln. TE.

4. mevOots \ mevbot Gb. ~.

22. onpetov . onweta Gb. Sch.

— ovre X odd€ Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dvOperims, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

— ért [Ln.]

Ln. Tf.
:
23."EdAnow X eOveou Gb. Sch.
In. Tf.

ee
Rees
WRT
PL

1. Kal

20. ToOUTOU, om. Ln. Tf. [(Gb.3]. Alx.
oe

goae

Cuapr. II.
1. papTuptoy \pvornptov Gb.~.

‘ef:

4. codiav Geod X Aeod codiay
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

26. yap \ ovv Alz.
9. a X dca Ln.
27. wa ¢Tovs goods kata ivy
10.6 Oeds dmexddue X azrek.
wi.
X wa xaracx. tr. copods
6 Oeds Lu. Tf.
{[Ln.] Tf. [Alz.]

— kal ra dobevi Tod Kéopou
efehéEaro 6 Ceds [Ln.]

ale
atin
Ai
ie
laa
eatallcacd
ae
ee

— avrov, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Alz.

11. oldev X &yv@xev Ln. Tf. (GD.
sw]. Alx.

3. TapKiKol €are \ €oTe wapK.

Tf.; oapxivo €ore Gb. ~.
[Alz.]

— kat dtxooraciat, om. Ln. TE.
(Gb. 3]. Alz.

— héyn tis X tis Néyn Ale.
4. ovxt X odk Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— capkikoi X dvOperrot Ln. TE.
[Ala.]
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1 CORINTHIANS.
s. Tis X ri bis Ln. txt. [Ala]

4. Orép Huav, om. Ln. TE. [Gb.

— Iladdos, trs. TlavAos et ’AmokAws Ln. Tf. [Gb.~]. Ala.
— d€, add. €orw Ln. [Alz.]

—
6.
10.
11.

GN ij, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
GAN YX adda La. txt. TE.
TEOetKa X €Onka Ln.
"Incods 6 Xpiords \ Xprotds “Inoovs Ln. Tf. [Alz.];

"Ino. Xp. Gb. Sch.

3). Alz.

— €rvOn X €O06n Elz.
8. €opratwpev) €opragomey Ln.
mg.
10. Kat ov TavT@s, om. Kat Ln.
Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.

—i) dpwakw X xai dpm. Ln.
Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.

— dpeirere X apeiiere Ln. txt.

. TouTov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
Alz.

11. vuvi X viv Ln. txt.

. Tp, add. avro Ln. Tf. [Ate]

12. Kal TOUS, om. Kat Ln. [Alz.]

.€m@Koddunoe X eorxoddp.
Tf.

17. TouToyv \ avroy Ln. [Gb. ~].
Alzx.

Tf. [Alz.]

13. Kal, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Rec.
Gb. »].

7. GAN’ X adda TE.
— xdpiopa exer X Exet xapeRd oesGb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—oés...6s\6...61n.
[Alz.]
a

TE.

8. €aTiv, om, Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— €av, add. [ovrws] Ln.

— Kpetoooy\ Kpetrroy Ln. txt.
—yapnoa YX yapety Gb. x.
[Alx.]
10. GAN’ { ddAa La. FF.

— xopicbnva

\ xwpiferOa

Ln. [Alaz.]
12. €y@ eyo \ A€yw ey Ln.
Tf.

— e&apeire X eEdpare Gb. Ln. 13. avTds X ovros Ln. Tf. [Gb.
Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~]. Alz.

w). Alz.

Tf.

—airév { rév adpa Ln. TE.

22,é€oTv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

[Gb. ~]. Alz.
Cuar. VI.
2. ovk X # ovK Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 14. era add. TH wioTH Ala.
—avdpi X adap Ln. TE.
s. Néyo X AaAS Ln.

19.T@

Oe@,

om.

TO

Ln.

Alz.

— éorw \ éx Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Cuap. IV.
1. @eov.

2.6 dé X Geod

Hde.

Ln. [4lz.]

“Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Alx.

6.6 X & Ln. Tf. [Alex]
— Ppoveiv, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

g. OTL, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.
I. yupyyrevomev X yupver. Ln.
Tf.

13. BAaodnpuovpevar X Svodypovpevor TE. (Gb. ~]. Ala.

— Siatdooopa X bidaeKw Alz.
8. ravra YX rovro Ln. Tf. [Gb. 18. Tus €kANOn \ KeKAnTai tis
4. ev, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
w]. Ale

In. Tf.

~

9. BaciWeiav Gcod X Oeod Bac.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

10. ore peOvoot \ od pe. TE.

— ov, om. Ln. (Gb. >]. Alz.
\X vovberav Gb. ~. ‘11.GAN Y ddA Ln. TE.

14. vouder@

— Kupiov, add. (ju@v] Ln.
ry. TEKVoY pov \ pou TéKvoy Ln. —Inood, add. Xpiorov Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]
14. nas X pas Elz.
— Xpior@, add. "Inood Ln. ; — e&eyepet X eEeyetper Ln. txt.
(Ale. s. kupi@ s. kupi@ "In- 16. if, om. Tf. [Ala.]
gov).
- gnow [Ln.]
21. mpadrnros \ mpavtnros Ln. 19.Td Tapa { Ta Gwpara TE.
[Alz.]

(Gb. ~]. Cst.

Cuap.

I.aaa

V.

om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

2. ep X dp64 Gb. Sch. Ln.
X mpadgas Tf. [Gb.

ww], Alz.

3. @S, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Alx.

4. Npa@v 1° [Ln.]
— Xpiorod 1°, om. Ln.Tf. [Alz.]
— hpev 2° [Ln.]

22. Kal, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
24.T@ Ged, om. TO Gb. Sch. Ln,
Tf.

28. ynuns \ yapnons Ln. Tf.;
[Alz. s. AaBys ‘yuvaixa].

— 7 mapbevos, (7) Ln,
29. a@deAdol, add. drt Elz.
— 70 Aowurdy eorw X eotw, Td
Aouroy Sch. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— of EXOVTES, om. ot Elz.
31. TO KOT
L@ TOUT@\Toure TO

kdopn@ Gb. Sch.;

tov ké-

opov Ln. Tf. [Ale]

20. kal €v TO TvEvpATL Tpar, 32. dpecet bis { dpeon Ln. [Alx.]
drwd €ott Tov Qeod, om. 34. Mepepiorar { kal pepept=
grat kai Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
~]. Ala.; pepep. Kat Cst.
— yurn, add. 7 @&yapos Ln.
Cuap. VII.
— dyia kal, [kai] Ln.; add.t@

I. pot, om. Tf.

- hed

lle.

1 ae X tas TE.
— copos ovd€ eis X ovddels co- "
6 Geds,... 6 Kupvos, trs.
dos Ln. Alz.; [ovde Gb. >].

3. operAoperny edvo.av\ dpeAnv Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— d€ [Ln.]
4. GAN bis X d\Aa Ln. Tf.

3. cxoAatnre X oxoAdonre Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Xpicrov 2°, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
5. Inood, om. Tf.; [nua *Ingov Xpiorov) Ln. [Alz.]

— Th yvnoteia Kal, om. Gb. Sch.

6. Cupoi X dodot Gb. ~.
4. oUV, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.
4. yap X dé Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ale.

La.

= mvevpart, prem. T@ Ln.
- dperet easeen Ln,

38. cuuepov \ avpuopoy Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]J

— eimpdcedpov J edmdpedpov
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

37. €Opatos€
ev Th kapoia
X ev Ti

Ln. Tf.

— auvépxnOoe X Are Gb. Sch.
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kap0. avtrovd édpatos Ln.
[Ala.]; om. édpatos Tf. [Gb.
>].

:
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Oepos; trs. dda. et €dev6. 22. Td, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ]. Alz.
37. KapOia abrod, om. avrov Ln. ;
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].
idia kapdia TE.
— mwavtws tivas X¥ mdavras Ala.
— TOU Typeiv, om. TOU Ln. TF. 1. Xptorov, om. Ln. Tf.
23. Toro \ mdvra Lu. Tf. [Gb.
.THS €uns amoarodns XY pov
wo]. Alzx.
[Alz.]
THs arooToAns Ln. ‘Tf.
— mrovet X mromoet Ln. [Alz.]
27. Ureamacw \ tomato Gb.~».
.avtn éori { éoriv avrn Ln.
33. €xyapifav YX yapifoy Ln.
[Alz.]
. TOU py, om. TOD Ln. [Alz.]
[Ale] (Gb. ~]; add. tiv map— dovlayaya \ SovAayayS St.
4. €K TOU Kaprrov \ Tov Kapzréy
Oévoy éavrod Ln. [Alax.]
i)

nw

Ln. Tf. (Gb. 8]. Ale.

= 6 dé X kai 6 Gb. Sch. Ln. Te.
— exyapifor \ yapifwr Gb. Sch.

Cuar. X.

- eo ier, add. kat qivet Ala.

— i tis, om. i)Ln. Tf. [Ala.]

Ln

— move X rouoer Ln. [Alz.]

. b€ X yap Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
.€Banticavro X €BanricOn-

nb

8. Aah X eyo Alz.

oay Ln. [Alz.]

~ ouxt kal 6 vdpos tavra \ Kal

3. Bp@pa rvevparixoy epayov
6 vduos tavra ov Ln. Tf.
X Tvevp. &p. Bp. Ln.
4. 76pa mvevpatixoy emoyv \
[Gb. ©], Ala.
mv. €r. Toua Ln. Tf.
© ev yap TO Mavéos vou@ yé2 games X yéyparrat yap — d€ rérpa X mérpa Se Ln. txt.

39. vopne, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- edy 6e, add. kat Tf. [Alx.]
— adrns 2°, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alx.

40. B€ 2° X yap Ale.

ps

Cuar. VIII.
3.€. Oe, om. dé Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz.

= dinbrte X Knpocers Ale.
- TeV Boy, prem. mept Ale.
10. €m éedmids deiner \ od. ew

— idévar { eyvexévat Ln. TE.
[Alx.]

af

4. ovverOnoes X ovrOeia Ln.

[Gb. ~]. Ale,

~ Too eld@Aov Ews dpti X ews

. erdpvevoay \ eSemdpvevorav

— ths édmidos abrov perexew

—énecov

em édrids X em edrride Tov

[Alx.]

- ovder, om. Ln. (Gb. >]. Ala.

6. GAN’ [Ln.]

. os X Somep Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].
on

éAm. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

— ovdéra X otro Ln. [Alz.]
- eyvaxe X éyvo Ln. [Alz.]
4. €TEpos, om. Ln. [Gb. 3). Alz.
5. THS Ys, om. THs Gb. Sch. Ln.

. vddxnoev X nvddx. Ln. TE.

un

I

Lal

peréxew Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
. Ocpicopev X Ocpiowper TF.
. e€ovoias tpav\ tp. e&. Gb.

Lan. Tf.

. Xprordv X Kvpiov Ln. [Gb.

r=)

©]. Alz.

— Kal Twes,

{Ln. mg.] Alz.
I wv

X éemecav

om.

Kat Ln. Tf.

(Gb. 3]. Ala.

ereipacarXé&emeipacay Ln.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— €ykonny twa X twa éyk. Ln.

mg. [Alz.]

10. yoyyotere \ yoyyilopev Alex.

qT

13. epyatopevot, add. Ta Alx.
— mpocedpevovres |mapedpev-

— Kai

TwWes, om.

kal Ln.

Tf.

[Gb. 3]. Alx.

11. wavra, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alx.
apre tov eid. Ln. Tf. [Ala]
ovres Ln. Tf. [Gb. 9]. Ale.
8. maplotnot \mapacrioe: Ln. 15. ovdevt €xpnoduny X ov Keé- — ovveBawvovXcvveBatvev Ala.
Tf. (Gb. ~). Ala.
Kpnpat ovdevi Gb. Sch. Ln. — rvrot X rumikds Ln. [Alz.]
— Karnvrngev \KarnyTnKev Ln.
— obre yap ea payoper, Treatt
Tf.
piowevoper- ovre édy pr — iva Tes YX ovdeis Ln.
payoper, borepotpeba x — Kevoon X Kevooes Ln. (txt.) 13. €doet X adnoer Alx.
— ipas, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
ovTe éav pa) payoper, TreTf.
pircevopey, ovre eay da- 16. Kavynpa \ xapis Alz.
[Ala]
yopev dorepovpeba In. — oval dé X ovai yap Gb. Sch. 16.TOU aipatos trod Xpiorod
€att \ €oTw Tov aip. TOU
[Ala]; ovre edv BN pay.
Ln. Tf.
Xp. Tf.
torepovpeba, ovre eav cdba- - evayyeAiCopar 2° X evayye— TOU gopatos TOU Xpiorov
youev, Tmepiroevopey TS:
Aio@pat Ln. txt. TE.
éot \ €orw Tod Top. TOU
9. acGevovow \ dabéveow Ln. 18. wot \ pou TE.
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Ala.

19. OE [Ln.] Alz.

— Tov

Xpictov,

om.

Ln. Tf.

(Gb. 3]. Ala.

Xp. Tf.

18. ovxl X ody Ln. TE.

11. Kal amoAXeirac X amdAdvrat

20. vopov 2°, add. pr dv ards 19. €LOwAov { cidwAdOuTov Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]
td vépov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
- adeh pos, om. hic Ln. Tf. [Alz.] a1. Oe@ X Ocod Ln. TE. [Gb. ~]}. — efd@AdOurov X eidS@Xov Ln.
yap Ln. Tf. [4lz.]

aa
-_y
a

— én \ év Ln. TE. [Gb. 9]. Ala.
—yrace, add. 6 ddepos Ln.
es
ee
ee

Tf. [Alz.]
13. pov, om. Alx.

Cuar. IX.
1. A@OTONOS ; OVK eit edev-

ae
ined
ee
Wd
Ry?
de
i,et
my
_

Alz.

Tf. [Alzx.]

-Xpicr@ YX Xpiorod Ln. Tf. 20, Over { Ovovow Ln. Tf. [Gb.
(Gb. ]. Ala.

~]. Alz.

— kepdnow \ Kepddva tovs Ln.

— Ta Om, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 31.

— dvdpous, prem. Tovs Ln. Tf.

— Over { Ovovow Tf. [Gb. ~];

Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

22. ws, om. Tf. [Ln.]
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Alzx.

[sic post Oe@ Ln.]
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23. pot, om. bis Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

24. €xagTos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

26. dv \ éay Ln. Tf.
— TovTO, om. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

26. yap Kvupiov \ Kupiov yap
27. O€, om. Ln. (Gb. >].
—amiscteav,

3].

— dv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

add.

eis Seimvoy

— i) X kal Ln. mg. [Alz.]
— aipatos, prem. Tod Gb. Sch.

23. eOwddOurdv\ iepdOurdy Ln.
txt. Te [Gb. »]. Alz.

Ln. Tf.
28.

TAnpepa avtis, om.Gb.Sch.

avOpwmos

éavrov X éavt.

ap. Tf. Ln. mg.

— Tov yap Kupiov ) yy Kat rd

. dvakios, om. Ln. Tf. [GD. 3).

2 oO

Alzx.

Ln. Tf.

30. dé, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—
32. yiver Ge Kat "Iovdaiors X Kat 31.
*Iovd. yiv. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
32.
- 48-¢ 5 ad X ovppopory Ln. 34.

Tov Kupiov, om. Ln.Tf. [Alz.]
yap \ dé Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
Umro \ vd TOU, s. amd Alx.
O€, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dcaraopar \ Svatra£opa Ln.
mg. [Alz.]

Cuar. XI.
2. deAoi, om. Ln. Tf. [Ala.]
— wapaddécets, add. pov Alz.
3. XptoTov, prem.tov Tf. [Ln.]

#3 éaurijs X auras Ln. [Alz.]
4. yr), prem. 7 Ln. Tf. (Ale.

Ir. dyip. xepis yuvarkds, ovre
yur, xapis avSpos X yun
xop. avdp. ovre avnp xwp.
yy. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

I4. i)ovde adr y vous X ovde
7 pears avrn Lu. Tf. [dle];
tfGb.3, om. Alz.; avTn Gb.

>i.
15. aUTH, om. Sch. Tf. (Gb. 3).
17. mapayyé ov ovK erawe X
mapayyéAAw ovK emawwav
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alzx.

- Kpetrroy X xpetooov Ln. Tf.
- ar YX @Aa TE.

— Rrrov \ hocoy Ln. TE. [Ala]
18. TH ekxAnoia, om. TH Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

19. €v Upiv, om. Alz.
~ iva, add. {kat] Ln. [Alz.]
20, OOV, om. Alx.

aq. mpohapBavei \mpoohap. Alz.
22. Up elmo \ eimw tpiv Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

Ln. txt.

[Alz.]

23. mapedidoro \ mapadidero Ln.
Tf.

24. AdBere, payere, om.Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

25. €N@ alate \ aip. pov Alx.

— dyX él Lan. TE.

Cuar. XII.
2. 6Tt, add. Gre Sch. [Ln.] Tf.
(Gb. s].
w . Aad@r, om. Alzx.
"Incody X’Inaovs Ln.TF. [Gb.
~], Alx.

- Kvpuov "Incoty YX Kupios

[Alz.]

Cuar. XIIL
1.dA\ahdfov X dvadkdfov Ln.
mg.
2. kal eay 1° X Kav Ln.

— peOordvew
\ peOcordvat Ln.
[Ala]
- ovdey \ ovfev St. Ln, Ths
3. Kal eay bis { kay Ln.

— popicw X Wopile Elz.
~ kavOnoopat X xavOjcopa
Tf. :§ kauxno@pat Alx,

4.7) ayarn ov meptr., [ih dydmm) Ln.; om. Alz.
8. exrrimret \ rimret Ln. [Alx.]
— dé, om. Alx,

— yraais, katapynOnoerar ¥
yraces, KatapynOnoorrat
Ln. mg. [Alz.]

9. yap X dé Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ost.
10. TOTE,
Alz.

om.

Ln.

Tf.

(Gb. 3].

II. @S VITLOS éAddouy, as
& vimos eppdvour, os viymtos
ehoyeCouny X &. os Vis
9. €rép@ Se, [Se] Ln.; om. Alz.
edp. as vnt., hoy: OS vat.

“Ingots Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Ala.
6.6 b€ X Kal 6 Tf. [Alzx.]
— é€oTt, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ait@ \ évi Ln. TF.
— dé 2°, om. Alz.

. dé mpod., om. d¢ Ln,
— de Stakp..» om. dé Ln.

- be yen, om. S¢€ Ln.
— éppnveia YX Stepynveia Ln.
txt.

. Sia, om. Alz.
kal pédn X edn S€ Ale.
— €xet mokda X moddad €xet
Ln. Alz,
— Tov évds, om.

Lu. Tf.

— d€, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
12, yap Gb. >. [Alz.]

— Gptt, add. as Alz.
Cuar. XIV.
1. yhooon X yrooras Alzx.
2. T@ Ge@, om. T@ Lu. [Alz.]

3. yap \ de Ln. TE.
6. Nuvi X viv Ln.

7. Tois POdyyos X rod Pboy=
Sch. Ln. Tf.

you Ln. txt.

— 66 X 886 TE. [Gb. ~]. Ale.
(Gb. 3].
. eis 2°, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. 10. €oTiv X eiol Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— a’téy, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].

Alz.

.vuvt ¥ viv Ln. [Alx.]

- €v TO Jeemt TO Alz.

— kA@pevov,
~]. Alz.

3. Kpetrrova X petCova La. Tf.

24. TovTOoV, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Alz.

-— emaweow X eae

26. etre { €l Te Ln. txt.
28. eira \ érecra Ln. Tf. [Ale]

Alz.

. Ta [Ln.]
. pev [Ln.]

11. 186 { iw s. yivaoxa Ale.

. 6€, om. Gb. Sch. [Ln.]

13. dudmrep X 86 Ln. [Ale]

— €v, om. Ala.

— 6pOarpds, prem. 6 Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

. elvat, add. wédn Ala.
.GvAN YX adda Ln. TE.
- Exel, add. Teens: Alz.

— tarepovvte \ torepoupéev@
Ln. [Alz.]

.oxiopa X oxicpara Alz.
— peptsvact \ pepysva Ala.
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14. yap [Ln.]

15. mpooevEoua bis X mpooev=
Sopa Ln. mg. [Ale.j
- mpocedfopat de, om. dé TE.
— T@ vol 2°, om. T® Elz.

— Padé 8é, om. d€ Lu. TE. [Gb.
~].
16. evhoynons
[Alz.]

YX evAoyHs

Ln.
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16.7@ Tvevpartl, om. TO Ln. TE.
[Ala.]
18. pov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— yoooas X ykooon Ln. Tf.
(Gb. ~]. Alx.

— Nadav X AaAG Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
19. @AN’ X GAA Ln. TF.

— did rod vods { rH vot Ln.
[Gb. x]. Ale.

ar. €répors \ érépwv Ln. [Ala]
23. TUvE AOn X €AOy Ln. txt.
- mavres yAoooas adoow

2, el Karéxere \ ObeiAere Katexe Alz,
— de kal, om. kal Ln.

4TH Tpiry Hpépa X imepa tH
tpity Ln. Tf.

s.eltra X émerra s. kal pera
Tavita Alx.

— dwdexa ¥ evdexa Alx.

6. wAetous X mdAeloves Ln. Tf.
[Alz.] - ©

— Kal, om. Alz.
Tos \ émevra Tf. (Ln.
~T.€ira

YX mavr. dad. yhoo. Ln. ;

AaXr.

yAoo. marr. Tf.

2s. kal ovT@, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
r oe.

— 6 Geds dvtas¥dvras 6 Beds
in. Tf. (Alz.]

mg.] Alz,

. 0) €is, om. Alz.
— adn ¥ ada Ln. Tf.
-7 ow, om. 7) Ln. [Alx.]
_ _

- ydocay EXEls
€
drroxahuyw
exee X drok. €xet, yao.
€x. Ln. Tf. [Ala]

€k vEKp. Ort € nyeprat Tf.

— tives ev vpiv \ ev div tives
Ln. Tf.

14.70, prom. Kat Sch. Tf. [Ln.]

Ln. Tf.

Gb. ».

— dé kal, om. d€ Ln. [Gb. 3].

a8. Ovepunvevtys\épynvevtysLn.
29. ol, om. Alx.
30. O€, om. Alx.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— aap xrnvdv, cap& Gb. >;
om. Alz.

— @DAn be ixBvar, An be
mrvav X @An S€ oadpé
mTnvav,GAdAn dé ixOvov Ln.
Tf. Alx.; (oap& (Ln.]).
GAN ¥ adAa Ln. TF.
. €oTl, prem. et Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
— Kal gore X €ore Kal Ln. Tf.
— capa 4°, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb].
Alz.

" obv X bé Ala.

— yeverOw \ yuvérOw Gb. Sch.

Alz.

39. cap avOporer, om. aap

- dvOpomos [Ln.]. 6 Kuptos, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

12. ore ek vexpav eyiyeprat X

26. Dav, om. Ln.

38. TO Lovov, om. Td Ln. [Gb. 3).

Alz.

1g. €lirep Mpa vexpol ovK éeyei=
povrat, om. Alz.
14. par, add. [eorw] Ln. [Alx.]

Alz.

. popécoper \ hopécwpev Ln.
[Ala]

. KAnpovopet XY KAnpovopnoes
Ln. [Alz.]
51. prev, om. Tf. [Ln.]

— ov KownOnodpeba: ravres
KounO. ov mavres Ln. [Gb.
~]; Alx. s. mavTes pevava-

ornoopeba, ov mavres Oe.

$2. pirn \ porn Ln. mg. [Ale.]
3. mavres, add. xa” eva Alx.
32. mvevpata X mvedpa Gb, ~. 19. ndmixdres éopev év Xpior@ — eyepOnoovra { dvartncovtat Ln. [Alz.]
{Alz.]
X év Xp. nrmix. éopev Ln.
33. GAN’ X adda Ln. TE.
— dyiwy, add. didacKkw Alx.
- vss. 34, 38 post vs. 40 Alx.

34. bpav, om. Ln. (Gb. >]. Ale.

— émirérpanrat \ émurpemerat
—<——-

Tf.

at. 6 Oavatos, om. 6 Ln. [Alz.]
23. Xpiorov, prem. TOU Gb. Sch.

— troracceo
Oa \ trotacceé-

. mapad@ X mapad.doi Ln. txt.
Tf. ; mapadide Ln. mg. [Gb.
w). Alx.

o8acayv Ln. [Alz.]
[Gb. ~]. Ala.

txt. [4lz.]

— €xOpovs,
[Ala]

add.

[adrod]

Ln.

. Ort [Ln.]

. kat [Ln.} [Ale]

—
Ln. Tf.
.
— eiow \ éoriv Ln. TE. [Alx.]
= evtodai \ evrodn Ln. [Alx.] ;
31.
om. Tf. [Alx.]

Cuar. XVI.
.caBBareav ¥ caBBarov Ln.

TE. [Gb, ~], Ale.

— evodarat \ evodw67 Alx.

38. yuvarElv XY yvvatki Ln. TE. 2g. av, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. =).
— év éxxAnoia dadeiv { Aadeiv
ev exxAnoia Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
37. Tod Kupiov, om. Tod Gb. Sch.

txt. [Alz.]

— adn X Oavare Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— 7d vikos \ Td Kévrpoy Ln.

Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

— adn’ \ ddd Ln. TE.

$8.70 kKevtpov X 1d vikos Ln,

Tf. [Alzx.]

€yévero, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

Geds Ta, om: ra Ln.

TOV vexpav 2° \ avTa@y Gb.
Sch. Ln. TF.

Umerepav \ nuerépay St. [GD.

3. eav \ dy Ln.

4.7 a§vov X a&cov7 Ln.
7 . 6 X yap Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.
emitpenn \ éemirpeyn Ln. TE.
(Gb. ~]. Ala.

. kal ey \ kayo Ln. TE; (Ale.

8. Om. Kat).
II. ovr, om. Alx.

— pe X eve Ln.
~]. Alz.
38. apne X d@yvocira: Ln.
39. @ gol, ada.[mou] Ln. [Alz.] — kavxnow, adil. depot Ln. 12. eAod, add. Snr@ byiv dre
Alzx.
= yhoooats pt) K@AVETE X py
[Ale]
er
a
er
er
eee
eee
be, prem. [kat] Ln.
Kod. €v yA@ooats Ln. TE.; 33. xpnoe X xpnora Gb. Sch. 13. Kparatova
—_
gleaned,
owe

a

[ev] Ln.
40. mavra, add. 5€ Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf. (Gb. -]. Ala.

Cuar. XV.
1. €eTHKaTe \ ornxete Alx.

[Ala]

34. ad X AarA@ Ln. txt. Te. 13. Steava, add. Poptrovvdrov
s. kal Poprovydrov Kal A[Ala.]
36. apov X appov Ln. Tf. [Alz.]}
38. avT@ Sidon X id. avr. Ln.

xatkou Alx.

17. Bouprouvarov X Poptovrdtov Ln. Tf.

Tf.
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2CORINTHIANS.
17. 0pav Y tpérepoy Ln. Tf. 19. €xkAnoia, add. map’ ois kal 24. anv. om. Tf. [In.] [Gb. 3].
Eevifopat Alz.
[Alz.]
IIpés KopuvOious TpP@TN eypa— ovrot \ a’rot Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
22. "Inoodv Xpiorov, om. Ln. Tf.
on amd biinrov dua 2re(Gb. 3). Alz.
18, TO EuOv, prem. Kal Alz.
ava, Kxat Pouprovvarov,
>
‘
°
2
,
19. domatovra 2° \ daomaterar 23. Xpiorov, om. Tf.
kal ’Ayaixovd, kat Tyobéou,
Tf. (Ln. mg.)
24. Kupiov, add. nav Alx.
om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

2 CORINTHIANS.
13. pos pas edOeiv rpdrepov
X mpérepov apis ip. €rO.
Ln. [Alx.]; mpér. €XO. mpds

Cuar. 1

1."Inood Xpiorod X Xpiorov |,
‘Ingod Tf.

tas Tf. [Alx.]

§. oUr@, add. Kal Alz.

— dua Xpiorod Y dua rod Xp.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 6. Ths evepyoupeuns év UTropovn

— €xynte X oxnte Te.
16. SueAOeiv X awedOciv Ln. txt.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.

nets

TAT XOLEV,

post

Sch. Ln. [Gb. s].

elre mapakaX., vrep TIS Up. 18. €yévero \ éorw Sch. Ln. Tf.
(Gb. w],
mapakd. Gb. [Alz.]
- cire mapaxadoupeba, imép 19. 8 yap Tov Qeov \ 6 Tov beod
THs tpéev mapakhyoews kat
cartnpias: kal 7 €Aris nudv

yap Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

—Inoovs Xpiords X Xp. "Inc.

BeBaia irép tpav \ Kal 7
Tf.
€Aris nuav BeBaia inép 20. kal év adt@ \ 8d Kal 8v adtpav, eire mapaxadovpeba
Tov Ln. (Gb. «]. Alz.
imép ths tyav mapak\n- 22.6 Kal, om. 6 Alzx.
gews kal owrnpias Sch. Ln. — appaBdva X dpaBéva Ln.

Alz.
os nuiv, om. Ln. (Gb. 3). Ale:

- €BapnOnpev vméep
t
Sivapw X
tmép Suva €Bapnd. Lu.
[Alzx.]

g. GAAa YX aN’ Ln.
10. Kal pverat \ kal puoerat TE.
[Alx.]; (sie [Ln.))
— dre [Ln.J]; (Gre kal pooerat
Ln. mg.)

12. dwddryre X dyedrnre Ln. Tf.
[Alzx.]

— Gcov 1°, prem. rov Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

13. GAN’ [Ln]
— i) a, om. i) Alz.

Cuapr.
1. €AOciv év Avan
€v Urn mpds
Gb. Sch. Ln. ;
mpos tp. Tf.

— ovoTatikay, om. Ln.Tf. (Gb.
3. GAAa X add’ Ln. TE.

- kapdias { kapdiats Ln.

3. ap éavrav Aoyioar
Gai re X
hoyiferOai te ap’ éavrdv
Ln. [diz]; AoyioacOai re

ap éauT. Tf.
— éauvtav 2° ¥ airaéy Ln. TE.
6. dvroxreivet X dmroxraivet Ln.;

amoxrévver Tf.; amoxtevet
(Gb. s].

7. ypdppacw \ ypdupare Ln.
txt. Tf. [Alz.]

3). Alz.
II.
mpds tpas YX 9.7 Svaxovia \ rH Staxovia Ln.
txt. [4la.]
~
tpas €dOeiv
€v Avan €dO. — d6£a, add. éorw Alz.
— ev dd&n, om. ev Ln. TE.

2.€0TLv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
hte,

3. Upiv, om.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

Alzx.

to. ovsé

( ov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Rec. Gb. J].
— évexev \ eivexev Ln. txt. Tf
13. €auTou \ avrov Ln. Tf.

— horny, add. éri Admny Alz.

14. onpepov, add. huépas Sch.

- EXO X oxo Tf.
3. GAN Xx ada Ln. Tf.

15. nvika, add. dv Ln. [Alz.]

10. kal eyo X Kay@ Ln. Tf.

— €l TL KE dpiopat, @ Kexdptopat \ OoKX ei Tt Kex. GD.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. »].

— avaywaookerar \ avaywooxntae Ln. [Alz.]
14. €k€l, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alz.

Sch. Ln.

16. Oavdrov, prem. é€k Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

— i) Kal émvywookere, Alz. 8. — Cans, prem. €« Ln. Tf.
14. ToAAot ¥ Aourol Gb.~. [Alx.]
om. kal.
— Kal €ws, om. kal Ln. Gb. 3.
[Alz.]

— karev@mov \ xarévaytt Ln.

14. Kupiou, add. [nev] Ln. [Alz.]

— Tov Geov, om. Tod Ln. [Gb.

—"Ingod, add. Xpiorovd Alz.

Gb. +].

— &s, add. [rep] Ln.

— ev hidors, om. év Ln. TE. [Gb.

Tf. [Gb. »].

». Somep \ ws Ln. Tf. [Ala]
8.tmép X mept Ln. [Gb. a].

Y cumoray Ln.

— «i { ) Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. (Ree.

—j. Ala.

Tay avr av mabnparey dy 17. Bovdevdpevos Y Bovddpevos
kal

Cuar. ITI.
1. cuuoTavery

[Gb. ~]. Alz.

Cuap. IV.
1. €xkakoupev
\ eykakoUpev Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

2.GAN ¥ dAda Ln. TE.

— oumotavres { cumoravres
Ln.Tf. [Ala.]

4. pre: X xaravydoa Ln.
++ (Ale. 8. ss

=). Ale.
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4. adrois, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

3. Xptorov "Incovy X *Inaoty
Xprorov Ln.

— d1a "Inoodv { dia "Inood Ln.
mg.
6. Acipyvar X Adpryer Ln. txt.
[Alz.]

2 CORINTHIANS.
Cuar. VI.
19. AUTO, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
1. Tapakadovpev
Aovrtes Ala.

\ mapaxa-

3. Staxovia, add. nudv Alz.
4. cumaTovtes \ cumoTavres
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

9. mawWevdpevor \ mecpatdpevor

- os, om. Alx.

Alx.

~). Ala.

Alz.

— Tov Gecov X av’rod Ln. [Gb. 14. Tis O€ { } tis Ln. Tf. (Gb. ].

13. Xpior@ X Xpeorov Ln. Te.
—Inood, om. Ln. TE. [Ale]
10. Kupiov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. — BeAlap \ Bediad Elz. Ln.
16. bets \ mets Ln. txt. [Alz.]
— g@pati, add. nuadyv Alex.
— €ote X exper Ln. txt. [Alz.]
12. pev, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
14. Oud “Invod \ adv "Incod Ln. — pot { pov Ln.
—KaOas eimev Y Eyer yap
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alzx.
Alz.
16, €kkaxodmev \ €yKakodpev Ln.
ry. e€€NOere \ €&éAOare Ln. TE.
Tf. (Alz.)
Alz,
—cabev
ow jyav Ln.
[Alx.]

— mapautixa, add. mpdoKatpov
kai Alzx.

Cuar. V.
1. olkodopny, add. Ort Alzx.
3. ye X wep Ln. [Alz.]
— evdvodpevor J exdvodpuevor

Cuar. VIL.
3.00 mpods Karaxptow X mpos
Kutakp. ov Ln.
5. €oxnkev \ eoxev Ln. txt.
8. yap [Ln.]
10. katepyacerar \ epyaterat Ln.
[Alz.]

11. Was, om. Ln. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
— bpiv, prem. [ev] Ln. [Alz.]
4. oKHvEL, add. TOUT@ Ala.
— eed) { ep & Elz. Gb. Sch. — dX ¥ adda Ln. TE.
Gb. ». [Alz.]

Ln. Tf.

§. Kul, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Ala.

6. kupiov X Oeod Alzx.

8. b€ Gb. +; odv Alx.
ro. dua X tdia Ln. mg.

— kaxdv X davdov Tf. [Gb. ~].
dla.

12. yap, om. Ln. (Gb. =]. Alz.
— nuav \ tpev Lu. mg.
— ov X pr ev Ln. [Alz.]

— év, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. >. [Alz.]
12. elvekev ter { evexev Ln.

— tpev [Ale] X Npav Elz. Gb.
Sch. Ln. mg.

— par [Alx.] X bpav Elz. Gb.
Sch.

13. ert, add. dé Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— tpav \ hudy Ln. TE.
— dé, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.j

14. WavTa év dAnOeia ehadnoapev dpiv \ mavtore vp. ev
aAnO. €dad. Ln. mg.
— npav \ tpev Ln. TE.
— ywookoper, add. kata oap- — emi \ mpos Alz.
16. xaipw, add. ody Elz.
ka Alz.

14. Xptorov X Geovd Alx.
— ei, om. Ln. [Gb. >]. Alz.
16. d€, om. Ln. [Alz.]

Cuap. VIII.

18. "Incovd, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

2.TOv mAovTov \ TO mAOUTOS

Alz,
Alz.

20. Umrep Xptorov ovv \ by Urep
Xp. Alz.

— karuddaynte { karadAay7-

Tf. (Rec. Gb. »].

21. Mpovoovpevor \ mpovoodpev
Sch. Ln. [Gb. x]; add. yap
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

a4. evdeiEaoOe X evdecxvdpevor
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— Kal, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Cuar. IX.
2. €€, om. Ln. [Alz.]

4. Aéeywpev X Aéyw Alz.

— THs Kavxnoews, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

g. eis X mpos Ln. [Alz.]

— mpoxarnyyeAuerny
mpoer-=
nyyeAperny Ln. Tf. [Gb. ].
Alz.

— Somep X ws Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
6. én’ evdoyiats 1° ev €ddo-

yia Alx.
4. Wpoatpeirar \ mponpynrat Ln.
[Alz.]

8. duvards \ Suvaret Ln.
10. o7r€ppa \ omdpov Ln. [Alx.]
— xopnynoat kal mAnOiva. .
avgnoa X xopnynrer, Kat
mAnOuvet . . . avénaet Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— yevynpara Y yevnpatra Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
11. Hav \ tpav Ala.
— 7@ [Ln.]
1g. O¢, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb, 3]. Alx.

Cuar. X.
1. mpadtytos \ mpavtnros Ln.
“ei

3. Xptorov, add. dyovres Alzx.

4. Xptorod 1°, add, Soddos Alz.
— Xptorov 3°, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
y
its
8. re [Ln.];

om. Alz.

— kal, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

17.Ta wavTa, om. Ln. [Gb. -].
Alz.

19. Mir, add. Tov evayyediou

Alxz.

— tpav X hav Gb. Sch. Ln.

Ln. Tf.

3. ep X mapa Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
4. b€€ac Oat nas, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

8. dperepas X nuerépas Elz.
12. Tis, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.3]. [Alz.]

— nuav, om. Alx.
— nutv, om. Ln. Tf. Alz.
9. O6&w X SdEwper Alex.

10. fev emioToAal X émor. pev
Ln.

— dyoi X paow Ln.
— efovbevnpévos \ eEoudevnpévos Ln.

12. cumovcw { oumaow Ln.;
[Alx. s. om. 00} Gumotow:
ar. yap, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ]. Ala. 16. Siddvte X Sdvte Sch. [Gb. ~].
npeis dé).
— ywopeba J yevopeba Ln. Tf. 19. 0uv X< év Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~].
vat Alx.

[Alz.]

13. O€, om. Ln.

13. O€ Gb. 3.

Alx.
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GALATIANS,
13. OVX! X ovK Ln. Tf. [Ala.]

23. €V mnyais trrepBadddrras,

- kavxnodpeba Gb. >.
14.00 yap ws \ as ‘yap Ln.

post é€v pu. repioo. Ln.

18. cuMoTaeY \ cuvioravey Ln.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— AW YX ara Ln. TE.

28. €mtovoracts \ émioracts Ln.

Cuar. XI.

[Alz.]

1. dpedov apehov Ala.
_ dveixer OE X qveixerOe Elz.
— 7h appooivy X te appoovTe THs

3. Eva e&nmarnoev \ e&nmar.
Evay Ln. Tf.
— ovT@, om. Ln. [Gb. >]. Alz.

— pov X pot Ln. [Ale]

Jyrornros Ln. [Alz.]

dveixerOe Gb. Sch. Tf. [Ree.
Gb. ~].

- “Inoooy X Xpiordy Alz.
gs. yap X de Ln.
6. Varrepykevat,
add. ev bpiv Ala.

— pavepwbertes ¥ pavepoaoartes Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— év Tract, om. Alx. .
8. ovdevds X ovOevds Ln. Tf.

9. bpiv éuavrov \ €pavroy byiy
Ln.

10. oppayicera \ Ppaynoerat
Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. Oavpaordv \ Oadpa Ln. Tf.
(Gb. w]. Ala.

16. puxpdy TL Kady® \ Kaya pe-

~ iyrrov X flocoy Ln.
16. GAN’ ¥ adda Ln. Tf.
19. HdaAu \ mada Ln. Tf. [Ale]
— xatevwmioy X Karévaytt Ln.
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alx.

st. Kupiov Hpav Inood

Xpe-

orod X xupiov “Incod Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

32. Aawacknvav modw YX won.
Aapack. Ln.

— Tov, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

20. Epers, (nAot|Epes, Cros Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

a1. €AOdvra pe X €AOdvTos rou
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— bédov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
Alz.

- dmhédrnros, add. kai ths a4. nueixer Oe X avéxerbe Ln. ;

tpas).
- PN YX ara Gas Tf.
1g. Kal, om. Ln. [Alx.]

24. €v KOmr@, om. év Ln. Tf. Ale.
[Gb. >].

Tf. (Gb. »]. Alz.

vns Ln. Tf. [Ale];
app. Elz. (Gb. »].

23. eppaBdicbny X épaSdio@ny

14. pay 1°, om. Ln. Tf.; [Alz.s.

Cuar. XII.
1. 07) X det Sch. Ln.
— ouphepet pou: éhevorouat
yap X oupipépoy pev, éevTopas dé, kal Ln. [Alz.]
2. TOUTaparos, om. Tov Ln.

— tarewoon \ rarewooer Ln.

(txt.) Tf; add. pe Sch.

Cuap. XIII.
1. TpiToy, prem. iov Alx.
2. Mpoetpnka, add. yap Ala.

— ypaho, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
4. ei [Ln.];

om. Alz.

— nets, prem. kal Elz.

3. éxros X xopis Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— OvK oda, om. Ln.
5. fou, om. Ln. [Alz.]

— ev { oy Ln. mg. [Alex]

6. Tt, om. Ln. [Alz.]

5. Inoovs Xpioros X Xpe. "Ine.

4. wa, prem. 66 Ln. [Alz.]
— Sarav ¥ Sarava Lu.

— €orw, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alz.

—iva pi tmepaipopat

7. xouat \ edydueba Ln. Tf.

Gb. >;

[Ln.]

om. Alzx.

— (nodpeba \ Cnoopev Ln. TE.
[Alz.]
Tf. Ln. mg.

[Gb. ~]. Alz.

8. Umép, prem. [kat] Ln.

8. GAN’ { dra TE.

g. pov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alz.
— redecovrat X reAeirae Ln.TE.

9. Touto dé, om. dé Ln. Tf. [Gb.

[Alz.]

Kpov Tt Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
17. Aah kata Kupiov X xara

11, Kavy@pevos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

Kup. Aao Ln. TE. [Ale]

12. €Y onpelots, om. ev Ln. Tf.

Tf.

—). Alz.

10. €O@Ke prot 6 Kipios X 6 kup.

€6. ot Ln.
12.dyio idnuare { pidjpare
ayig Ln. mg. [Alz.]

13. Gun. IIpds Kopw ious dev20. ipas cis. mpdowmoy X «is 13. nTTHOnTe X Hoow@Onre Ln. ;
Tépa eypadyad Dihimmov
[Alx. s. €XMatr@Onre).
mpdowrov bpas Ln. Tf.
Tns Makedovias, dia Tirov
a1. noOevincapev \ noOevnxapev 14. Tpirov, add. rovto Gb. Sch.
kat Aovxa, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
18, TY odpka, om. THY Alz.

Ln.

[Ala.]

Ln. Tf.

Tf.

GALATIANS.
11. 6€ X yap Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ale.
Cuar. L.
4. rep X mepi Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 12. oUre { ovde Ln. [Alz.]
- Tow ever T@ros ai@vos X Tow
ai@vos Tov éveat@tos Ln.

6. Xptorov Gb. —.

8. evayyeAifyrar X evayyeXionra

Ln. mg.

to. yap, om. En. Tf. (Gb. 3). Alz.

13.6 Qeds, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. 3

Cuap. IT.
1. waduy aveBnvX CavéBnv] md~

14. avnrOovy annr8.Ln.
Tf Alz.]
— arr ¥ adda Ln. Tf.

Aw Alz.
4. katradovAwowrra YX KaraSovogovaw Sch. Ln. Tf.
s. ols ovde Gb. =.

18. Ilérpov X Knay Sch. Ln. Tf.

- Stapeivy X Svapevy Ln. mg.

[Ala]

6. Geds, prem. 6 Alz.

[Gb. ~].
c&

GALATIANS.
8. kal éuot X Kkapol Ln. Tf.
9. IdkwBos cai Knpas \ Teéee
Ba
ts
ae
So
Tpos kat "IdxwBos Gb. ».
ee
ee
ae
eS
ee

(Ala.]

21. Tov Geov [Ln.]

— dy €k vopov X &€k vdpov dy
22. 0rd \ op’ Ln.

29. Kal, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alz.

14. erp X Knda Sch. Ln. Tf.
—

Gis kai ovk "lovdaixdés X Kai
ovx “Iovd. (ps Ln. [Ale.];
[ovy’ Tf.)

— ri \ ws Gb. Sch. Ln.

16. el0dres, add. d€ Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— Xpicrov ‘Incoty \ "Incodv
Xpioroy Ln. mg.
— Xpicrov, om. Tf.
— dirt XY re Ln. Gb. . Alz.

[Gb. ~].

3. wad, om. Alx.

4.T0U Xptorov, om. tod Ln.
(Gb. 3]. Alx.

4. dvéxowe \ évéxowvev Gb. Sch.

12. 7AOov X HAGev Ln. [Alz.]
[Gb. »].

oros Gb. Ln. Tf.

— oTnKeTe, add. oby Sch. Ln.

La. Tf. [Alz.]

— nyeis, add. pév Gd. Sch. [Ln.] 23. TuykekKNetopevor \ ovykret11. Hérpos X Kndas Sch. Ln.Tf.
dpevot Sch, Ln.
(Gb. »].

1. Xpioros nas \ Huas Xpe-

Cap.

Ln. Tf.

IV.

10. €y@, add. (8€] Ln, [Alz.]

6. viol, add. Oeov Ala.

— tpav { nudy Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.
[Rec. Gb. x].

dia

Xpiorod

— oravpov, add. rod Xpicrod
Alz.

4. GAN YX adda Ln. TE.
—Gcov

11. €Tt, om. Alx.

XY dia

Geov Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]; Alz. s.

13. Oud rips aydans X th dydry
Tov Tvevpatos Alzx.

14. vomos, add. év bpiv Ala.
8. pn pioes X pioer pr) Sch. —mAnpotrar X memAnpwrat
Oia Oedv.

Ln. Tf. (Gb. »). Alz.
13. O€, om. Ala.

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— €v TO, om. Alz.

~— €avtov X ceavrdév Gb. Sch.
~ ov duxarwOnoerar €€ Epyov 14. “ov Tov \ day Ln. [Gb. ~].
Ln.
Alx.; om, wou Gb. ~.
dpou J €& €pywv vopov ov
18. Ud \ im Ln.
— addN X adda Ln. Tf.
dixatwOnoerat Gb. Sch. Ln.
14. 0€ X yap Ln. [Alz.]
1g. tis \ mov Ln. [Alz.]
Tf.
— avtixecrat ddAAnots YXGAAj—
hv,
om.
Sch.
Ln.
Tf.
[Gb.
=].
ouviorne \ cvmorave Gb.
Aots avrixevrat Gb. Sch. Ln.
— dy, om. Ln. Tf.; [Alz. s. Kal).
Sch. Ln. Tf.

°

.viod Tov Geov X Oeod Kat

Xpiorov Ln. [Alz.]

Tf.

16. (nAodre, add. (ndotre S€é Ta
— ay X [éav] Ln.
Kpeitr@ xapiopata Alz.
19. Motxela, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
14. Upas X nuas Elz.
Tf

18. TO, om. Ln. [Alz.]
Cuapr. III.
20. €pets, <nroe X pis, CHros
.TH GdyOcia pi) weiberOa ; 19. Texvia \ Téxva Ln. txt.
Ln. Tf.
21.
axovete
\
dvaywooxere
Ln.
om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

év tpiv, om. Ln. (Gb. 3).
Alz.
~

.elow viot { viol eiow Ln.

21. Pdvot, om. Tf. [Ln.] Alex.

mg. [A/z.]

23. wev [Ln.]
— dia ths YX bv Alz.
24. ai, om. Gb, Sch. Ln. Tf.

— kai [Ln.]; om. Alx.
— mpoetrov X mpocipnxa Alx.
23. mpadrns \ mpavtys Ln. Tf.

— eyxpareca, add. dyveia Alz.
. evevhoynOnaovrat \ evdoyn- as. yap \ dé Ln. mg. [Alz.]
24. Xpiotov, add. "Incod [Lu.]
— Ayap, om. Ln. txt. [Gb. >].
Onoovra Elz.
Tf. [Alz.]
Alz
To. yap, add. Ort Gb.
Sch. Ln,
26. a\AnAos \ dAAnAous Ln.
—
d€
\
yap
Gb.
Sch.
Ln.
Tr.
Tf.
txt.
— avotoxet dé X 9 ovoro.T@ O€@, om. TO Alzx.
xovca
Ala.
. @vOpwros, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Cuar. VI.
26. ravtTwv, om. Gb, Sch, Tf.
Tf.
1. mpadtynros \ mpavrnros Tf.
[Ln.]
-yéypanra yap \ ore yéypa28. ‘Hyets \ byets Ln. Tf. [Ale] 2. avanAnpwoare \ avan\npomrat Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~). Ala.
oere Ln. txt. [Alz.]
— ecpevX €or Ln, TE. [Alz.]
. €mayyediav X evdoyiav Alx.
3. €avtov ppevarrara \ ppeva30.
KAnpovounon
X
KAnpovopyn. b€, om. Alz.
mata é€auvTév Ln. Tf.
oet Ln. txt.
eppnOnoav X €pp<eOncay Ln.
5. €av \ dy Ln.
—
tis
éhevbépas
X
pou
"Ioadk
Tf. [Alz.]
8. gapkos, add. avrov Alz.
Alz
. Mpokexupaperny X kexuvpo9. €kkak@pev X eyxax@pev Ln.
31. Apa X 6:6 Ln. Tf. [Gb. 31.
pevny Alx.
Tf. LAlz.]
Ala.
s.
npeis
S€
s.
dpa
ovr.
eis Xpiorov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
12. py, ante Siok. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
txt.

Cc

3]. Ala.

€m™m Tetpakdoia kal tpidkovra \ rerpak. Kal rpidkx.
érn Gb. Sch. Ln. TY.
) . mpooeteOn Y éréOn Gb. Sch.
[Ree. Gb. »].

Cuapr. V.
1.TH X h (om. mox fh) Gb. x.
(AleJ.
o>.

— obv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— 7, om. Lu. [Gb. 3]. Alex.
69

— Sta@k@vra

X dia@xovrat Ln.

mg. Tf.

13. Weptrepvopevor \ mepereTpnuevo Sch. Ln. txt. [GD.
ow].

~ OéXovaw X Bovdovrat Aix.

EPHESIANS.
14. kavyacOa \ Kavxynoacba

X obre yap TE. [Gb. ~]. Ale.
+2. ioxvee fin Gb. Sch. Ln.

Ln. mg.

—T@ KOTpe, om. TO Lu. [Gb.
3]. Alz.

15. €v yap Xptor@ "Incod ovre

Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].

16. Geod X Kupiov Ala.
14. Kupiou, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 2).
Alz,

16. oTOLxNTOVoW \ TToLXYovCLY TIpos Taddras
Ln. mg. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

éypadpn

amd

“‘Popns, om. Gb. Sch. La Tf

EPHESIANS.
Cuapr. I.
1. Incot Xpiorovd { Xpiorov
*Incod Ln. txt. Tf.
— ev Edéoe [Tf]
3. ev, om. St.

6. €v 7) X Hs Ln. (Gb. ~). Ale.
— Hyamnpev@, add. vig avrod

8. xdpirt €ore X avrov xadpite
eopev Alz.
—Ths mioTewas, om. THs Ln.

4. Tov mAodroy Y Td mAOodTOS
Ln. Tf.

10. TE, OM. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

11. exAnp@Onuev

YX éxAnOnpev

eipnynv

X GAN

é€ore Ln. Tf.

- "Inoou Xpiorod X Xpicrod

[Gb. w]. Alx.

*Inood Ln. Tf.
21.7), om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Ala.

14. 6s X 6 Ln. [Ala]
15. THY ayamny, om. Ln. [Ala.]

Cuap. IIT.
3. Ore [Ln.]

16. bu@y, om. Ln. [Alz.]

— éyvopicé X eyvapic6n Gb.

Ln. Tf.

— Kai tis, om. kat Ln. [Alz.]
IGb. 3].

19. nas X tpas Ale.

20. evn pynoev Xeevnpynkev Ln.

- exaduoer Jkabioas Ln. [Ala.]

— €rovpaviots X ovpavois Ln.
txt.

23. Tavra, prem, Ta Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

Cuap. IL.
1.dpaptias, add. tpav La.
[Alz.]

3. Texva huoe \ puoe Téxva
La. (Alz.]
4. avrov, om. Ala.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

5. €v érépats, om. €v Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf. (Alz.}

—

6. Upiv, om. Ln. Tf.( Ale); (ypiv ©
Sch. Gb. >).
7) Ln.; (Ala. 8.
~T’ 7)xapis, om.
7 xapts avrn).

-XHad@revoev X aixpaho=

oo

Tevoas Gb. x.
Kat €d@xe, om. Kat Ln. Tf.
(Gb. 3]. Alz.
9. TpP@TOv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
BEpn, om.
om Tf. [Gb. 3). dla,
‘ of mavres, om. Ot Ala.
;
.6 Xpiords, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
(Gb. >]. Ala.

Ln. Tf.

. pépous \ pédous Gb.~. [Ale]

6. avTOv, om. Ln. TF. [Gb.-]. Alz.

— €v TO XpioT@ X ev Xp. "Incov Ln. Tf.

4. eyevounv X eyevnOnv Lu. TE.
— thv dobcioav X ths Sobcions

. Aouad, om. Ln. (Gb. 3). Ala.

. €OKOTLTpEVOL \ ETKOT@pEVOL
Ln.

.avaveotoba

dé [Ln.]
j ———

8. Tav dyiwy, om. Tv Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.; dyiov Gb. -.
— é€v, om. Ln.
— Tov... wAovrov Xto..

— Kowvwvia X oixovopia Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— 81a "Incov Xpicrov, om. Gb.

X evddicacGe Ln.

ris
> htt X wal arnbele

mXovros Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
9. ravras [Ln.]

YX avaveovabe

Ln. mg.

Gb. Ln. Alz. [Rec. Gb. »],

Sch. Ln. Tf.
5. ouveCooroinge, add. ev] Ln.
— xdpirt, pram. 3. 00 s. 00 TH II. Xpuor@, prem. T® Ln,
12. THY Mporayayiy, om.THv
¢
Ln.
Ale.
». TOV brrepBaddovra qaAourov 13. €xxakeiv X eykaxeiy Ln. Tf.

X 1d trepBddXrov modros

Cuarp. IV.
mpadrntos X mpaitnros Th.

Ln. Tf. [Gb %]. Alz.

19.dAAa

|

. €xKAnola, add. kat Ln. [Alz.) —
TOU ai@vos Gb. .

2 O-

ys Ln.
15. €aUT@ Xxaire Ln.

12. 7s SdEns, om. THs Sch. Ln.

18, dsavoias X kapdias Gb. Sch.

. Urep, om. Ala.

2

20. axpoyeavaion, add. NiOov Alz.

— avTov, om. Ala.
13. Kal 2°, om. Ala.

Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

. Babos Kai twos X typos kat
BaOos Ln. [Alz.]
;

12. €Y T@ Kalp@, om. ev Ln. Tf.

Ln. (Gb. ~]. Alz.
— mpddeow, add. Tov beod Alex.
Tf. (Gb. 3].

rov mAovrov X td mdodros

Tf.

— €v ois ovpavois \ ent Tots 17.Tois éyyls, prem.
ovpavois Ln. txt. [Alz.]

; ban X 86 Ln. [Alz.)

11. bets more \ more vets Ln.

13. eyyos éyevnOnre
\ eyev. ey-

om. Ln. Tf. (Gb.

al oO

(Gb. >]. Ala.

(Gb. 3). Alz.

Alz

Xpiorov,
=). Alz.

Alz.

, TO Tapopytop@, om.T@ Ln.

pate X py de Sch. Ln. Th
- 70 dyadbv ais xepoiv \ rais
idiats xepolw 76 ayabdy Ln.

27.

[Ale.]
29. GAN X adda Lan. txt.

—xpelas X miorews

Gb. ~.

[Alz.]

- dd£a ipar Jbd€a Typav
7
Ale. 32. O€, om. Ln.
14.700 Kupiov quay “Incod — tyiv\ npiv Ln. (Gb. ~.] [Ale]
70

;

PHILIPPIANS.
Laie
eye
o he

Cuar. V.
2. nas \ tpas TE.
— nav X ver Tf.

25. €avTa@y, om. Ln. Tf. Alz.

24. auTHv X avtdos Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

3. aca akubapoia X axabap.
naoa Ln. Tf.

28. oheidovow of dvdpes X Kal

29.
4. Kat { #) Ln.
—
— kai \ 7 Ln.
= Ta ovK avnkovta X a ovK
30.
avnxev Ln. [Alx.]
g.eoTe \ tore Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ds { 6 Ln. [Alz.]

oi avdp. dein. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
@AN’ X adda La. TF.

Kupios X Xpiords Gb. Sch.

9. TOU Kupiov, om. Tov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

—tyav aitav X airy kat
tpev Ln. Tf. [Gb. »]. Alz.
— nap’ atte \ mapa (1) Oe@
Ale.
10. TO Aowrdv YX Tov Aourod Ln.

— ddeApoi pov, om. Ln. Tf.

Lu. Tf.

€K THS TapKds avToU, Kai €k
TOV OOTEWY ALTOD, om. Ln.
Tf. (Gb. ]. Alz.

9. mvevpatos \ pwrds Gb. Sch. 31. TOY TaTépa avTod Kal Ty
Ln. Tf.
pyntépa \ marépa cal pytépa Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
10. Kupi@ YX Oe@ Ala.
14. Eyewpar \ €yetpe Gb. Sch. —mpos thy yuvaixa \ tH yuvatkt Ln. [Alz.]
Ln. Tf.
17. ouvievres \ ouviere Ln. [Alx.] 32. eg THY, [eis] Ln.
— Kupiov X Oeod Ln. mg. [Alz.]
Cuar. VI.
19. €avTois, add. [év] Ln. [Alz.]
.& Kupig, om. Ln. (Gb. ~].
— mvevparikais [Ln.]
Alz.
-—1n Kxapdia X rais kapdias
. GAN’ \¥ adda Ln. TE.
Ln. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
ar. Qeov \ Xpiorov Gb. Sch. Ln. a7 . kupiows Kata odpKa X Kata
odpka Kupiows Ln.
Tf.
22. Urotacoenbe, om. Tf. (Gd. — Xpiore@ { kvpig Alz.
6. ToU Xptorov, om. Tov Ln. Tf.
3); troraccécOwoay Ln.
{Gb. 3]. Alx.
23. 6 avn, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
7. SovAevovTes, add. ws Gb. Sch.
— kal attds €oTt, om. kal Gb.
Ln. Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf.; om. €ore Ln.

(Gb. >]. Alz.

11. mpos \ eis Alx.
12. nuiv \ vpiv Ln. txt. [Ale]
— Tov al@vos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Bs

16. emt X ev Ln. txt.

— Ta Terupwpeva, om. Ta Ln.
[Alz.]

17. de£acGe Gb. >;

om. Alz. s.

d<£ac Gat).
18. ToUTO,

om.

Ln. Tf.

[Gb. 3].

Alz.

— dypumvodrtes, add. mavrore
Alz.

—
—
19.
—
ar.

mpookaptepycet kal, om. Alx.
mept \ vmep Alex.
OoGein { 5067 Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Tov evayyeAiov [Ln.]
elOnre Kul dmets X kal dpets
eiOnre Ln. [Alx.}; (tnt Ln.
mg.]

—tyiv yvopice X yop. dp.
Ln. [A/z.]
5 édy Ln. txt. [Gb. 0]. Alz.;
24. dunv.. Ipods’ Edeoious éypa:
exaoros edv Tt Ln. mg.
gyn dd “Pawns dia Tuxe— koptetrat { Kopioerat Ln. TE.
8.0 eav Te Exacros ¥ exacros

Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alzx.
24. GAN’ X adda Ln. txt.

— dorep X ws Lu. TE.
— idiots, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].

kov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Alx.]

Alz.

|
Cuap. I.

1. "Inoovd Xpuctov X Xpicrod

HILIPPIANS.
9. Tepiroevn \ mepioaevon Ln.

16. emepépew \ éyeipew Ln. TE.
(Gb. »], Alz.

txt.

11.kapra@v Sixacoovrns rdv \ 18, mAnY, add. 6Tt Ln. CAlzx.}
kaprov Stkaoovyns Tov Gb. a1. Xptards \ xpnordv Gb. ~.
23. yap X de Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf.; (roy [Ln.])
13.€v Xpior@ yeverOar X yev. — TOA, add. yap Elz. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. =].
ev Xp. Alz.
14. \dyov, add. tod Oeod Ln. 24. €v TH OapKl, ev Gb.=. [Alz.]
25. oupTapapev@ YX mapapevo
[Alx.]j
Ln. (Gb. s]. Ala.
16, 17. €& epideias . ... Ketpar
{Ln ] Tf. (Gb. s].
X €& aydmns . . . . Ketpat 24. akovow \ akovw Ln. txt.
8. wou \ por Alx.
of d€ €& epiOeias . . . Tois 28. avTois pev eotiv \ €otl av— €oTiy, om. Tf. [Ln.] [Gb. >).
tois Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Seopois pov Gb. Sch. La.
Alz.
—typiv X tpov Ln. [Gb. 4}.
Tf.
- "Incod Xpiorov X Xpiorov
Alz.
16. Tov [Ln.]
*Incov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

*Inood Ln. txt. Tf.
3. prem. ey pev Alz.
— Oc pov \ Kupig nudv Ala.
g. dro, add. Ths Ln.
6. ’Invod Xpiorov X Xpiorov
"Incov Ln. txt. Tf.
4.77 amodoyia, prem. év Sch.

71

COLOSSIANS.
go. ere X ciSere Sch. Ln. Tf. 24. EKevoopat, add. mpos vas
(Gb. ~]; prem. kai Alz.

26. Duas, add. [ide] Ln. [Alz.]

Cuap. II.

— dre nabevnce X adrov jabe. Tt X tes Gb. x.
ynxévat Alz.
tiva X tis Gb. Sch. Ln. [Ree. 24. adr’ YX @Aa Ln. TF.
Sb. ~].
- abrov nrenoev XY HArénoev

Leal

2. ey \ atdrd Ale.

3. y]X pnde xara Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
4. €kaotos 1° ¥ €xacrot Ln. Tf.
[Alx.]
oxoretre { okomouvres Gb.

avrov Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— Avan X Admny Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— ox f €x@ Alz.
30. Tov Xpiorov, om. Tf. [Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
~]; om. Tov Ln. [Alz.}
GAG Kal, om. Kat Alz.
— mapaBovdevodpevos \ rapaexactos 2° X éxaorot Gb.
Bodevoduevos Gb. Sch. Ln.
(Rec. Gb. s].

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

5.yap, om.

Ln. Tf.

[Gb. 3].

Cuar. III.

Alz.

ppoveicOa YX ppoveire Ln.
(Gb. ~]. Alz.

. 6voua,
bs
Alz.
a]

prem. TO Ln. [Gb. ~].

. Eoporoynonrar { €Eop0doyioera Ln. mg. Tf. [Ale.]

13.6 Geds, om.
3]. Ala.

3. Ge@ X Oeod Sch. Ln. TF. [Gb.
~],

GAN’ X GAG Ln. txt. TE.

6 Ln. a

[Gb.

18. yerna be XAqre Ln. [Ala]
dpapnra Yaapopa Ln. [A7z.]

ev peom \ peécoy Ln. [Gb.
w). Alz.
. AAN X a@Aa Lon. TE.

. Kupio X Xpior@ La. [Alz.]
21. TOU, om. Gb. Sch. Ln, Tf.

12. Kal bis, om. Ala.

~ ind tod Xpiorov “Incod°

Alz.

4. Kal, om. Alzx.

5. Bemapiv ¥ Bertapeiy’Ln.
6. (prov X Gyros Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

tnd Xpurrov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
13. ovX ove Ln. mg. [Ala]
14. emt \ eis Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

16. kavdvt TO ato hpoveiv, om.
Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

ax. els TO yeveo Oat add, om. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— é€avt@ \ abr Ln. Tf. [Ala]
Cuap. IV.
2. Evwdiav { Evodiay Elz. Gb.
Sch. Ln Tf.

3. Kal €pwr®@ X val ép. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— obluye yonore \-yonote oiv=
cuye Lu. Tf. [Alz.]

— kai KAnjpevtos,
om. kal Ale.

12, 6é { katGb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

13. XploT@, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

15. oddepia, add, 6rt Alx.

16, ei [Ln.]; om. Ala.
4. AAN
X [aAAG] Ln.; om. Alz. 17. GAN \ adda Ln. Tf.

— hv por X poe Ay Ln. txt.
8. wevouvye X pev ovv Gb. Sch.

19. tAnpooet \ mAnpocar Gb,

Ln. Tf.
- Xpiorov, prem. rou Ln.
— pov X pay Ln. mg. [Alx.]

— Tov mAovrov \ rd mAodTos

- eivat, om. Ln. [Alz.]

10. THY Kowewviav, om. THY Ln.

— cuppophovpevos X cvppopdi{opevos Ln. Tf. [Gb. s].

~, [Alx.]
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

23. ]u@v, om. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.3].
— navtov \ rod mvevparos Ln.
Af. [Alx.]

— dunv, om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. 2.
[Alz.]

Alz.

\X "Inoov 11. TOV \ THY ek Sch. Ln. Tf.
IIpés Dilummnjovous eypachn dd
12. €AaBov, add. s. 7 On Sedi‘Papns 5° ’Exadpodirov,
kai@pat s. Sixaiwpa Ala.
. dnide \ apide Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Xpicrov “Incod

Xpicrov Gb. Sch. Ln.

COLOSSIANS.
Cuap. I,

I. "Inoov Xpiorod X Xpicrov
“Inoov Ln. Tf.
2. KoAaocais \ KoA\oocais Elz.

Gb. Sch. ; [Kohac. Gb. »].
- Xpiorov, add. Ine. Ln. [Alz.]
— kal Kupiov "Incov Xpicrod,
om. Gb. Sch. Tf. {Ln.]

6. Kat ot, om. kat Ln. [Gb.3].

Kal Alx.J;

add. Kadéoarrt

kal Ln. [Alz.]
— Kkaproopovpevoy, add. Kat 14. sd TOU aiparos avTov, om.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
.
avéavdpevoy Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.
4.kaOw@s kai, om. Kai Sch. Ln. 16. ra év, om. Ta Ln. [Alz.]
Alz.

Tf. [Gb. 3].

— Ta emi, [ra] Ln.;

om. Alz.

— tyav X npaov Elz. Ln. txt. 19. evddKnoe \ nvddxnoer Ln.
[Gb. w]. Alz.

mg. [lx.]

20. &¢ avrovd, om. Ln. [Gb]. Alz.
3. Kal matpl, om. kat Lu. Tf. 10. bpas, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
— eis THY eriyvoow \ tH éem- 21. dmoxatnAAakev\droxatn\[Gb. -]; Ala. [s. TQ].
Adynte Ln.; [Alz. 8. dtroyvaoe. Gb. Sch. Ln. [Ree.
- mept J vmeép Ln. (Gb. x]. Alz.
kata\Aayevtes].
Gb. x].
4. THY X hw €xere Ln. Tf. [Gb.
12, 7atpl TO, (prem. TO Oc@ 22. Oavarov, add. [avrov) Ln.
~w), Alzx.
yt

4.
Seen
Bitte

1 THESSALONIANS.

23. TH, om. Lm. Tf. [Ale]

17.TOU Xpiotov, om. Tod Gb.

24. vov, prem. Os Alx.

Sch. Tf.
18. p17) (Ln.] Gb. 3; (om. Ala.]

—
—
26.
24.

prov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
6 X ds Ln. mg. [Alx.]
vuvi \ viv Ln. txt.
ris 6 { ri ro Ln. Tf. (Alz.]

I oo. ious, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
19. yevaikas, add. tpaev Lu. [Alx.]
we °

20. ovY, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— T@ XpioT@, om. T@ Gb. Sch.

eat

Sch. Ln. Tf. LAlz.]

23. kat apewdia, [kal] Ln.

2

Leal

28. mavra dyOpwrov 2° Gb. >;

—"Ingod, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

4. ypav Y tpav Ln. mg. [Gb.

Cuar. Il.
I. mept X brép Ln. [Ale]
— éwpdkact X épaxay Ln. Tf.
[Ale.}

5. Dav, om. Tf. [Alz.]
6. be a X 6.6 Ln. mg. [Alz.]

~]. Alz.

2. cupSiBacbevrav
eee
kp
Oe
OVS
LA
SPITE
ROA
MLMale
eee
aes

\ cuvpPi-

Bacbevres Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

~_

—mavta

mAovrov

X wav

Sch. Tf.;

— 7 Spy), ) Ln.

. opOarpodovrcias \ dp6arpodovrcia Sch. Ln. [Gb. ~].
— Oedv X Kvpiov Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

23. Kat mrav 6 ru eav\6 eay Sch.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].

— emi rods viods ris ameiOeias,

24. yap,

om. Tf. [Ln.]

om.

Ln. Tf.

[Gb. 3].

Alz

4. avrois { rovros Ln. Tf. [Gb. |23.0€ X yap Ln. Tf. [Gb.

rd

mdovros Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
— kal marpos Kal rod Xpicrov,
om. Gb.

. epebifere \ mapopyitere Sch.
Ln. [Gb. J].

Cuar. IIL.

om. Alx.
es
oe

Ln. [Alw.]

—7@ Kupio X &v kvpio Gb.

Ln. Tf.

— ds ¥ 6 Ln. txt. [Alz.]

; €orw evdpeatov\ evdperrdv

Xpirrov

tantum Ln.

Alz.

w]. Alx.

11. €vty add. Gpoev Kat Ondrv Alz.
— SkvOns, prem. Kal Alz.
~— €hevOepos, prem. kal Ln.

— Kopseirae X Kopicerat
txt. Tf. [Alz.]

Cuap. IV.
. ovpavois X ovpar@ Ln, Tf.

[Alz.]

3.THS yvooews, om. THs Ln.
[Ala.]

— ta Gb. >; om. Alz.
12, TOU Qeov, om. Tov Ln. [Alz.]

-

ladle]

4. BH Tis X pndeis Ln. Tf. [Ale]

— oixrippav X olxrippod Gb.

7.€v TH WioTet, om. ev Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]
— ev ati}, om. Tf. [Gb. +]; Alz.

— mpadrnra
\ mpavrnyra Ln. TF.
13. Xptotos X kuptos Ln. [Alz.]

3 ev aire.
8. bpas €ora \ gorar bas Ln.

— tpeis, add. moveire Alz.
14. #Tis X 6 Ln. TE. (Gb. 6]. Ale.

o

15. Geod X Xpiorov Gb. Sch. Ln.

— yrwp.ovar X ywpicovow Ln.

Tf.

10. Os \ 6 Ln. txt. [Alx.]
12. Bartiopare X Barriope Ln.
mg. [Alz.]
pev Lu. mg.

— Tay vexpay, om. T@v Gb.Sch.
13. €v Tois \ ev Gb. >. [Alx.]

add.

.T@ TLOT@ kat dyarnTe ro
ayarr. Kal TLoT@ Alz.
[Ala.]

16. Kal Uuvots Kal, om. kal bis Ln.

11.cuvepyot,

prem.

add.

pod

eo

Alz.

Tf. Alx. [1° Gb. Sch.]

— xapirt,

yd Ta nepl tua \ yore
Ta Tept nu@y Sch. Ln. [Gb.
~].

tH Ln. Tf. 12. Xpiorov, add. Inood Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

[Alz.]

— avynyepOnre X cuvnyép6n-

~
I4.
16.
—
17.

a

Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf.

It. T@Y dpapTi@y, om. Gb, Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— cuvelworroinae,

3. 0 6ov In. txt.

—7n Kxapdia X tais Kapdias
Gb. Sch. Ln.
— Kupio X 6e@ Gb. Sch. La.
Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].

— mem\npopevor \ memAnpoPoereserse Ln. Tf. [Gb. «].
I we

ipas 17.0 Tt, om. Alx.

Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].

— dy X éay Ln. txt. Tf.

np X bp Elz. Ln. mg.
npkev X49
npev Ale.
7) ev mooet X kat év ado. TE.
vovpnvias \ veounv. Ln. txt.
& \ & La. txt. [Ala]

— Kupiov "Inaod XIncov Xprorov Ln.; [kupiov Gb. 3);
om. Ala. ~
— kal rarpl, om. kat Ln. Tf.
(Gb. >]. Alz.

Grew mokvv \ mroddby mévov

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
1g. avtod \ avris Ln.; [Alz. s.

avt av).
18. Guny.
Ips Kodacoaeis
eypady ard
a ‘Popns dia TuxtKod Kal “Ovnoipov,
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

om.

1 THESSALONIANS.
Cuap. I.
1. a0
ea

Qeov Tarpos
Led

4. Qeov, prem. Tod Alz.
nov Kat
re.

Kupiov Invov Xpiorov, om
Tf. (Lu.] (Gb. >]. Alz.

2. bpav 2°, om. Ln. [Ale]

3. par, post migtews Alex.

‘

s.eis X mpos

Ln.

[Gb. 9].

4. Maxedovia kal, add. év Sch.
In. Tf. [Gb. ~].

8. Axaia, prem. év Th Sch. Ln.

Alz.

~ év piv, om. €v Alzx.
4. rumous X rvzroy Ln. txt. TE.
(Gb, s]. Alx.
73

(Gb. ~].

— GNdG kai X GX’ Ln. TE. (Gd.
es). Alz.

-

2THESSALONIANS.
4. Has exe X€xew yas Sch.
Ln, Tf.

9. €xopev X €oyouev Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

2. Dyas, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. >]. Alz. 13. Oého@ X O€Aopev Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.
— wep X brep Sch. Ln. Tf. (Gb.
~). Ale.
— Kekotpnpévev \ Kotpopevov
3- TO x TO Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

10, veKp@Y, prem. T@v Sch. Ln.
ByA

Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

— pndéva caiverOar X pndév — AumjoGe \ AumeioGe Ln. mg.
acaiveo Oat Ln,
16. mpatov \ mpa@tot Alz.
". Ohinpet Kai avaykn X avay. 17. amavrnow \ vravrnow Ale.
kal Orinpet Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Tov Kupiov X te Xpiora

Cuap. IL.
. GAA Kal, om. kai Gb. Sch. II. Xpucrds, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
Ln. Tf.
12.6 Kuptos Gb. >; [6 eds s.
3. ovre ev YX ovde év Ln. [Alz.]
4-T@ Ged, om. TH Tf. [Ln.]

6 Kuptos *Inoods Alz.]
13. Xptotov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
=). Alz.

Alz.

. Haron X vnrriot Ln. [Alz.]
— dy ¥ éav Ln. Tf.
~w

— avrov, add. [apnyv) Ln. [Alz.]

8. inetpdpevor \ dpetpdpevot Gb.
— yeyernoGe YX eyernOnre Sch.

-- ov, om. Alx.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. s].
9. yap, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— kaos,

12, Wepumatnoa.

\X mepurarew

Sch. Ln. Tf. Alz.

13. Ova, prem. Kal Ln. Tf.
14.TavTa \ ta avta Gb. Sch.
Ln. txt. Tf.

1. iSiovs, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—tyas X nas Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

16. €bOace X &Oaxev Ln. txt.
— dpyn, add. rod Oeod Alx.
18. Oud X Oudte Ln. (Gb. ~]. Ala.
19. Xptorov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

prem.

w

. Staxovoy X cuvepydv Gb. Ln.

— Ge@, add. xabas Kai treptmareite Ln. [Gb. x]. Alx.
3. O€Anpa, prem. [rd] Ln.

u
>o7"

s.wavtes, add. yap Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
6. @S Kal, om. Kat Ln. [Alx.J

9. GAN’ X ddAa TE.
13. Umép €K Teptoaod \ trep=

exmeptoo@s Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
4. €kaorov { €xaoros Ln. mg.
6.6 Kuptos, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
— €avtois
X avrois Gb.~. [Alz.]
— Tpoeirapev) mpoeimoper Gb. 15. OtwKeTE Kal, om. Kat Sch. Ln.
Sch. [Rec. Gb. ].
(Gb. 3].
18. yap, add. éorw Ln. [Alz.]
4. GAN X adda TF.

8. kal, om. Ln. [Alz.]
—ddvra YX ddévra

21. mavta, add. dé Gb. Sch. Ln.
Ln.

txt.

[Gb. ~].

25. mpoaevxeabe, add. [kat] Ln.

[Alz.]

— 76 Ivetpa atrot X adr. rd
Sch. In. TE.

(Gb. ~].
9. €xere X Exouev Ln. [Gb. &].
Alz.

txt. Tf,

[de]

— Kents X KXérras Ln.
va Ln. (Gb.

w]. Alx.

— pas X tas
Cuap. ITI.

3. yap, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.;
Ln.

pa Ln.; [Alz. s. bpas 7 Hp.
€xeivn).

mvevpa Ln.

Alz.

Cuar. V.
2.1) pépa, om. 7) Ln. Tf. [Ale]

4.7) jpépa bpas X pas 7ipen

Cuap. IV.
1. Td, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

Alz.

— Kal cuvepyoy nua, om. Gb. 10. ddeApovs Tods, om. Tovs Ln.
11, iOiats, om. Lu.Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alzx.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Alz.]

24. dpki{w YX évopxitw Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

— dyiows, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz.

28, appv. IIpds Gcocahonneis
mpory eypagpn amd *A@nvav, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

2 THESSALONIANS.

e

Cuap. I.
2. av,

om. Tf. [Ln.] Gb. >.

[Alz.]

4. kavxacOa

X éyxavxacba

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

8. rupt proyos X pAoyi mupds
Sch. Ln. txt. [Gb. x].
- Xpirrov, om. Tf. [Ln.j Alz.

9. dhe Opov X 6X€Optov Ln. txt.

10, TuaTevovow \ murTevoaow
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
12, Xptarov, om. Tf. [Ln.] Ala.

Cuap. II.
8. dvakwoet X aveXet Ln. [Gb.
~]. Alz.
2. voos, add. bpav Alzx.
— pyre OpociaOu X pyde Op. 10. THs adtkias, om. THs Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.

—Xpicrod X xvpiov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

3. dpaptias { dvopuias Ala.
4. @§ Gedy, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dnodecxvivta X damodetyviovra Ln. mg.

(Gb. -]. Alz.

— €v Tois, om. év Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Gb. >].

11. wepryper { mepmet Sch. Ln. Tf. —
(Gb. x].

12. 7avtes \ Gmavres Tf. Ln mg.
— év [Ln.] Gb. >; [om. Alz.]}

8. Kuptos, add. ’Invovs Gb. Sch. 13. etAeTo | etAato Ln. Tf. [Ala]
Ln. [Gb. ~].
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Ree. Gb. »].

ern
a

12
13.9 dpxns X amapxiy Ln.
[Alz.]

14. Uwas \ nuas Ln.
16. Xpiords, prem. 6 Ln.
—6 O©ecds, [6] Ln. Gb.

-.

[Alz.]

— kal rarhp \ 6 mar. Ln, txt.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.

17. Duds, om. Sch. Ln. Tf. (Gb.
>].

—Ady@ Kal épyw X Epy@ xal
Aoy@ Sch. Ln. Tf. (Gb, ~].

TPM OTH

Y.

Cuapr. III.
3. Kuptos X Beds Ln. [Alx.]
4. Upiv, om. Tf. [Ln.]

12, 61a Tov Kupiov jpay "Inoob
Xpiorov te kupio "Inood

— Kal 7roveire, prem. [Kal ezrot-

13. ékkaknonre YeyKaxno. Ln. Tf.

noare kal] Ln.
3. THY, om. Elz.
6. nuav, om. Tf. [Ln.]
— mapéaBel{rapedaBooavGb.
Tf. (Ln..mg.]; wapeAaBere
Ln. txt.; mapéAaBov Sch.

8. vuxta kal fuéepay X vuKros
kal épas Lu. txt.

Xprore Ln. [Gb. ~]. Ala.

14. Kal pay) ovvavapiyvuade X pr
ovvavapiyvvaba Ln.; [kal
Gb. =; om. Alz.]

16. tpome@ rome Ln. [Gb.]. Alz.
18. apny, om. If. (Gb, 3).

IIpds Ococahonxeis Sevtépa
eypadn and *AOnvady,
om.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

L2reeM
OT Bal:
Cuar. I.
1.’"Inood Xpiorod \ Xpiorod

12. yuvarkt dé didaoxew YX ddaoxew S€ yuvatki Ln, [Alz.]
— aN ¥ adAa Ln.
"Inood TE.
—Kuplor. “Inood Xpiorov X 14. amatnOeiva \ e&aratnbeioa
Lu. Tf. [Alz.]
Xptiorod "Incod Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

2. nav, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3).
Alz.

4. olxovopiav\ oixodopiay Elz. ;

otxodopiy Gb. .
8. xpnrae \ xpnonrat Ln.
9. peed X warpodg@ais
Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

- prreneee * pNTpoA@ats
Ln. Tf. [Alz.

12, Kat xdpwv, om. kal Ln. [Ala.]
[Gb. >].
13. TOY \TO Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

— dvra, add. pe Ln.
“Ingots Ln. Tf.
— nacav X dracav Ln. Tf.
17. Tope, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf

Cuapr. IT.

3. yap, om. Ln.
6. TO papTvptov, om. Ln.
7. €v XpioT@, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
T f.

8, dradoyropod \ Siadoyropav
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Ala.

9. aratras Kal, om. kai Ln.

—
_
—
—

Tf.

s. Tov Gedv, [rdv] Ln.
8. T@v 2°, om. Ln.

11. KaTaoTpnudacwot X KaTaoTpynvdcovow Tf. Ln. mg.
2. mdareov X vnpadiov Elz. 1g. TIVES eferpamnoay X eerpa-

Cuap. III.

Gb. Sch. Ln, Tf.

3. pa) ala-x pokepO7), om. Gb. Sch.
— a\WX X adda La.
4. avuTov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz.

11. mpadeous X ynpaduovs Elz.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. Taxtov \ ev Taxet Ln. [Alz.]
16. Geos X Os GbeLn. Tf. [Gb.
& 0];

Oeds Cst.

Cuap. IV.
1.mAdvors

moav TIVES Ln. txt.

16. uaTOs

7}, om. Ln. [Gb. >].

Alz.

Ln. Tf.

— dN ¥ adda Ln. TE.

16. “Ingots Xpiords X Xpiords

Cuapr. V.
4. Kadov Kal, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

X mAavis Gb. ».

([Cst.]

— énapkeiro X emapxeic
Ow Ln.
txt.

18, Booy ddodvra ov hiwocers
X ov iyaoes Buty ddo@vra Ln. [Alz.]
cS)° . Tovs, add. dé Ln.
a1. Kupiov, om. Sch. Ln.Tf. [Gb.
3].

~ "Inood Xpiorod YL Xpicrod
*Incod Sch. Ln. TE.

—mpdcxdiow

{ mpdoxrAnow

Ln. [Alz.]

6. ’Inootv Xpiorod X Xprorod
*Inoovd Ln. Tf. [Ala]
— mapnkodovOnkas X mapnkoAovdnoas Ln. mg.
8. émayyediay X emayyedias

23. GAN’ { adda Ln. Tf.

— oTdpaxdv gov, om. gov Ln.
[Alzx.]

28. @TaiTas,

add. 5é Ln. Tf.

— 7a kaha épya \ Ta épya ra
Kaha Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

Alz.

10. kal KoTrL@pev, om. Kal Ln.
(Gb. >]. Ala.

— dvediCopeba X dyoutipeba
Ln. (Gb. s]. Alz.

Tas yovaikas, om. ras Ln. Tf. 12, €v mvevpatt, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Koo pip Xx Koo pics Alx.
Tf.
i xpvo@ X Kai Xp. Ln. Tf.
18. €v Taw, om. év Ln.TF. [Alz.]
xpvo@ J Xpvoi@ Ln.
[Gb. 3].
15

— €ott, om. Ln. Tf.

— Ovvarac X Svvavrat Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

Cuar. VI.
5. mapadtarprBat X dcarapaTprBat Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. (dla.]

- apictaco and Tay ro.ov-

2 TIMOTHY.
tov, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.] [Gb.

=).

17.€ TO vov aid X rod viv

20. mapaxaraOnkny \ mapabn-

». SnAov, om. Ln. [Alx.] (Gb. >).
11. TOU Geov, om. Tov Ln.

— mpadrnra \mpatmabetay Sch.
Ln. Tf. (Gb. »).

12. Kal €kANOns, om. kal Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

13. (worro.odvros X¥ Cwoyovotvtos Ln. Tf. [Alx.] [Gb. ].

Re
pe
—_
=

knv Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Rec.

aidvos Ale.

— ev 2° \ emi Ln. [Ala]
Gb. »].
—7T@ (@vtt, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.] ax. peTa Gov \ peO” ipey Ln.
[Gb. ~].
—mrovciws mavra YX mavra
— any. TIpds TipdGeov TpamAovoiws Gb. Sch. Tf; Ta
™ eypagn amd Aaodikeias,
qavra 7A. Ln.
iris eotl untpdrrodus Ppv19. aiwviov \ évr@s Gb. Sch. Ln.
yias ths Tlaxarvavns, om.
TE.
Gb. Sch. Lu. Tf.

li
ee
pe
aa,
eg
Pe
eS

yet
aE

2
Cuap. I.

1. "Inood Xpirrod X Xpucrod
*Inood Tf. [Alx.]
3. AapBavev
{ AaBov Ln. [Alz.]
(Gb. ].

— Evveixn X Evwn Elz. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
9. kar \ kata Ln.
To. Inood Xpirrod X Xperrov
"Incod Lx. txt.

12. tapaOnkny \ mapaxarabnknv Elz.

14. mapaxataOnxny \ mapabn-

14. Aoyouaxeiv { Noyouayer Ln.
[Alz.]

— eis ovdev X ém ovdev Lan. ;

(Ala. s. én’ oddevi yap).
19. Xptorod X xupiov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

21.kat e¥ypnorov, om. kai Ln.
Tf. [Alz.] [Gb. 3].

22, peTa, add. mavr@v Ln. [Alz.]
24. GAN YX adda Ln. Tf.

2s. mpadryte \ mpavrnre Ln. TE.
[Alz.]

— 86 \ dn Ln. TE. [Az]

knv Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

15. DvyeAdos ¥ Svyedos Lan. TE.
[Alx.]

16. emnoxovOn

YX émarxvvbn

Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

17. oTOvdatdrepoy \ arovdaiws
Lu. [Alz.]

Cuapr. IT.
3. oD ovv Kaxorrdbnoov\ ovyKaxora@nooy Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
[Gb. s].

—"Incot Xpicrod XY Xprorov

Cuapr. IIL.
: yivooxe X yweoxere Ln. txt.
6. aixpadwrevovtes X alypaAwrtivovres Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Ta yuvatkdpia, om. Ta Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

10. mapnKkoAovOnkas \ mapynkoAovOnods Ln. [Alz.]
Ir. éppicaro X €pvoaro Ln. txt.
14. Tivos X rivev In. [Alz.]
1s. Ta iepa, [ra] Ln.; [om. Alz.]

16. EXeyxov X edeypdy Ln.

*Invov Sch. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

9.4 \ 6 Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— d6n X Soe

Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Gb. 8].

9. GAN X ada Ln. Tf.

12. apvovpeba
X dpynodpeOa Ln.
Tf.

13. dpynoacOa, add. yap Sch.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. J.

14. Kupiov X Oeod Ln. mg. [Alz.]

—

ALM
OT ey.

Cuap. IV.
1. OOV ey, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— tov Kupiov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

- "Tnood Xpirrov YX Xpirrov
"Inood Ln. Tf.
- kpivew X Kpivae Alx.
— xara \ kat Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
(Rec. Gb. »].
76

.emOupias tas idias ¥ las
emBupias Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— €avrois emia @pevoovor) emtw

Twpevoovory éautois Alzx.

.€uns davavcews \ avahvoews pov Ln. [Alz.]
4. a@y@va tov Kahov \ Kaddv
ayava Ln.
fo.)

8. race Gb. >.

10. Aahpariay X AeAp. Li
II. aye \ ayaye
a
Tf.

13. PatAdynv \ heddvnv Elz. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
14. arob@n X drodaae Sch. Ln.
[Gb. s].

1s. avOeatnke

\ avtéotn

Ln.

[Ala]
16. oupmapeyevero. X TapeyeveTo

Ln. [Ale]

17. dkovon \ dkovawow Ln. TE.
{Alx.] [Gb. ~].

~ eppvoOny XepboOny Ln.
18. Kal pvoerai, om. kat Ln. Tf.

[Alz.] [Gb. >].

22. "Inoovs Xpirrés, om. TE.;
om. Xproros Ln.
— 7 xapts ped” bya Gd. >.
— dpny. IIpos Tydbeov devTépa, THs "Egeciov €KKAncias mp@rov emioKorrov xetporornbévra, éypan amd
‘Popns, Gte é€x eure,
mapéorn IlavAos ro Kai-—
capt Népwrt, om. Gb. Sch.
Ly. Tf.

—

HEBREWS.

AE

hie ys

Cuap. I.
I.Igood Xpiorod X Xpirrov

s. oiKovpovs X olkoupyovs Ln.

*Ingod Tf.
4. €Xeos XY Kal Sch. Tf. (Gb. »].

7. adtapOopiay X apOopiay Ln.

— Kupiov "Incod Xpicrod X
Xpiorod "Invod Ln. Tf.

— adpOapciay, om. Elz. Gb. Sch.

sg. karéAurrov \ améeAurdv Lu.

8. meph ipav heyerv { Neveu

— émidiupbacn X emdiopba-

Ln. Tf.

‘ eX a Ln. [Ale]
— roy avtov édeov X rd avrod

€Xcos Ln. Tf. [Ala]
6. mvevparos, prem. d:a Alx.
7. yeropueba XY yernOapev Ln.

{Alzx.] [Gb. -].

~ paduora, add. [Se] Ln. (Alz.]
13. MEV, OM. Ln. Tf. [Alx.] Gb. >.

X peprappe-

Tf. [Alz.]

— tyav\ judy Gb. Sch. Ln. TE. 8.7T@ Oe@, om. T@ Ln. Tf. [Gb.
9. idiots

°

10. Kal dvumdéTakTot, om. kat Ln.

— pemtacpevors

Tf. Alx. (Gb. »].

2, wegersr X mpaivrnra Ln.

rept Huav Ln. Tf.

Tf. [Alz.] [Gb. »].

ons Sch. Ln.

[Ala.] [Gb. «J.

Seamdras

YX Seozd-

tats idiots Ln. txt. [Alz.]
10. rioTw wacav \ macay
ori Ln. [Alz.]

—). Ala.

— Ta Kad, om. Ta Ln. Tf. [Alzx.]
Ti-

— didacxadiav, add, tiv Sch.
in. (Gb. ~].

(Gb. =].
10, kal Sevrépav vovbeciav X
voveciay kai Seur. Tf.
1g. Guny, om. Gb. Sch. Tf. [Ln.]

~ Hpav Yobear St.

vots Ln. Tf.

11. 7] TaTNpLOS, om. uv}Ln.; [Alz.
8. TOV TWTHPOS NLoy).

Cuapr. IT.
3. lepompemeis

IIpos Tiror, THs Kpytov €k=

kAnolas mp@rov émioKorov

\ lepompemei

Ln. mg.

4. cappovifacr

\ cadpovi-

Covow Tf. Ln. mg.

xetporovnberta, eypagn amr
a

Cuap. IIT.
1. Kat €€ovcias, om. kat Ln. Tf.

Nixoméd\ews
Sovias,

(Gb. +]. Ala.

om.

THs
Gb.

MakeSch.

Ln.

Tf:

PHILEMON.
2. ayarntn X ade

Ln. [Gb.

9. "Ingod Xptorov

X Xpirrov

*Invov Ln. Tf.

ow]. Alz.
s. mpos X eis Ln. [Alz.]
6. TOV, om. Ln.

to. ov, om.
Alzx.

Ln.

Tf.

[Gb.

3].

18. ehMAdyer X eAAdya Ln. TE. ;
[evAdya Alz.]
20. Kupi { Xpior@ Gb. Sch. Ln.
af

— tpiv X nuiv Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 12, averepyas ov dé YX ave- at. @ X 6 Ln. [Alz.]
mepya oot Ln.[Ale.); erep- 23. Aonad(ovrai \aondterat Gb.
[Rec. Gb. »].
Wd oo Gb. x. [Alz.]
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— "Inaovr, om. Ln. [Alx.]
7. xapw X xapay Elz. Gb. Sch. — mpocdaBov, om. Ln. TF.
25. dunv. IIpds DAnpova eypa€
13. Ouaxovy proc X pot Siaxov7
Ln.; [yapw Gb. ~],
on ard ‘Popns dia’ OvnoiGb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— €xouev X €oyxov Ln. [Gb. x]
prov oikérov, om. Gb. Sch.
17. ewe X pe Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Alx.; (modAnv €oxov Ln.)
Ln. Tf.

HEBREWS.
Cuar. I.
1. €axdteav {€oxarou Gb. Sch.

vos Ln. [Alz.]

Ln. Tf.

2. Tos aiavas éroinaer \ éroinoev rovs ai@vas Ln. Tf.
‘

3A

3. Tonoawevos TOY auapTL@y
X rév dpapti@y romodpe-

>

’

>

,

[Ala.]
3. &¢ €avrod, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.j

— pov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.3)]. Alz.
8. paBdos X kai paBdos ris Ln.
{Alx.]

—

- 9 paBdos, om. 7 Ln.
77

9. avopiav X adixiay Alz.
12, avTovs, add. as ipdtioy Ln.
>

,

>

‘

[Ala.]

Cuap. II.
1. Huas mpooéxew X mpooexew
nas Ln. Tf.

HEBREWS.
r. mapinioiner S Tapapvapev | 3. Oa tavrnv LO? adriy Ln. 14. paprupet { paprupetrae Ln.
Ln.T

Tf. [Alz.]

6. Ti €or

X tis €orw Ln. mg.

4. Kal katéotnoas avroy ért
Ta €pya Tov XELp@Y Go,
om. Gb. Sch. TE. (Ln.]

8. "Ev yap T@ X ev tO yap Ln.
— aire [Ln. 1
14. capKos kat aiparos X atpaTos Kul gapkds Sch. Ln. Tf.
(Gb. ~]. Alz.

Tf. [Gb. «Jj. Alz.

ai. pera X ped” Ln.
— imép X mepi Ln. Tf. |Gb. ~]. — kata thv tagw Medyioe— €avrov X av’rovd Ln.
Alz.

4. 6 KaXovpevos, om. 6 Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— 6 Aapor, om. 6 Gb. Sch. Ln.

Gb. »,

Car. VIII.
2. Kal ovx, om. kat Ln. Tf. [Gb.
>]. Alz.

Cuar. VI.

=). Alz.

6. 00 X ds Gb.w.
— éavrep \ eav Tf. [Ala]; €av
[wep] Ln.

— péxpt tédovs BeBaiav, om.

4. yap X obv Sch. Ln.

2. dais X didaxny Ln. txt.

— Tay iepéewy, om. Ln. Tf. [GD.

3. Tomnoopev \ Troujowpev Ln.

mg. [Gb. J]. Alz.

=]. Alz.

— TOV VojLoV, om. ov Ln. Tf.

7. Woddakts epxdpevor\épxdu.
moAAakis Ln. Tf.
9. kpeitrova \ Kpeiogova Ln.

§. mounons X mowoes Sch. Ln.
Tf.

6. vuvi \ viv Ln,

— rérevye X réeruyevy Ln. TF.

Tf. [Alz.]

10, TOU KOrroU, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

14.°H X ef Ln. [Alx]
— €Soxipacay pe X ev Soxipa- tg. ev, om. Ln. [Alx.]
19.a0pahn YX dogadyy
cia Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.
10, exeivy \ Tavrn Lu. Tf. (Gb.
[Alz.]

[Alz.]

8. avtois X avrovs Ln. [Alax.]
10. 6caOnxn, add. [ov] Ln.
11. tAnoiov X moAirnv Gb. Sch.

Tf.

Tf.

npiv, add. kat Sch. Tf. [Ln]

9. waow, ante Tois trax. Ln.

ees

4. Ta TdvTa, om. Ta Ln. Tf. [Gb.

26.

2G

2. do, om. Tf.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

d€k, om. TE. [Gb. ]. Ala.
togovtoy \ togovTo Lu. Tf.
[Ale. 1

—xabdarep \ Kabaoomrep TE. ; 23. yeyovires tepeis tepeis ye~
Ka@as Ln.
youdres Ln. [Alz.]

Cuap. IIT.
[Alz.]
1. Xptorov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. 12. Kal ov, om. Kal Tf. [Alz.]
3. SdEns obros X otros SdEns

22.

9. pe, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alz.

Ln.

Ln. Tf.

— pikpod adtay, om. aitey Ln.
[Alz.] [Gb. —].

~]. Alz.

Cuar. VII.

— eizov \ eira Ln. [Alzx.]

13. Tes €& tuav X €& duer Tis
Gb. Sch. Ln. (txt.) Tf

— yeydvapev Tov Xprorod J rod
Xprorov yeydvapev Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

14. O¢, add. [kat] Ln.
— érecev \ éxecay Alx.
19. Ov X ded Tf.

Cuar. IV.

a. ovyKeKpapevos \ oUYKEKEpao pevos Ln. [Gb. »]. Alz.

12.

1. TOU bvioror, om. Tov Elz.

kal TY avopiov a’Tay, om.
Tf. [Alz.]

— 6 ouvavrncas X 6s ovvart.
Ln. [Alz.]

3. dpaporwpevos \ abou. TE.
4. Kal, om. Ln.
s. viav, om. Ln.

dyin Yadyta. ayia. (sic) Ln. ;

— amodexatouv X amodekaroiv
a

6. rev *ABpudp, om. tov Ln.

[Alx. s. Ta G&yta).
. XepovBin X xepouBelv Ln.;

mn

add. THs Sch.

9. Ov \ fv Sch. Ln.

[Alzx.]

- evhdynke X nvAdynxev Ln.
9. €lzreiv \ etrev Ln. mg.

3. yap X ovv Alz.

— Aevi X Aevis Ln. Tf.

6.00 \ dea TE.

— da X 8? Ln.

To.

Banriopois, Kat, om. Kat Gb.
Sch. Ln.

— dicat@paot

7. etpnrat X mpoeipyrat Ln. TE. 10.6 MedAxioedex,

om. 6 Ln.

[Gb. a].

Alzx.

X Sixavopara

Sch. Ln. [Gb. s].

It. peddevtov X yevopevey Ln.
[Alz.]
[Gb. s]. Alx.
12. \uxns TE, om. Te Ln. TE. [Gb. 11. avTH XYavris Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. 13. TAVPwV kal Tpiyov X tpa3]. dle.

Alz.

— evdupnoeav \ evOupnoews

— vevopobérnro

vevonobérn-

yev Kal
[Ala]

Tavpev

Ln.

Tf.

14. bua@v\ nuaev Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].

Ln. mg.

rat Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

vov Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. [St.

~, [Alex]

— (avi, add. kat ddnOwed Lu.

Alz.

[Alx.}
- Tpayov, prem. Tav Ln. Tf.

18. memetpapevov\ memetpac
pe- 13. Mporeaxnke \mporeayxe Gb.
Gb. ~. Alz.]

16. €Xcov \ €Aeos Ln. Tf. [Alzx.]
Cap.
1. T€, om. Ln.

V.

Alz.

14. ovdev Trepl lepwotyns \ rept 18.000 \ ovde Ln. Tf.
iepéwy ovdev Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~). 19. v6poy, prem. Tov Ln.
16. capxixns \ capxivns Gb. Ln.
Tf. [Alz.] (Rec. Gb. ~].
78

— éppavtice \ epavricey Ln,
Tf. [Alz.]

HEBREWS.
at. eppavtice \ épdvricev Ln.Tf. 5. evpioxero X nvpioxero Ln.
24.0 Xpiords, om. 6 Ln. [Alz.]
26. vuv X vuvi Ln. Tf.
- dpaprtias, prem. THs Ln.
28. oUTws, add, kal Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

Tf.

— avtov, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. -].
Alz.

— evnpeotykevat \ evapeo. Ln.
Tf.

Cuap. X.
1. ds X als Tf.
- Sivarat { Sivayrae Ln. [4lz.]
2. OUK, om. Elz.

— kexadappévous \ Kexabnpiopevous Ln. [Alz.]

6. evddKnoas X nvddéxnoas Ln.

9. TOAAD X woAv Ln. Tf.
15. Oud ravrns X dv avdtis Ln.
Tf.

— moAXoi, prem. of Ln. Tf.
16. amedotro \ dedero Ln. Tf.
— avrov \ éavrov Ln. Tf.

— Tov, om. Ln.

18. Opet, om. Ln. [Alw.]
—oxéto X (dp Ln. Tf. [Gb.

— Hpedre X euedrev Ln. Tf.
9. THY ynVv, om. THY Ln. TE.

20.7)Bodids Kataro&evOnverat,

8. KaNovpeEvos, prem. 6 Ln.

w]. Alz.

om. Gb. Sch. Ln. TS.
11, erekev, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
23. €v ovpavois dmoyeypappe~
(Rec. Gb. »].

vov X_amoyeypappever ev

12, eyerrnOnoav \ éeyevnOnoay

ovpavois Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Ln.

— ace X as 7) Gb. Sch. Ln. TF. 24. Kpeitrova \ Kpeirrov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
8. duciay kal mpoopopav \ bv- 13. AaBdvres X mpoodeEdpevor
— tov \ Td Gb. ».
gias kal rpoodopas Ln, TE.
Ln.
[Alz.]
— kat me:obevres, om. Gb. Sch. 2s. epuyov X «£épuyov Ln. TE,
— Tov ent ths vis X ent yijs
— evddxnoas X nvddxnoas Ln.
Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf. ; om. tis Gb. Sch.
1g. e&nAOov X e&€Bnoav Ln. Tf.
- xenparifovra, prem. Tov Ln,
— Tov vopuov, om. Tov Ln. Tf.
[A te.)
Tf.

(Gb. -].
9.6 Geds, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
10. 06 dud, om. of Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

20. mepl, prem. kat Ln. Tf. [Alx.]

— Tov "Invod, om. rov Gb. Sch.

— evAdynoev X nuAdynoev Ln.

Ln. TE.

16. voi ‘vov Ln. Tf.

(Gb. «].

24. T@V Tadevopeveay THY \ THY
Tay oad. Ln.

Tf:

II. lepeds Xadpxvepeds Ln. [Alz.]

ar. evAdynoe X niddynoev Ln. 28. Aarpevapev X Narevoper Gb.

12, avrTos \ ovros Sch. Ln. (Gb.
w].
18. mpoeupnkevat \ elpnxevat Ln.
[Gb. ~]. Alx.

Tz.
23. Sidraypa X Odypa Ln.

16. Trav Savory \ rhv didvoray
Ln. [Alz.]

14. pynoOe X prnoOnooua Ln.
Tf. [Alz.]

22. €ppavricpevot X pepavriopé-

Sch. Tf. (Rec. Gb. ~]; é&y
Aiytrrov Ln.

28. ddoOpevar \ dAcOpevar Ln.
Ti.

29. Enpas, add.yns Ln. Tf. (Alz.]
30. emece X éreoay
é
Ln. TE. [4lz.]

— Kupwos kpivet X xpivet Ki- 34. paxaipas X payaipns Ln.
ptos Ln. Tf.
— eveduvvapwbnaar \ eduvapeo34. Seapois pov X Seoplois Gb.
Onoav Ln.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— év, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
- KpeitTrova X kpeiocova Ln.

35. yovaikes X yevaikas Ln.
37. pHaxaipas X piaxaipns Ln.
38. ev epnpiiats X emi eon. Ln.

— €v ovpavois, om. Ln. Tf. [Gd.

39. THY emayyeAiav X Tas éray-

—). Alz.

38. proOarodociav peyd\ny X
peyadny pio Oarrodociav Ln.
38. fyoh
ge add. pov Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XI.
3.Ta Brerdpeva ¥ td Bderdpevov Ln. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Ala.
4. TOD Geod
To eG Ln. [Alz.]
—Aareira YX RaXez Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~].

~, [Cst.]

— pera aidods kai evAaBeias X
peta evAaBelas

26, ev Aiyumt@ X Aiyimrov Gb.

vot Ln. Tf.
32. yap pe X pe yap Ln.
30. Aeye Kvpios, om. Tf. [Gb. =). - Bapdx TE, Om. TE Ln.
Alz.
— Kal "Tepe, om. kal Ln.

yeXlas Ln.

kal deous

La. Tf. (Gb. ~]. Aix.

Cuar. XIII.
4. 6¢€ X yap Lu. (Gb. ~]. Alex.
6. Kat ov, [kat] Ln.

8.
9.
—

xOes X exGes Ln. TE.
mepipeperOe \ mapadéepeoGe Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Tepimarnoavtes \ wepimatouvres Ln,

10. e€ougiav, om. Tf.
II. Wept Guaptias, om. Tf. ; post
ayta Ln.

18. memrolOapev X metOdueOa Ln.
Tf. (Gb. s]. Alx.

20. "Inooty, add. Xpuorov Alz.
ai. TOLOY, prem. avT@ Ln.

—Tav

ai@vev,

om.

Tf.

[Gb.

Cuar. XII.
2. exaOioev\ KexaOcxev Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf. .

3. aurov X é€avrov Ln.

4. dyrikaréoTyre X dvrex. Tf.
1. Ei X els Ln. (Alx.]
me €or, om. Ln. Tf.

8. éore kal ovx viol X Kal ody
viol érre Ln.
79

En.

Tf.

19. éyetpew duvards YX éyeiput — ToMA@ X word Ln. Tf.
26.c¢€iw X oeiow Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ovvarat Ln.

22, deveade X dvéyeoOat Ln.

23. ddeApov,

add.

nuay

Ln.

[Alz.]

23. dunv Gb. —.
TIpos ‘EBpatous eypadn amd
ths “Iradias dia Tipobéov,
om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

JAMES.
Cuap. I.
3. THS WioTEws, om. TF.

6 beds Ln.; ets 6 Geds €otw
Tf.

(Gb. ~]. Alz.

12. 6 Kuptos, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.-]. 20. vexpa \ dpyn Ln. Tf.
13. TOU _Qeov, om. TOU Gb. Sch.

13. Kal 1° X # Elz. Ln.

24. TolvuY, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

25. dpoiws Oe, om. dé Alx.

Ln. Tf.

19. "Qore X tore Lu. TE. (Gb. ~].

Elz. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.

— goto, add. dé Ln. Tf.
20. ov karepyaterat \ ovK épyd-

3. ldov X ef Sé€ Ln. TE. [Gb. %];
iSe Gb. Sch.

Cera Ln. Alz.
22. pdvoy akpoatat \ dkpoarat

— mpos X eis Ln. Tf.
— avtovs nuiv X npuiv adrods

pedvoy Lu. Tf.
23. 0UTOS, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
Alzx.

26. el, add. dé Ln.
— ev tpiv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Rece. Gb. «].
— av X adda Ln. TE.
— kapdiav avrov \ Kapd. éavTov La.

24. Opyokeia, add. yap s. O€ Ala.
- TO Gc@, om. T® Tf. [Gb. 3].

Cuap. II. |
2. THY Tvvaywyny, om. THY Ln.
3. Kal emBreynre \ emBréWyre Se Tf. [Alz.]
— avT@, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— &de, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.
4. Kal ov, om. kal Ln. Tf. [Gb.
3]. Alz.

§. TOU Koopou \ TO Koope@ Ln.
we.

— mopevo@peOa \ropevodpcba
— Tromoaper X rounoopev Elz.

Cuar. III.

Alz.

12. €repov { mAnoiov Ln. TE.

— €va, om. Ln,
— eumopevoapeba \ eumopevodpeba Gb. Ln. Tf.
— kepdnowpev X Kepdnoome
Elz. Ln. Tf.

Tf. Alz.

4. TKAnpav avépov X avépov
oxAnp@v Lu. Tf. Alz.

5. peyadavyet X peyada avyet

14. 70 THs { Ta THs Ln.
- yap, om. Ln. [Alz.]

— €otw X €ore Ln. Tf; €orat —

— ddtyor X Acxov Ln. Tf.

Gb. x. UCst.]
“— dé X kat Ln. Tf. [Ale]

6. oUT@s, om.
Alz.

1s. (romper X (yoopey Ln. Tf.
— roujowpev\ trouoopev Elz.

Ln.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

8. divarat avOporav Sapara
X Sapdoa Sivara avOpeTov Ln.

— dxatdoyxeroy \ axatdoraroy

Sch. Ln. Tf.

Cuap. V.
4. eloeAnrvOacw YX eioeAnruOay Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

9. Gedv \ Kvptoy Ln. Tf. [Gb.
~]. Alz.
12. OUT@s,
Alz.

ii

om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

— ovdepia ™yi) GAvKoy

Kai

§. @s, om. Ln. Tf.
4. Gv, om. Tf.
- seit om. Ln. Tf.; [Alz. 8.
. Kaprrov).
9. kar. aAprov, adedpot X a-

Gb. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

deAhol kat aries Tf.
— kataxpiOnreX xpiOnre Gb.

Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alz.

Sch. Ln. Tf.
—6 Kpitns, om. 6 St. Elz.

yAukd \ obre ddukov yAvKd

14. Kal GvumréKpitos, om. kat Ln.

18. THs ScKatoavvys, om. THs Gb. 10. Ts KakorraGeias, adedpot
pov \ ddeAgbol, ris Kakomra~
Sch. Ln. Tf.
Oeias Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
10. TNPHTEL X T™PNON Ln. Tf.
—T® dvdpari, prem. ev Ln.
Cuapr. IV.
a Trace X araiocn Ln. Tf.
II.porxevoets, povevoers X por- 1.kal, add. 7é0ev Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Alx.]
11. Urropevovras \ bropeivayras
xevers, povevers Ln. Tf.
[Gb. s].
— Tourou, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
6. ovx X ovxt Ln.

13. avitews

\ avéAeos Ln. Tf.

[Gb. 3]. Alz.

— kal KaTakavxarat, om. Kai
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. T0, om. Ln.
— hey tis { tes A€yy Ln.
1g. eav O€, O€ Gb. 3; om. Alz.

— dat, om. Tf.

2. ovK éxere dé, om. dé Gb. Sch.

Ln. [Gb. v]. Alz.

Ln. Tf.; kal ovK €xere Gb.

— eldere YX idere TF.

~,

he Morxol kal, om. Ln. Tf.
— dy \ ¢
eay Ln.
g. KaT@Knoev X xaroxicer Ln.

4. dyriotyTe, add. 8& Ln. (Alz.]
10. TOU Kupiov, om. Tov Ln. Tf.
[Gb. =i. Alz.

— modvom\ayxvds X modvev= —
omAayxos Gb. ». [Ala]
— 6 Kuptos, om. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Cst.
12. els bardkprow [sic Cst.] X bad
Kptow Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
14. ToD Kupiov, om. Tov Ln. Tf.

16. E€opuodoyeio
be, add. obv Ln,
(4lz.]
17. €pya €xn \ €xn Epya Gb. Sch. 11. kal X # Ln. Tf. [Gb. ol. Alz.
12. vowoberns, add: Kal KpitTyns — Ta napanrépara Xras dpap-—
Ln. Tf.
tias Ln. [Alz.]
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
18. €k \ xwpis Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—ov, add. dé Gb. Sch. Ln. ~ edxeobe X a, cevxeobe Ln.
— gov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alx.
18. verov EOwKe \ EO@xe ver. Ln
Tf
_— riot pov, om. pou TE. [Gb.
— ds kpiveis X 6 Kpivev Ln. TE. 19. ddeAot, add. wow Ln. [Alex]
3].
20. Wuxny, add. avTov Ln, [Alz.] _ |
(Gb. ~]. Alx.
19.6 eds eis éort \ eis cor
16. TO, om. Ln.
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20, TovTO, add. yap Ln. Tf.
ao. dma& e&edéxero X dmeEedéCuap. I.
Xero Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
aq. nav X tper Elz. Gb. Ln. ;
3. pas X tpds Elz.
- oXétyat X ddtyou Lu. TE.
4s nas X tuas Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
[nev Gb. ~].
6. eT, om. Tf.
— npiv X dpi Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. 21. @ {6 St. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— nas X tpas Ln. TE.
Tf.
—Avumnbevres X AvTNOevras
Cst.
24.aUTOU, om. In. [Gb. ~].
Cuar. IV.
4.mond TyuwTEpov \ moAuTtAlx.
25. mAav@peva \wAave@pevot Ln. 1. Umep Huadv, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb.
pOrepoy Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—]. Alz.
- TywHy kat dd£av X dd€av kat
i
Tiny Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
— év, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Ala.
8. eiddres \ iSdvres Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
3. Npv, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alx.
Cuap. ITT.
9. Unay, om. Tf.
1. ai, om. Ln.
— Tov Biov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
12. Mjuiv\div Gb. Sch. Ln. (Rec. — KepdnOnoavra. X KepdnOnAlz.
Gb. »].
oovrat Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala. — 7d OéAnya X BotAnya Lu.TFP.
[Gb. ~]. Alz.
— év, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >]. Alz. 3. TPLX@y, om. Ln.
16, yeverOe YX €oeoGe Ln. Tf. — kai mepibécews Xf) mepibec. — xatepydoacOa X Kareipydvba Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~]. Ala.
Ln.
— eit, om. Ln. Tf. [Alx.]
4. Mpaeos Kal novxiov X jov= 4. Tas mpowevxas, om. Tas Ln.
20. erxaTev \ é€oxdrov Ln. Tf.
xiov Kal mpaéos Ln.
[Gb. ~]. Alz.
g. et Tov Gedy X eis Gedy Ln. 8.1) dydmn, om. } St. Ln. TF.
— pas X pas Ala.
Tf. [Gb. oJ.
21. meorevovtas \ murrovs Ln. 6. trnkovoey \ tmnxovey Ln.
YX xadvrres Lyn. Tf.
Tf.
[Gb. ©]. Ala.
4. ovykAnpovdpot \ ovyKAnpoa2. Ou IIvevparos, om. Ln. Tf.
X yoyyvopod Ln.
vopmots Tf. (Gb. ~]; add. rot- 9. yoyyvapar
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Ala.
kidns Alx.
(Gb. 3]. Ala.
— xaOapas, om. Ln. Tf.
— éxxérrer
Oar \ eyxdrrec
Oa 13. KaOO YX xaOas Elz.
23. €ig TOV ai@va, om. Gb. Sch.
14. Od&ns, add. cai Suvdpews Sch.
Gb. Sch. Ln.
Lan. Tf.
Ln. [Gb. ~].
8. prriddpoves X rarrewddpoves
24. @S XOpTos, om. as Ln.
— Kata pevadtovs BAaodnpetGb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— avOparov X airis Gb. Sch. g. etOdTEs, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
ra, kara dé tpas dofateLn. Tf. [Rec. Gb. x].

- avrov, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Alz.
28. TOU Kupiov, om. Tov Ln.

Cuap. II.
2. av&nOnre, add. eis owrnpiay

1g. GAAorpioeiokorros { dd\o-=
TpiericKorros Ln.
= avrov 2°, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
11. €kkAwwatT@, add. dé Ln. Tf. 16. peper \ dvduare Ln. Tf. [Gb.

Gb. Sch. in. Tf.

Tf.

— &v rH ypapy X 7) ypady Ln.

[Ala]; ev ypapy Tf. [Alx.]

4. AiBov X AiBos Ln.
Il. dméxeo Oat X améxeoOe TT. $

add. tpas Ln.
12, emomrevoavres \ érorrevovres Lu. Tf.

13. ovv, om. Ln. [Gb. 3]. Alx.
14. pev, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
16. SovAot Ocov X Geod SodAax
Tt.

14. dyanare { dyannoare Cst.

es]. Ala.

[Alz.]

— dyabdv: {ntyodre, om. St. 19. @S, om. Ln. [Ala]
— éavrav X adrdv Ln. Tf. [Gb.

per sphalma.

3. €lirEp X ei Ln.
12.
— xpnoros X Xpords Ost.
13.
3. lepdrevpa, preem. eis Ln.[Alz]. |
- TO Geo, om. TO Lu.TF. [Alz.] ts.
6. Ad kat X dudrt Gb. Sch. Ln.

Tat, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Ala.

Alz.

10. avTov 1°, om. Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

of, om. Sch. Ln. Tf.

pepntal \ (pyrwral Ln. [Gb.

~]. Cst.

— dyaboroia X dyaboroiias
Ln. Tf.

~]. Alx.

Oedv X Xpiordy Ln. Tf. [Gb.
Cuar. V.

w~]. Alx.

— d€, om. Ln. [Az]
— €dmidos, add. d\Aa Ln. TE.
[Alz.]

16. KaradaA@ow Y KataXaXovow Ln. [Alx.]; kataXaXeiOe Tf.; kara\aX\ovow Gb.

1. ToUs \ ody Ln. [Alx.]

2. €mloKoTroUrTEs, om. TE.
— éxovoiws, add. kara Gedy Ln.
[Alzx.]

— pnd X pay TE.

§. Uroracadpevol, om. Ln. TF.
[Gb. -]. Alz.

— tay os Kakorroiay, om. Tf.
17. OéXet X OéXou Gb. Sch. Ln.

6. kaip@, add. émurxomis Ln.
[Ale.]

1. emuppiiparres X émipiyr. Ln.

Tf.

18. érabe \-ameOavev Ln. [Gb.
~]. [Alz.]
— T@, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
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8. OTty omn Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— kararrin \ Karamteiv Ln. txt.
[Cst.]

25

ar
n
ne

1 JOHN.
10. muas \ vas Ln. Tf. [Gb. «).
piéer, cbevoce
Alx.
[Rec. Gb. »].
— karaprica X karapticet Ln. 10. Geedia@oat, om.
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.
Atooet TT.; sic
— tas, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. ].
11.) 66&a Kal, om.
a
— orpifa, cOevaca, X orn-

Gb. Ln. Tf. 11. TOV ai@vey, om. TE.
Ln.; OepeGb. 3.
Ln. Tf. [Gb.

wwig
4

12. TOU migToV, om. TOD Ln.

— éotnxate { ornre Ln.
14. Ingov, om. Ln. Tf.

[Gb.

3].

— dunv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

af
SS
N
haPeoi

2
Cuap. L
1. TUpewy X Siper Ln.

PETER.
vous Tnpeiy Ln.; THpoupevous Gb. Sch. Tf.

g. GAN X adda TF.
3. dua OdEns kal aperns X idia 6. kataoTpopy, om. Ala.
d6&y Kal apern Ln. Tf. (Gb. 8. 6 Sixavos, om. 6 Ln.
11. mapa Kupi@, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
~]. Alxz.
4- peywora Hpiy kal Tha X
=].
peytora kal Tipua piv Ln. ;; 12. Puowka yeyevnpeva X yeyevnpeva puorka Lu. Tf.;
tia Kal peyora Hy
Tf.; Tiea np. Kal peyiora
uoika yeyernpeva St. Sch.
- karapOapycorrat Yai p@aCot.

— Neav 2°, om. In,

_ KOTO, prem. TO Ln. [Alz.]

noovrat Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

g. auto rovTo \ avrot Ln. [Alz.]

13. amdtats \ aydmais Ln. [Gb.

8. Umdpxovra X mapévta Ln.
9. duapti@y) duaptnuatev Gb.
Sch. Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].

10. omovddcate,
Tav KakOv

add. va Sia
wpav €epyav

Ln.

— moveia Oat X mroveioGe Ln.
12. OUK dueAnow
\ peAAHO@ Ln.
Tf. (Gb. ~]. Alz.

— tas del X del byas Gb. Sch.

~]. Alex.

14. dkataravatous \ akaramd-

2. more mpopyreia \ mpodyTela OTE Tf.

— of &ytorydvd TE; Gyroe rod
Ln. ; om. of Gb. Sch.

Cuap. IL.
2. am@delas \ doedyeias Gb.

at avd Ln.

22. cupBEBnke Se, om. dé Ln. TE.
— Kv\opa X KvAcopoy TE.
Cuar. IT.
;
2. nav \ tuev Lu. TE. [Ala.]
3. €axaTou \ éoxdroy Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

— Nuepav, add. €v eumarypovi
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- abray emOupias X emivT@ avrou "Gb. Sch. af.

9. 6 Képuos, om. é Ln. Tf. [Alz.j ©

X mdeoveEias

— cis nas X dv ipas Ln. [Gb.
©] Alx.; eis duas TE. [Gb.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~].
13. THY EvOEiay, om. THY Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

10. 7 nHEpa, om. 7 Ln. Tf.
cadne om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

— mheovegiats

ol. Ale.

‘

14. vepedat X kal dpixdat Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

- pen

X Avenoera Ln.

II. ooy \ otres Tf.

3].

12. THKETaL \ raxnoerat Ln.

Elz.; doeAyeias Tf. [Ala];

émayyéhpata Ln.
14. duopntor { dyapol Gb.~

18. doedyeiais { €v doedyeiats 13. KaTa TO emdyyeApa X Kal Ta
doedyeiats Gb. ~.
— dvtas X ddiyes Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— adnodvydvras X aropevyor-

[Ale.]

13.auT@ Sobcioav X Sobcioay
avT@ Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
16. Tais emtoTOAats, om. Tais Ln.

3- vor ater X vuerd&er Cst.

tas Ln. Tf. (Gb. ws]. Alz.
20. Kupiov, add. Bev. Ln.

4. ceipais X otpois Ln.

21. emLyvovuolw, add. eis Ta Omi-

- oisa ais Lu. (Gb. ~]. Ale.
18. duny, om. Tf. [Gb. >].

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Ternpynpcvouvs \ Kodalope-

—

pias avTav Gb. Sch. Ln.
4. aUTOU x T® avT@ Elz. Ln. ;

akataravorou

orovs Ln.;
Gb. x. Cst.

— is ai@va, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

Tf.

21. enor pear ek \ tmoorpé-

o@ Ln.

Tf.

——
S
_

Ss
Cuapr.I.

3. amrayyée oper, add. kat Ln.
[Alzx.]

— kowevia dé, om. 5é Alx.
4. Dyiv X qyeis [Gb. ~]. Alx.
— tpav \ nay St. Ln.

Pr

3. auTn eat \ ear avr TE.
[Alz.]

piv ovk €orw Sch. Ln. Tf.

Cuar. II.

—énayyedia X ayyedia Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf. (Rec. Gb. ~].
4. Xpuorov, om. Ln. Tf.

2. daopds eote \ éorw iaopos Ln.

8. 00K €oTrw ev Huiv \ ev q-

4. 6 Aéyor, add. [6rt] Ln. [Alz.]

ee
E
—
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6. ovrws, om. Ln. [Alx.]
7. @eAqhol X ayamrnrci Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— dm dpxjs, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
),Alo.

JOHN.
Cuar. V.

10. moray Stkacoavwnv X dv di-

I. ayarg kal, [kat] Ln.

katos Ln.

11. dyyedia \ émayyeNia Alz.

2. Tpa@pev \ tompev Ln. TE.

13. Lov, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Ala.

(Gb. ~]. Alx.
6. aiparos, add. Kal VEU MATOS

14.TOv ddeAdv,

om. Ln. TE.

8. bp X mpi Gb. ~.
(Ale.J
10. ev auT@ ouK éotw \ ovx 13. avT@ X éavTo Ln.

Alz.

-6 Xpwords, 6 Gb.3. [Cst.]

16. rudevar \ Oeivar Ln. TE. [Ale.]

_ T@ aipart, prom. év Ln. Tf.

13. ypape\ %ypawva Ln.Tf. [Gb. 18. pov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3]. Alz.
— yAooon, prem. tT) Gb. Sch.
x]. Ala.
Ln. Tf.
18. 1ar, pos \} bcod Alx.
16. adr Xx aAda Tf.
— €py@, prem. ev Gb. Sch. Ln.

7. €V TO ovpave, 6 Ilarnp,6

€or

ev avT@ Ln.

14. avrov Gb. >.

Tf.

18.6 “ages om. 6 Ln. Tf. 19. Kal év rovr@, om. kal Ln.
19. efi) Oor J anes Ln. Tf.
— hoary e& nuav X €& nya
jjoay Tf.

— Kal ev, om. év Ln.
24. ev Div pever \ ever ev vpty
Ln. Tf. [Alz.]

— avro X avrod Tf. [Gb. ~].

— peveire \ pevere Ln. (Gb. ~].
Alx.

28. Grav X éay Ln. [Ala.]
— €xyopev \ ox@pev Ln. TE.
29. as, prem. kal, Alz.

ot.

8. Kal Tpets elow

oi

papTupovrtes Ev TH yj, om
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

9. hv { Ore Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alx.
— ywaokoper \ yvardpeba Ln. 10, paptupiay, add. Tov Geod Ln.
[Alz.]

[Gb. ~]. Ala.

23. €xet, add. 6 dpodoyav Toy 21. ML@V, om. Ln.
vidv kal rév marépa €xee 22. Tap \ aw Lan. Tf. (Alz.]
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
23. mieTevo@pey \ TITTEVMPEV

24. ov, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. Alz.

Aédyos, Kal TO “Aytov TIvev~

par Kal obrou oi Tpeis év ¢i-

Ln. [Gb. »]. Alz.

— éavto X aire Tf.
— G€@
vid Ln. (Gb. ~]. Ala.

13. TOUS morevovow els TO Ovofa TOU viod TOU Oeod, om.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Hiv, om. TE.

— €xere ai@vovy\ ai@ov éxere

Cuap. IV.
2. yiwaoKeTe \ yiv@oKerat Gb.

- katiiva muorrednre X of m-

Gb. Sch.
orevovtes Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. OTe €av TLX

»,

3. Tov "Inoovy, Tov Gb. —.
wordy ev oapki €Andvdra, om. Gb. Ln. Tf. ; om.

6 Te dy Ln.

1g. €ay X,dy Ln.
— dv X é
éay Tf.
— map \ am Ln. Tf.

16, By X <i67 Ln.
Xpiorov Sch.
12. TETEAEL@pEIN EoTly Ev Hiv 18. GAN’ X adda TE.
€y nul Tereder@pevn 20. ovdapev dé kal oidaper Gb.
Cuar. III.
Sch. Ln.
€or Ln.
1. KAnOGpev, add. kai éeopev
16.€v avt@, add. [ever] Ln. - adn Owor, add. Oebv Alx.
Ln. [Alz.]
[Alz.]
~ Ingod Xpior@ Gb. >.
2. oldapev dé, om. dé Ln. Tf.
19. Mets, add. ovv Ln.
-7) con, om. 7 Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
(Gb. 3]. Alz.
Ale
— avros X 6 Oeds Ln. [Ala]
4.1) Guaptia, om. Ln.
a1.é€avrovs \ éavra Ln.
8. Nav, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3]. — avrov, om. Ln. TE.
20. Tas X ov Ln. [Alz.]
— dunv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Alz.

2 JOHN.
3. Mav \ tpov Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— Kupiov, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
Alz. .

§. €vTOAnY ypapey wou Kany
X &vrodiy Kawi ypapev
oot Ln. ; [ypadea St.]
6. éorly évroAn X 7 evToAn
eotw Ln. Tf.

5. etanrOov X e&HAOov TF. (Gd.
ce] Alx.; €&m\Oay Ln.

8. drroheoapey aa cipyacapeba
X drodéonrea eipydcaobe
Ln. Tf. (Gb. s]. Alx.

— drokdBopev

Y droddBnte

Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

9. mapaBaiver X mpodyev Ln.

11. yap héyar X Aeywr yap Ln.
_ avT@, om. Tf.

12. iBouniiOny J €BovdnOnv Ln.
- ana edmifa \ eAmifa yap
Gb. Sch. Ln. [Rec. Gb. x],

Tf. [Alx.]

~— eOciv X yeveoOar Lu. Tf.

(Gb. >]. Alz.

— nav jhj mewAnpapern \ bpav
4
mem. 9 Ln. (Gb. ~). Ale.

— tov Xpicrov, om. Ln. Tf.

[Gb. ~]. Alz.

—marépa kal rov vidv X vidv
kal roy mrarépa Tf.
13. dunv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
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BT
4. adn Geia, prem. th Ln. TE.
g. epyaon X €pyatn Ln.
— eis Tovs \ rovro Ln. Tf. [Gb.

OD TING

4. evar X €Orikdy Ln. TE. (Gb.
x]. Alax.

8. drrodapBavew X trokapPave_v Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

~]. Alz.

4. 6vdparos, add. adtov Elz.
— e&mdOov X e&mdOav Ln.

K
se

12. oloare \ oidas Ln. [Gb. ~}.
Alz.

13. ypapev
\ ypawat oor Ln. TE.
— ypaya X ypapew TE.; id,

9."Eypawpa, add. tt Ln. Tf.
ante got Ln. [Alz.]
11. 6€ kaxorr.om.b¢ Gb.Sch.Ln.
Tf. 14. Weiv oe X oe ideiv Ln. TE.

JUDE.
1. "Inood Xpicrov \ Xpirrovd
“Ingod |Tf.

14. poepyrevae X empopyrev-

ET OLKOO. EQUT. TH] AYLOT. Up.
mioret Ln. Tf.
— pupidow dayias \ dyias pv- a2. éheeire Suaxpudpevor- 23. ods
pidow Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
dé ev PdB@ oa€ere, Ek TOU
13. efeeyEar X eheyEat Ln. TE.
mupos dprdtovres \ €he
[Gb. ~]. Alz.
xeTe Staxpwopévovs, abs be
—avtovy, om. Ln. [Gb. 3).
oalere €k mupos dpmd(ovAlz.
Tes, obs b€ eheareevHdB@
oev Tf.

— nyacpévas X yarnpevots
Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.

3. Kowns, add. nuav Ln. [Alz.]
4. xapw \ xdpira Ln. Tf.
— Gedy, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

5. bas, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.3]. Alz.
— Tovto \ mavra Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
[Gb. 3].
— Kvpios X *Inoods Ln. [Gb.
es]. Alx.

- doeBeias Gb. >.

17. pnudrav TOY mpoetpnpevay
X mpoeipnpevay

pnydatav

Ja.

4. TOUTOLS Tpdrrov|Tpdmoy Tov- 18, ort 2°, om. Ln.
Tos Ln. Tf. [Alz.]
—& éoxdr@ xpore X én” éo9. 6 O€ X dre Ln.
— dre \ rére Ln.

xarov Tod xpdvouv Ln. Tf.

— GW X adda Ln. TE.

— €covrat X €Xevoovra Gb. ~.
[Alzx.]

19. dmrodvopicovtes, add. Eavrovs

Alz.

— mepipepdspevar \ mapapeps-

Elz. Gb. Sch. [Gb. 3];

pPevat Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
13. TOV ai@va, om. Tov Gb. Sch.

[Csé.

om.)
20.7)

dylwrdatn

bya mioret

eroikodopovvtes éavrous \

Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf. [Gb. ©] Alz.; €k mu=-

pos dpmatere, Suaxpivopevous b€ eheeire Gb. x,
24. avrovs \ tyas Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. ; [avrovs Gb. ~]. Ala.
23.70)@, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Jf.

~ Hyer, add. Sid “Ingod Xpt-

[Gb. ~]. Alz.

12. etowv, add. of Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~].

—

oTov Tov Kupiov Nay Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— 56£a kal, om. kai Ln. Tf.
(Gb. 3]. Alz.
~— efovcia, add. mpd mavros
Tov ai@vos Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
~].

REVELATION.
Cuap. I.
2. TE, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
4. a0 TOV, om. TOU Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— éoTw, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
5. €k, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dyannoavtt \ dyara@vtt Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Aovoavtty AVoavrt Ln. [Alz.]

— amd X ék Ln. [Al]

6. nas X jpav

Ln;

jp

9.Kat adeAdds,

om. Kal Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

Alz.

— Bacireis cat YX Bacrelav
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Tav alavey, om. TE.

8. A X adda Ln. Tf.
— dpxi) Kat TéXos, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— 6 Kupwos X xupios 6 Oeds Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
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- oye

X xowwrds Gb.

~. [Cst.]

~— &v ri Baowreia, om. ev TH
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

—Inood Xpuorod X &v "Ingov
Ln. [Alz.]; €& Xpior@ "Incod Tf. [Gb. «J; ieee
Gb. ~. [Alz.]

a

REVELATION.
_g. Sea THV, om. Sia Ln. Tf. [Gb.

éx. kat €Baor. Gb. Sch. Ln.

Xptorov, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb.
3]. Ala.

10. origw pov davny \ pavny
driaw pov Tf.
11. Ey eiye Td A kal 7d Q, 6
mMp@Tos Kat 6 €oxaros: Kal,
om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— énta, om. Rec.

— ais év Agia, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— Ovdretpa X Ovdrecpay Ln.
Tf.

12. €AdAnoe X e€AdAee Sch. Ln.
Tf. (Gb. s].
13. €mTd, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3).

— paorois X pagois Ln.
~ xpvo7y X xpvoay Ln.
14. ooel \ és Gb. Sch. Ln,

1s. Temupwpevor X memupapeyvns Ln.

16.avTov xeipt X xetpt adrod
Ln. Tf.

3. Kekorriakas Kal ov kKékunkas
Kal ovk eékorriagas Gb.
Sch. Tf.; Kal ov Kexorriakes
Ln.

4. ANN X adda TE.
5. exnémtwKas \ mémraxas Gb.

Ln. Tf.

— €yvo ¥ oiSev Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.
18. TS X TO Ln.
— avrov, om. Ln.

19. Ta Epya Kal Gb. ~.
— Svaxoviay, kal ri ricrw ¥
miorw Kat thy Siax. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Taxvd, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. 3); — TH bropovny, om. tiv Ln.
—kal Ta éoyara, om. kal Gb.
raxee St.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
4. €xkAnoias, prem. érra Ln.
ao. ANN’ X ddA Tf.
— mkevte { viKodvre Ln.
— péo@ tod mapadeicou X TO — dXtya, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
mapabeio@ Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. — eas { ddets Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— yuvaika, add. gov Gb. Sch.
— Geov, add. pou Gb. Sch. Tf.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
8. dyyého THs \ayyeho 7G Ln.
— IeCaBnr X’leCaBer Gb. Sch.
- éxxAnolas Spupvaioy \
Tf. ; tv IeCaBer Ln.
Spuvpryn exkAnoias Gb. Sch.
— Hv éyovaav X 7 A€éyoura
Ln. Tf.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
9. Ta €pya kal, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
— dddoxew

3].

—mAovawos dé ¥ adda mAototos Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. emreOnxe X €Onkev Gb. Sch.

14. payeiy dard, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

"Ef.

—]. Alz.

— Pracdnpiay, add. €k Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

kat wravacbat ¥

kal Siddoxet kal mAava rovs
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

~ dadrdbura hayeiv X hay.

eldoA. Gb. Sch. Lu. Tf. [Rec.

— xelpa, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Gb. x].
10, MndevX pry Ln. (Gb. 6). Alz.
21.€K THS mopvelas avris, Kat
— POl, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— idov, add. 51 Tf.
ov petevonoey X Kai ov Oé18. Guny, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Badeiv ¥ Baddew Sch. Ln.
Ae peravonoat €k THs Trop=
- gdou Kal Tou @avarov X Oa- —€& tpav 6 biudBoros X 6
vetas autns Gb. Sch. Lu. Tf. ;
duaB. ef t
tp. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
vdrou kal Tov Gdov Gb. Sch.
[ovc nO€Anoev Ln. mg]
- efere X ééxnre Ln.
Ln. Tf.
19. Tpdyypoy, add. ody Gb. Sch. —npepav \ uépas Gb. x. 22. eyo, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— attav X atrns Gb. Sch. Ln.
Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]
(txt.] Tf. [Rec. Gb. ~].
20. oyI ods Ln.
13. Ta €pya gov kal, om. Ln. Tf.
23. €peuvav \ epavvav Ln.
— ent ths Sekias X ev TH Bebia
(Gb. >].
— Kal év Talis, om. kal Tf. [Gb. 24. Kal Nourrois X rots Nour. Gb.
Ln.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
—ai émra Avyxvia X ai Avx.
=).
— év ais, om. Ln.; om. ev Tf. — Kal olrwes, om. kal Gb. Sch.
ai érra Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
[Gb. 3].
— dis eides, om. Gb. Sch, Ln.
- se XY Babéa Gb. Sch. Ln.
— motos, add. pou Ln.
Tf.
— ds, om. Tf.
@ { BaddA@ Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Karotket 6 Saravas X 6 car.
Cuar. II.
kat. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~].
I. THs X 76 Ln. [Gbd. «].
24. ovvTpiBerat X ovvrpiBnoe-’Edeoins \ ev Epéow Gb. 14. AAN X dAda TE.

2. KOTOY Gov, om. wou Ln. Tf.
(Gb. 3].

- émeipdow \ émeipacas Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— pdokovras iva drroord~
hous X_ Aéyovras éavrovs
dmoordXous eivat Gb. Sch.
Tf.;

[sic sed om. eivat Ln.

— edidackev X edidaEe Gb. ~.

Cuap. ITI.
[Cst.]
- TO Batak X rév Bad. Elz.; I. €mTd, om. St.
— 7d dvopa, om. TO Gb. Sch.
ev T@ Bad. St.
Ln. Tf.
- payev, prem. kai Tf.
2. oTnpiéov
\ ornpicoy Gb. Sch.
1s. Tav NixoAair@r, om. Tav Sch.
Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
— 5 pice X dpoiws Gb. Sch. Ln.

Kal tropo-

viv €xets, Kal X kat drop.

— perce X EuedAov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Tf.

16. Meravdnoov,

[Gb. 3].
3. kal €Baaracas

tat Gb. ». [Cst.]

— Ort, om. Ln. Tf.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— xpvoav \ xpvoewv Ln.

add. ovv Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. VeK@VTL \ vixovyTe Ln.
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— pédrAex arrobaveivX Euedres
amoBadXew Gb. ~.

— Ta epya, om. Ta Ln.

2. Geovd, add. pov Gb. Sch. Lu.

REVELATION.
1. AvdBa { dvd8nO Ln.
— a& X é6ca Ln.

Tf.

3. Kal Hkovoas, Kal THpEL Gb. =.
— éml oé, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].
4."Exets dAlya X ddd dAlya
€xeis Tf.; add €xets GAiya
Gb. Sch. Ln.

— Kal ev Sdpdeow, om. kal Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— a@ X ot Tf.

s. ovTos \ ovTws Ln.
— eEoporoynaopat \ 6podoyn-

2. Povn, prem. ev Gb. Sch. Ln.

2. Kal edO€ws, om. kai Ln. Tf.
(Gb. 3].
— rod Opdvov X tov Opédvoy Ln.

— €oT, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3).
3. ovpav@, add. dvw Sch. [Gb.
x].

— ovdé Brérew X otre BX. Ln.
4. 70AAG YX woAd Ln. TE. [Gb.

Tf. [Alz.]

3. Kal 6 kaOnpevos [Gb. =).
— hv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

s]. Cst.

— capdivg X capdio Gb. Sch.

— kal dvayvevat, om. Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf.
— Gpowos X dora Elz.; dpoiws

5. dv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

— avorgat \ 6 dvoiywv TE. [Gb.

Gb, ~.

4. KNetOa \ KAety Gd. Sch. Ln. Tf.

4. Opdvot X Opdvous Lu,
— Kal tTécoapes, om. kal Gb.

— tov AaBid, om. tov Ln.
— KAeies X KAcioes Ln. TF.
— Kat KAeter X [kat] kAei@v Ln.

— eidov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Kal téooapas, om. kal Gb.

— €xov ¥ exer TE.
— of X a Tf. [Gb. ~]. Cst.

Sch. Ln. Tf.
— év, om. Ln.

- énrd, om. Ln.

ow Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

txt.

= dvotyec X dvoiget Tf.
8. kal ovdels
X Hv ovd. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

9. didape X 65 Ln.

— 7éoor \ FEovow Ln. Tf. (Gb.
— mpooxunowow \ mpookurigovow Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.
- eye Gb. 3.
1. "Iov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
12. va@ XAa@ Elz.
-7 xataBaivovca X 9 xaraBaiver Elz.

14. ekkAnolas Aaodicéay X év
Aaodixeia exkAngias Gb.

— €rxov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
5. Bpovrai kai hevai { pevai

15. eins \ Hs Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.
ovre Ceords X Ce-

ards ovTe Wuxpos Gb. Sch.
Ln: Tf.

17. "Ort TrAOvGtOs, STL Gb. >.
— ovdevds X ovd€év Ln. Tf. [Gb.

TE,

— Opdvov, add, adtov Sch. [Gb.

Adpeva TE. [Gb.~] Cst.; dare-

oradpevor Ln.
,
7.70 BiBAiov, om. Ln. TE. [Gb.

— ai eiot { & €orw Ln.
— Ta Gb, >.

wl

6. Oadaooa, prem. as Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
4. M$, om. Gb. Sch. [Rec. Gb. «].

8. €mecov \ érecav Ln. Tf.
- kOdpas X xeOapay Ln. Tf.
Q. npas, om. Ln. Tf. (Gb. >].

— @Opwros X avOpamrov Gb. 10. nas X avrovs Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— TeT@peu@ \ metouer@ Gb.

— T@ OG Huar, om. Tf.

— Baoireis \ Bacidetav Ln. TE.

Sch, Ln. Tf.

(Gb. ~]. Alz.

— Baorhevoopev X BaohedouLn. Tf.
—éavtd X &v avrav Gb. Sch.
ow Ln. Tf.; Bacidevoovow
Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.; [avrdv Gb. —].
_ eixov X €yov Gb. Sch, Ln. ; 11, Povny, prem. os Cst.
EXov TL
— kuxdddev X xikd@ Gb. Sch.
- ape se X yéuovew Gb. Sch.

6 Gb. Sch.

— héyovra X Néyovres Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf.
18. map €yow Xpvaiov X Xpv-

9. docovar X dGot Gb. ~. [Cst.]

— €heewvds, prem.

— Tod Ocod mvevpara X mvevpata Tov Oeov Gb. Sch. Ln.
— Ta dmeotadpéva \ aroateh-=

Ln. Tf.

~]. Alz.

sw], Ost.

— Avoat, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.”
6. kat idov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

kat Bpovrai Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

8. réaooapa, prem. Ta Gb. Sch.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

16. Wuxpos

Sch. Ln. Tf.

ow],

ws). Alz.

Ln. Tf.

Lu. Tf.

— mpeoBurépwr: add. kat qv 6
apOuos airav pupiddes pvpiaddov Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— Tod Opdvov X r@ Opdve Ln. 12. mAOUTOY, prem. Tov Cst.
— Ko\ovpioy x KoAhUptoy Tf. 10. kal Téegoapes, om. Kai Gb. 13. €OTLV, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
— «ev tn yn X emt ths yas Gb.
Sch. Ln, Tf.
— €yxpicov
\ €yxptoat Gb. Sch.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— mpookuvovot X mpookuryLn. Tf.
covow Elz, Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. — d, om. Ln. Tf.
19. (Awoov X reve Ln. Tf.
olov map euou Tf.

Elz.

— wavta \ mayras Tf. (Gb. <].

11. Kupue \ 6 Kvpios Kal 6 Oeds
npev Ln. TE.
— thy Stivapuy, om. Thy Ln.
Cuar. IV.
1. nvewypern \ dvewypevn Gb. — eiot \ Hoay Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— héyovtas \ Aéyovra Ln. (Gb.

[Gb. ol. Alx.

20. eiveAedoropat, prem. kat Sch.

— BadAovot

X Badrotow

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf. [Gb. »].

Sch. Ln.

—éyovoa X Aéyav Gh. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

S
U

Tf.

Cst.
x]. Cst.

— tov Opdvov X 7& Opdve Ln.
Tf.

14. Apny, prem. Td Tf.

Cuap. V.
1. oma bev \ €Ewbev Sch.[Gb.~].
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— eikootréooapes, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Cn
t
g
+

,
;
;
;
as
]

REVELATION.
14. Cavtt eis Tods aidvas Tov 11. €0dO0noav X €dd66n Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf
al@vev, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— éxdotois X adrois Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.; add. éxaoT@ Ln.
Cuap. VI.
— trav, add. érta Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

= Paras X pov Gb. Sch. Ln.

— oroXal Aevkai X wrodn evKy) Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— dvaravowvrat \ avarratoovrac Tf.

Tf.

— kal Bree, om. Ln. Tf.; Kal

ide Gb. Sch. [Gb. ~].

2. Kal eidov' Gb. 3. Cst.

Bi:
Ve
A
ale
ig
tN
Ny
ng

— adr@
\ adréy Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

3. Sevrepay ohpayida \ odpayida thy Sevrépay Gb. Sch.

—
—
—
—

.

re xpdvov X xpdvov ért Ln.
puxpov, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.
ov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
wAnpecorra \ rAnpocwctw
Gb. Sch. Tf.;

mAnpwOdow

Ln. [Gb. »]. [Cst.]

— dmoxteiverOat \ aroKxrévye-

Ln. Tf.

Aov woddy Ln.
— avrov Gb. —.
— ndovato \ eddvaro Ln. TE.
— mepiBeBrAnpevoe

(Gb. ~]. [Cst.]

“1, OTE X Ore Ost.

9. kat Mod ByXos rodds \ Sy-

YX mepie-

BXAnpévovus Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— hoivkes X hoivikas Gb. ~.
[Csé.]

10. kpd{ovres \ Kpatovow Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

—KaOnpéeva én rod Opdvov
Tov Oeod nuay \ bed huav
T@ KaOnpevm el To Opdvy
Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— tov Opdvov { tS Opdv Ln.
Tf. [Gb. %].

It. €OTHKETAV) eloTHKELTay Ln. ;
oOa Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
éotnkercay TE.
12. iSov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Tf,
4.9 abta) én’ adrov Gb. Sch. — peyas eyévero X eyévero pé- — recov \ érecay Ln. Tf.
—mpocenov \ ta mpdcwra
yas Tf.
Ln. Tf.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. [Ree. Gb. «].
— eyevero pédas \ peas eye— avT@ [Ln.]
12. ayinv, om. Ln, Tf.
veto Gb. Sch.
—dmd X é« Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— cednn, add. 6An Gb. Sch. Ln. 14. Kupte, add. wou Gb. Sch. Tf.
[Gb. 3].
{Ln.]
Tf.
— kat iva, kal Gb. 3.
- opafwor \ opdfovow Ln. 13. BdAAer { Badovdoa Tf. (Gb. —€k ths Ordivews tis X amd
OXipews Ln.
x]. [Cst.]
Tf.
3. cplrnv odppayida X opa- — peyddov dvéuov YX dvéuou — oTodds attav, om. Tf.; adras Gb. Sch. Ln. [Gb. 3].
peydAou Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
yida Thy Tpitny Gb. Sch. Ln.
13. T0oU Opdvov X Td Opdve TF.
14. 6 oupavos, om. 6 St. Elz.
Tf.
— kat Bdére, om. Ln. Tf.; Kat — cihioodpevoy X Etoodpevov 16. dupnoovet, prem. pt Ln.
— ovde pr) X odS od par) TE.
Lu. Tf.
Se Gb. Sch. [Gb. >].
— Kai eidov (Gb. 3).
13. wAovatoL Kal of xiAlapyou X 14, Totpmavet \ moupaiver Tf. (Gb.
~]. Cst.
xtAlapxou Kal of mAovoLoL
— er ait \ én avrov Gb. Sch.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— ddnynoet X odnyet TE [Gb.
Ln. Tf.
w]. Cst.
6. haviy, prem. as Ln.
— duvarol X ioxvpot Gb. Sch.
— faoas X Cons Gb. Sch. Ln.
Ln. Tf.
— xptOns X KprOav Ln. Tf.
— kal Bdérre, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

7. pavnyv, om. Gb. Tf. [Cst.]

— héyovear\Xéyorros Gb. Sch.

— rod Opdvov X ro Opdve TF.

‘Ln. Tf.

— Kal Bdérre, om. Ln. Tf. ; Kal

iSe Gb. Sch. [Gb. >].

8. Kat eidoy (Gb. 3).
— dxodovbei X jnxodovder Gb.
Sch. Ln.

—per

;

airod X atr@ Gb. x.

{Cst.]
—avrois

— mas, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
16. Iléoere { mwéoare Ln. Tf.

[Ree. Gb. »].

— dmoxteivas él rd Téraprov
Ths yns \ ent ro réraprov
THS yns amor. Gb. Sch. Ln.
uly

9. Sua THY, om. Sia Ln.
ro. €xpagov X €kpa&av Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— 6 ddnOuwds, om. 6 Gb. Sch.
Lu. Tf.

- amo ék Ln. Tf. (Gb. ©). Ala.

X ex Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Ree. Gb. »].

Cuap. VII.
1. Kal, om. Ln.
—taivtra X tovro
(Gb. ~]. Alz.

Cuar. VIII.
1. OTE \ 6rav Ln. TE.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— wav { rt Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Ala.
2. dvaBayra ¥ dvaBaivoyra Gb.

X ait Gb. Sch. Tf.

Tf

—admo

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dvarodjns \ avarodév Ln.
— &xpakev \ expagev Tf.
3. 00, om. Ln. Tf.
pev Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

4. ppd \ éxardy reaoapdxovra
Téaoapes Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
deinceps.

et sic

— ad 8. €oppayiopevot, om. decies Ln, Tf. [Gb. 3].
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(Cst.]

— doon X docer Ln. TF.
3. TO \ Tov Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—avrd X av’rov Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— oppayifopev ¥ oppayicw-

3.8 X dadexa Ln. Tf.;

— Hur@prov { juimpoy Ln. Tf.
3.70 Ovotacrnpiov X rod Ougiaotnpiov Gb. Sch. TF.

— deval kai Bpovral kal dorparal X Bpov. Kal dotp.

kai oval Ln. Tf.

6. €xovres, prem.

oi Gb

Sch.

Ln. Tf.

— éavtovs X adrovs Ln.
7. @yyedos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

y

e
+)
co

REVELATION.
4. apart, prem. év Gb. Sch. Ln. 11, Kai €xovow, om. Kai Gb.
Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf.; €xovoae Gb.
— Thy ynv, add. kat TO Tpirov
Sch. Tf. [Rec. Gb. »].
THS yns Katekdn Gb. Sch. - €p atrav Baordéa X BactAéa én aitay Tf.; ém avLn. Tf.
tav Bao. Ln.
8. rupli Gb.
— TOV, om. TE.
9. TOV ev TH, TOY Gb. 3.
— dvepOapn X SuepOapnoay Ln. — kal e&v X e& d€ TE. (Gb. ~].

4. €uedAov X #uedAov La. TE.
— pot, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— tavta \ avra Ln. Tf. [Gb. s].
Cst.

§.avTov, add. thy SeEvay Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

6. é€v To Cevrt, om. ev Ale.

= kal THY @ddaccay Kal ra ev

10. Tay VOdTaY, om. Thy St. Elz.

12. €pxovrat X epxerae Lu. Tf.

11."AyiwOos, prem. 6 Gb. Sch.

avtTn [Ln.]
— ovK €orat ére Y ovKert Eorat

[Gb. ~]. Alz.
13. Tecodper, om. Ln.

7. G\Aa XY aA Ln. TE.

Cst.

Tf. [Gb. »]. Cst.

Ln. Tf.

t

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— yiverat X éyévero Ln. Tf. [Gb. 14. Aéyougay X Aéyorra Ln. Tf. ; — tehecOn \ éreheoOn Gb. Sch.
Jeyovros: Gb. ~, Alax.

x]. Cst,

— tpitoy, add. trav bare Elz.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— avOpareav, prem. tev Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

— ds eixe
X 6 Exwv Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.
16. OTPaTEevpaTor, prem.
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

TeV

12. paivy X pavy In. Tf. [Gb.

— immuov ¥ trou Tf. [Gb. ~].

s]; [rd Tpiroy aris (s. av-

— d00 pupiddes X Siopupiddes

Tov) pn pavy 7 Hnuéepa Gb.

Ln. Tf,
— Kal, om. Gb, Sch. Ln. Tf.

«© Cst.]

13. @yyedov X derod Gb. Sch.

18. Ud X dd Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Tptav, add. mAnya@v Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf.

— met@pevov X meropevou Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Tois KaTotKovow \ Tovs KaToixouvtas Gb. ~. [Cst.]

Ln. Tf.
— x 1° ¥ amd Gb. [Cst.]
— kal éx bis, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

— Tots €avTovD Sovdous Tots mpopyrats \ robs éavrod Sovhovs tovs mpodyras Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

8. AaXovaa \ AaXodeay Ln. TE.
— héyovoa X Aéyoveay Ln. TE.
— BiBrapidioy Y BiBdiov Ln. 3
BuBdu8dproy Tf.
— ayyédou, prem. Tod Gb. Sch,
Ln. Tf.

9. ammdOov X anrndOa La. Tf.

— Ads X dotvat Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.
- ReMeGes X BiBASdaproy

Tf.

19. ai yap eovoiat avray ev T® II. see X Aéyovow Ln. Tf.
ordpart avrav eiot \ 77 yap — €Oveot, prem. én Tf.
2.kat vos TO peap THs
efovcia TOY immov €v TO
Cuap. XI.
aBvocov Gb. >.
aT. avr. €ott kal &v Tais
— peyadrns X Kaoperms Gb. ».
ovpais ai’t@y Gb. Sch.Ln.Tf. I.paBdo, add. kai 6 ayyehos

Cuap. IX.

[Cst.]

20. oUTe { ov Gb. Sch. Tf,

— éxxoric6n X éoxorsbn Lu.

— mpooxurnawor \ mpookurncovowy Ln. Tf.

Tf.

4. aduknowor \ addiknoovow Ln.

— eld@da, prem. Ta Gb. Sch.

— povous, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Tov Geov Gb. -.
— avTay, om. Ln. [Gb. >].

— dvvara ¥ Svvavra Ln. Tf.

5. avrais X avrots Ln.
— Bacanabdar ¥ Bacancb7covrat Ln. Tf.

I. a@AQov Gb. -.

6. ovx X ov pa Gb. Sch. Ln. TF.
— etpnrovow X evpoow Ln.
Tf.

- pevgerar X pevyer Ln. Tf.
-6 Odvaros amr avtav \ ar

avt. 6 Oday. Gb. Sch.
4. Goro xpvo@ \ xpveot Gb.
Sch. [Ree. Gb. »].

8. eixov X sixav Ln.
10. Ry ev Tais ovpais avTa@yv: Kat
X kai év rais ovpais abréy
Sch. Ln. Tf.;
avr. 7 Gb. »,

€v Tats ovp.

— addiKnoa, prem. Tod Sch.

2.€awbev \ eEwbev Elz. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

°

— to X €£wbev Ln.

Ln. Tf.

Tf.

4 floTH Kel Elz.
—"Eyetpat \ &yespe Ln, TE.

Cuap. X.
~ ipis, prem.

— dv0, prem. kal Ln. Tf.
4. kal, add. ai Gb. Sch, Lan. Tf.
— Tov, om. Ln.

— Gcod { Kupiou Gb. Sch. Ln.
7 Gb. Sch. Ln.

Tf.

— ths kepada ¥ my. Kebandiy

Ah?

— €otaoa \ éoraeres Gb. Sch.
Ln, Tf.

Ln. Tf.; add. ad’rod Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

s. O€dn (bis) X O€Xet Gb. Sch.

2. etyev
X €xov Gb. Sch. Ln, Tf.
— BiBrapidioy X BiBAddprov

— avtovs bédn X Gédet adrovs

Tf. ;BiBAvoy Gb. ~.

- dvewypévovy nve@ypéevov Ln.
Tf.

— thy Oadaccav \ rns Oadacons Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Ty ynv X tis yns Gb. Sch.

In. Tf.
Ja. Tf.
6. €xovowy, add. Thy in.

= efovciay Ketoat Tov oupavov X Tov ovpavoy e€ovaoiay
Kheioat Gb. Sch. Tf.
— Bpéxn deros X terds Bpexn
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— év npépas X ras nuepas Gd.

Ln. Tf.

4. Tas Povas €avT@y, om. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
88

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— a’tayv Ths mpopnteias X rhs
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19. Kal oewrpos, om. Tf. (Gb.
~],

6. radon, prem. ev Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

- dordxes eav OeAnowot, post
THY ynv Gb. Sch.

7. WOE
HOV per avray \ per
avTav médepov Gb. Sch. Ln.

Cuapr. XIT.

Sch. Ln. Tf.
— méAews, prem. THs Ln. Tf.

— npav X avray Gb. Sch. Ln.
ya

9g. BréYrovow X BAEerrovew Gb.

Tf.

1. dvoua \ dvdpara Gb. Sch.

2, €xouvea, add. kat Ln.
Ln. Tf. [Rec. Gb. sv].
— Kpa¢er X ekpa¢ey Sch. Ln.; 2. dpxrou X dpxov Gb. Sch. Ln.
expagev Gb. ~.
Tf.

3. wéyas Truppos X muppos pé-

fF

8. Ta TropaTa \ To WrSpa Gb.

deca \ xépara Seka kal, Keadas énrd Gb. Sch. Ln.

yas Ln. Tf.; mupds peéyas

3. <idov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
- play, add. €k Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Alz.

— os X aoet Tf.

— divadqpara énra X émra diadnpara Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
3. dppeva X dpoev Ln.
— Tov Opdvoy, prem. mpos Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— avpdobn

év X. éatpacev

Elz. Gb. Sch. Tf.

m Dye PT ey 44H Gs
Sch. Tf.

4. Tov Spdkovra X r@ Spaxovre

Sch. Ln. Tf.

6. €xet, add. €xet Gb. Sch. Tf.
— tpepoow \ extpépoow TE.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Cst.]
4. 6, add. Te Ln.

— e£ovoiay, prem. thy Gb. Sch.

— érokeunoav X Tov modeui-

— 70 Onpiov X-7G Onpio Gb.

— Ta wropata \ Td wWrdpa Gd.
— kal jusov, om. Kal Tf.
—apynoovot X adiotow Ln.

oat Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

<aa

— pynpara X pynpa Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

10. xapodow X yxaipovow Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— evppavOnoovra X edppai-

— kara \ pera Gb. Sch. Lu. Tf.
8. trxvoav \ toxvoev Gb. Sch.
— otre { ovdé Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— a’tav X aire Gb. ~. LAlz.]
9. 6 Zaravas, 6
6 Gb. >.

10, A€youcay €v€ TS ovpava X ev
T® ovpav@ héyouray Gb.
— reprpovow X dacovow Gb.
voyrat Ln. Tf. [Gb. ~]. Alz.

11.€9 avtovs \ €v avrois Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.; avrois Gb. ~.

—énrecev X eménecey Ln. Tf.
(Gb. ~]. Alz.

12. fkovoay \ Hkovea Tf. [Gb.

Ln. Tf.

13.

Aows Xrods puxpods Kal Tovs

—

X diapdei-

pavras Ln.
19. ev T@, prem. 6 Ln.

— avrov 1°}rod kupiov Gb. Sch.

pa Ln. [Gb. x].

Ln. Tf.

- 77 BiBrA® {7d BiBrio Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— TOV, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Xpiorov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

18. €oTaOny \ éorabn Ln. [Gb.

dXous Ln.

— dvapbeipovras

3. BAaodnpias ¥ Biaieshisflin
Tf. [Gb. ~] Cst.; BAaodn-

Tois KaTOLKODGL THY yay kal
Gb. =.
THY O@ddaccav \ tH yn Kal 4. Kai €dd0n avT@ mohepov
7 Gahdoon Gb. Sch. TE. ;
moujoat pera Tay dyior,
THY ynv Kat m7 Oiaccay
Kal vixnoat avrovs, om. Ln.
Pao
—médenov mronoa X moujoae
ppeva \ dpoevay
a
Ln.
moXepmov TE.
Su0, prem. ai Ln. Tf.
— pvdiy, add. Kat adv Gb.
Grou tpéperar X dws tpéSch. Ln. Tf.
gyrat Gb. ~. [Cst.]
8.avT@ X adroyv Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.
OTiT@ THs yuvatkds €K TOD
ordparos avrod X ék rov — dy X od Ln. Tf.
ordparos avrov éricw THs —Ta dvdépara \ rd bvoua Gb.
yovarkds Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Sch. Ln. Tf.; add. ad’rod Ln.
ravtny X avriv Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

—
Tf.
— KaOnpevor \ ot KaOnvrat Alz.
17. Kal 6 épxdevos, om. Gb. Sch. 17. €mt, om. Ln.
Ln. Tf.
18. TOLs puKpois Kal Tois peyd-

X Suvards Gb. ~.

[Cst.]

— kal rods, om. kai Ln. [Alz.]

14.

Sch. Ln. Tf.
= of éva@miov, om. ot Ln.

Tf. (Gb. >].

— dtvara

Sch. Ln. Tf.
— avrav X adrovs Ln. Tf.

(Gb. ~]. Ala.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

16. of elkoot, om. of Ln.
— kal téooapes, om. Kal Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Onpie, add. kai Gb. Sch. Ln,

-— katnyopos { Katnywp Gb.

— kateBANOn X €BANOn Ln. TE.

12,
ws]. Cst.
= AvaBnre X avaBare Ln. Tf.
13. Opa XanHEpa Gb. ~. [Ost.]
14. iovd y7 ovat 7) tpitn X 7 oval
9 Tpitn idod TE.
13. A€yovoa X éyovres Gh. 13.
_ "Eyévovro ai Baoireiat
¥eyevero 7) BaowWeia Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf.

—Tonca Gb. 3; prem. 1dAepov Elz.
— Ovo, prem. Kat Ln.
6. Bardnpiav X Bracdnpias

Sch. Ln. Tf.

~, [Cst.]

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— bs X bre Gb. Sch. Ln. TE.

~]. Alz.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

10. aixpadkooiav cuvayer X cis
aixpahooiay Ln. Tf.; aix
dmdyet Gb. ~

Cuar. XIII.
1.kepadas

— €opaypévov, prem. rod Gb.

émtad kal képata
89

— eis aixpadootav dmdyet, om
Ln.

— paxaipa X paxaipy Lx. Tf.

REVELATION.
10. amrokrevel { amoxtaivet Lu.;
om. Tf.

— paxaipa X payaipn Ln. TE.
12. 1OLEL iérroies Tf.

— KaTotkouvtas €v avTn \ ev
avTn KaTotkovvras Gb. Sch.
ca

— mpookuyntwor \ mpookurycovow Ln. Tf.

13. va Kal wip { Kal mip iva
Gb. Sch.

— karaBaivey €k TOU ovpavod
X €k rod ovpavod KaraBaivet [Gb. Sch.] Ln. Tf;

Ka-

ran Gb.; KataBaivy Sch.

§. yap, om. Ln. [Gb. >].
—evariov Tov Opdvov

Tod

cov, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

6. @Xov Gb. 3.
— meT@pevoy X merdpevov Gb.

— karoikodyras X¥ Ka@npévous

— iva, om. Ln.
16.d@0n X daow Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.; Socovow Gb. ~..

— xdpaypa X xapdypara Gb.
~, [Cst.]

— Tay peTorov X TO péT@moy
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

17.
—
—
—

Kal va, om. Kal Ln. [Gb. 3].
Svynrar X dvvarac Tf.
i}, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
7d bvopna \ rod évdéuaros Ln.

18, TOY voor, om. Tov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Tf.

Te

— ore X

Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

— Tov Oupod Gb. —.
— €Ovn, prem. Ta Ln. TF.
9. Kal, add. G\Xos Gb. Sch. Ln.

.o€, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3}. Alz.

~

— Kupte Gb. >.
— dofdon X doédoer Ln. TF.
[Alx.]

— datos X dytos ef Gb.. [Cst.]
— navra Ta €Ovm X wavres Gb.
,

Tf.

—tpiros dyyedos X ayyeXos
Tpiros Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.; [rpiTos Gb. >].

— 10 Onpiov mpockuvel
\ rpockuvet TO Onpiov Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf,

10. TOY, om. Ln.
- dyiay, om. Tf. [Gb. >]; post
ayyéeX. Ln.
11. avaBaiver eis aidvas aiwvey
X eis aiévas aivey avaBaivet Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dvaratcavra \ dvaranoorTau Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

2. davnyy ixovea \ ) parvy hy Ig. €K TOU Vvaov Gb. >.
qKovea ws Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
3. @S, om. Gb. Sch. Tf.

— peyy pory { pov7 peyd-

— ndvvato X edvvato Ln. Tf.

— out, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

4. €low of akoAovGodrtes, om.
eiow Ln. Tf. [Gb. —).
— dy ¥ éay Tf.
_— trayn X brdyet Ln.
3. Oddos X Weddos Gb. Sch. Ln.

— Tov Oepioat, om. Tov Ln. Tf.

Tf.

3. SovAov, prem. Tov Ln. |
dyiov { €Ovav Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf. ; alavev Gb. ~.

14. kaOnuevos dpovos \ Kabnpevoy dpotoy Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
kai 76 — ths Kearns \ thy Kehadny

dvopa Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

avrod,

om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Alz.

— €mecev, om. Alex.
— 1) wots, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— éatnkds X Eoras TE.; Eoros
Ln.

N

Ayn Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

[Cst.]

. od, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
loss
. €xovtes, prem. oi Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— kat apumpdv,

om. Kat Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

. KATTVOD, prem. €k Tov Tf.
— ndvvato X edvvaro Ln. Tf.
oo

Leal

Cuap. XVI.
.povns peyddns X peyddns
eovns Sch. Ln. Tf.

— €k TOU vaov, om. Tf. [Gb. 3].

— Kal €xxéare, om. kat Tf. [Gb.
~]; Kal exxéere Ln.
— diddas, prem.énra Gb. Sch. )
Ln. Tf.
iS)

. emt X eis Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
es].

— eis X émt Sch. Ln. Tf [Gb.
“ol
— TH eixkdve adTov mporKuvoUytas \ mpookuy. TH €ikdve
avrod Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
3. ayyeXos, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].
— €aaa, om. Sch.; Cams Gb.
Ln. Tf. [Gb. >].

(Gb. 3].

16. THY vepeAny \ THs vee Ans

— anéOavev, add. ra Ln. Tf.
4. dyyedos,

Ln.

14. €&nAOev, om. Ln. [Gb. —].
— €xov, prem. 6 Ln. Tf.
90
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— €k Tov vaovd, om. Tf. [Gb. 3].
— Aivoy X AiGov Ln.

— d€ X yap Ln. (Gb. «J. Alz.

Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XV.
.€K TOU XapdypaTos

Ln. Tf.

— Gcdv X Kipiov Gb. ~. [Cst.]

13. Lol, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dvoua, add. avrov

Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf,

—x&s' X é€axdovn €éEnxovra
€& Ln. txt.; €€axdovo de- 12. Uropovn}, prem. 7 Ln. Tf.
kae& Ln. mg.
— de, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Cuapr. XIV.
1. apviov, prem. Td Gb. Sch.

. THY peyadny X rov péyav Gb.

4. A€yovra ev X Néyov Gb. Sch.

8. ddXos, add. Sevrepos Lu. Tf.

Sch.

Cst.
[©

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

—
—
13.
—

— hv eixdva \ tH €ikdu Gb.

ws]. Ost.

— airns X tis yns Tf. (Gb. x}.

— ray, prem. éri Gb. Sch. Ln. 20. €&@ X e&wOev Gb. Sch. Ln.

— Oddaccay, prem. TH Gb.Sch.

— dv X éay Ln. TE.

Elz. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— ikpacay ai oradvaal \ HKpacev 9 oradvAr Tf. [Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— evayyedioat, add. éri Ln. Tf.
[Ale.]

14. eikova \ eixovay Ln.
— 6 X ds Ln. Tf.

exer { efye Gb. ~. Ost.
paxaipas X paxaipns Ln.TF.
avT@ \ avry Lu.
moinon, add. iva Ln.

14. Kpavyh X povy Ln.
— Bérpvas, add. ths dpmédov

om. Gb. Sch. La.

TT:

— eis Tas, om. eis Ln.

e

REVELATION.
4. €yevero X eyevovro Ln.
5. Kupee, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— kal 6 dows, om. kal Gb. Sch. ;
om. kal 6 Ln. Tf. [Alx.]; Kat

6 €odpevos Elz.
6. €daxas mciy X déd@xas wiv
Ln.

— yap, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
a
a

2.€K TOU olvov THs Tropvetas 16. €mt { Kal Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
avrijs oi KaTouKooyTes: my 14. kal mown oat play yvopny, om.
Ln.
viv X of KaTOLK. THY yi ék
Tov olvou THs Topveias ad- — play yvopuny X yvepny piav
THs Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

3: <idov X <ida Ln. Tf.
— yénov X yémovra (seq. dvdpara) Ln.

4. @Aovu e€x, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. — dvopdrev ¥ ra dvépara Tf.
8. dyyeos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln, Tf. 4.1) TEpyBEBANEN J Hv tept9. _BAacpnpnoay, add. oi dvBeB. Gb. Sch. Lu. Tf.

Oporrot Sch. Tf. [Gb. ~J.
— eEovoiav, prem. tiv Ln. Tf.
To. dyyehos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— €uacoayro X éuacévro Ln.

— moppupa kal Koxkive \ wopdupoiv Kal Kdxkwov Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— kal, om. Tf.

—xpvv@ X xpvai@ Gb. Sch.

Tf.

12. dyyedos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Tov Evpparny, om. tov Gb.
Sch.

Lu. Tf.

— xpurodv mornptoy \ mornpov xpuaouy Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dvarohav X avaroXjs Gb. ~.
([Cst.]

13. uora Barpaxos { as BaTpaxou Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. Sayudveav XY Saioviwy Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— exrropeverOan X a exmopederat Gb. Sch. Tf. [Gb. >];

sic sine ad Ln.
— THs yns Kal, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

— axaBaprynros X ra axadapra
THs Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— avrns X ths yas Tf. [Gb. ~].
Cst.
6. etoov ¥ ida Ln. Tf.

7-00 ep® \ €p® cor Ln. Tf.
[Csé.]

8. Onpiov, prem. Td Gb. Sch.Ln.
Tf.

— brdyew Xoimayet Ln. Tf.
— emt Ths yns orn yn Cst.

af

— médepov, prem. Tov Gb. Sch.
Lu. Tf.

— npéepas éxeivns THs peyadns
X peyaAns "pépasgers ye

Gb. >; pey. nye

16. * Appayyeddov
ie
day Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.; Maeday Gb, ~
17. G@yyedos, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
—eis \ émt Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Rec. Gb. »].

— peyadn, om. Ln. [Gb. >].

— amd K€ex Ln. [Gb. J].
— Tov ovpavod, om. Ln.Tf. [Gb.

— Oavpacovrar

\ Oavpacdn-

covtat Lu. Tf.

— ov yéyparra X obk eyéypa-

Gb. Sch. Tf. °

—terecOn

YX redecOnoovra

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.; reAeoOdow Gb. ».

—Ta pnuara X of Adyou Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XVIU.
1. Kal perd, om. kal Ln. Tf.
— eidov, add. &AXAov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

2. loxvi, povan peyarn \ ioxvpa povy Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.;
ioxvi Gb. ».
— Satpdvev X Satuoviev Ln.TE.

— mvetparos dxabdprov, add.
Kal pepionpevov Ln.
3. TOU olvov, om. Ln.
— wéemaxe \ wém@xay Ln.

4. E&€eOere \ €EehGe Ln. [Gb.
Pg

Cst.

— iva py AdByre €k T@Y TANyou.aurijs Xeék TOV TAnyev
avTns iva pr AdByre Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

3. nKoNOVOnaay X exodAnOnoav
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

6. bpiv, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— auth, om. Ln. Tf.; prem. Ta
Tf.

m7To Ln.

— Ta dvépara X 7d vopua Sch.
Ln. Tf.

—7d BiBrLov X rod BiBrLov

4. €autny \ adrnv Ln. TE.
— Kd@npa, prem. ore Ln. Tf.
[Alz.]

8. Kpivev X Kpivas Gb. Sch. Ln.

Cst.

— Brérovres { BXerdvrwv Gb. |
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— 1d Onpiov dri jv X Ore jy
TO Onp. Cst.
— kairep éotiv \ Kai wapecrat
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf.

9. KAavoovrae

X KAXadcovow

Sch. Tf. [Gb. ].

— avtny, om. Gb. Sch. Ln, Tf.
— avrn X avryy Tf.

10, €v, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

9. 6pn cioly -Enra X extra Spy 11. KAatovot Kal revOovow YX
KAavaovot Kal mevOnoovar
eioly Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

1.

18. oval kal Bpovral kal dortpamat X dorparal Kai po- 10. Kal 6 €is, om. Kal Gb. Sch.
vat Kat Bpovrai Gb. Sch. Ln.
Ln. Tf.
12, ovm@ \ ovK Ln.

Tf.

- éyevero Gb. >.

— 01 avOparor eyévovro X @Sporos ¢eyévero Ln. Tf.

19. €mecov \ érecay Ln. Tf.
Cuap. XVII.

— ad ¥ adda La.
13. yyounv e€xovor \ exovow
yvepny Gb. Sch. Tf.

— thy eSovciav, om. Tv Ln. Tf.
— éavradv X avrév Ln. Tf. [Gb.
~]. Cst.
— dS:adidaoovow YX dddacw

1. pot, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— Tov vddaTev Tav today ¥
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
vddrev TOAAG@Y Lu. (Gb. ~]. 15. Aeyes \ etrev Ln.
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Gb. ~. [Cst.]

— avtn X adriy TE.
12. wapyapirov X papyapiras
L n.
— Biooov { Bvacivou Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— moppipas X moppipou Gb.
x, [Cst.]

— onptxod \ ouptxod Ln.
13. Kivapr@pov X Kwvydj@pov Ln.
Tf. ;add. kat Guwpoy Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

REVELATION.
14. THS emOvplas THs Wuxis
gov \ cov ths em. THs
Wuxns Ln. Tf.
— anndbev 2° X dmadero Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— ov BM. ebpnons atta X avra
ov 7) evpns Tf.5 Ledpns Gb.
© Ost.]; adra od pp) evpngovow Ln.

16. Kal Aéyovres, om. Kai Sch.

19. aUT@v X av’rod Ln.

Tf. [Gb. ~]. Cst.

sg. ek \ ad Ln.Tf. (Gb. ~]. Cst.
— tov Gcdv X rG OeG Ln. Te.
(Gb. ~].

Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3].

— avrov Kal, om. kal Gb. Sch.

— Bicowor X Kéxxwvov Ln.
— xoéxxivoy { Buoowwoy Ln.
— €v, om. Ln. (Gb. 3].

Ln. Tf.

- xpvae X xpvoio Gb. Sch. Ln.
- Ranveolense’ papyapiry Ln.
17. emt Ta mAoiov 6 opiros
6 éml rémov mAéwv Gb. Sch.

Tf. [Gb. ~].

20. peTa TOUTOU 6 X peT avToOU
6 Ln.; 6 per avrod Gb. Sch.
Tf.

6. Kal @s, om. @s Ln.
~— Aéyovras St. Cst.; Aéyovres
Gb. Sch. Tf.; Aeydvr@y Elz.

— THY Katopévny X Tis KaLopeyns Ln.

-—T@ Oeig, om. TO Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Ln.

- roy add. nav

Gb.

Sch.

ar. ekmopevonern \ e&eAOovon
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Cuar. XX.

Ln. Tf.

Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

— model, add. raity Ln.

19. €8adrov X €Badav Ln. ; éréBandor Tf.
— éxpatoy X expa€ay Ln..
— eyovres, prem. kai Gb. ~.
— mAota, prem. Ta Sch. Ln. Tf.
[Gb. ~].

— ddpev X dacopev Ln. Tf.
8. xaBapoy kal Aaumpér X Aapmpov kabapdy Ln. Tf.; Aapmpov Kat _Kabapéy |Gb. Sch.
— €ott Tov dyiov X Trav dyiov
eotiv Ln. Tf. [Cst.]
9. dAnOwoi, prem. oi Ln. TE.

— Satavas, prem. 6 Ln. Tf.
3. EKAELOEV AUTOY, om. avTOV Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— clot TOU Geod YXTov Geod e«iow Lun. Tf. [Cst.]

— mrarnon \ mrava TE.
—Ta €Om ert X ere ta COvy

20. adTny \ avTH Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf. 10, €wrecov \ €meca Ln. Tf.
— Gyot, add. kat oi Gb, Sch. — Tov Incod, om. Tov Ln. Tf.
— rod "Incod, om. rod Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
11. dvewypevoy \ nvewypevov
ar. pido J puduvoy Ln.
23. pari Ev,
€ OM. ev Ln.
_ ob epmropol, om. oi Ln.

24. aia \ aipara Gb. Sch. Tf.

Cuar. XIX.
1. Kat pera, om. kat Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— poviy, prem. as Elz. Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dyXov mrodAod peydAnyX peyar. bxA. wodd. Gb. Sch.
In. Tf.

— Aéyovros
\ Aeydvra@v Gb. Sch.
In. Tf.

— kal 7 dd£a, post cai 7 Suv.
Gb. ~. [Cst.]

— Kal 7 Tit, om. Gb. Sch. Ln.

Ln. Tf.

12. as, om. Tf. [Gb. 3].
— €yav, add. dvépara yeypappéva Kal Tf.
13. KaNeirat X KéxAnTat Ln. TF.
(Gb. ~]. Ala.
14. €V TO, prem. Ta Elz. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

15. poudaia, add. dSicropos Sch.

2.epbepe X diepOerpe Gb. .
[Cst.]

THS XELpos, om. THS Gb. Sch.

Tt.

2. TOV ogy Tov apxaiov X 6
odis6 dpxaios |Ln. Tf.

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Kal pera, om. kat Ln. Tf. (Gb.
3].

— avrov AvOnvat X AvOjvae adTov Ln. Tf.
4.7T@ Onpiw X rd Onpiov Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

~

— ore X ovde Ln. Tf.

— TH eixdve

rv eixova St. Ln.

Tf. [Gb. ~]. Cst.

— péT@Tov avTay, om. avTav
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— Ta xia, om. Ta Ln. Tf. [Gb.

say.

5. O€, om. Ln. Tf.

(Gb. ~].

— natadoon \ mataéy Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— ave(noav X e(noav Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— kal THs, om. Kat Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

16. TO dvowa, om. TO Gb. Ln. TF.
— Kupig TG Ge@ X Tod Geod
[Cst.]
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

1. KAeiOa X KAeiv Gb. Sch. Ln.

— ef’ X emi Tf.
_— Xptorod, prem. tov Elz. Gb.
— kai kabapéy, om. kat Gb. Sch.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf.

Lu. Tf.

— mdhepov, prem. Toy Sch. Ln.

4. Byeroindigiede X dya\Ndpev

Ln. Tf.

18. €xpagov \ éxpagay Ln.
— dpavtes X Bdérovres

4. recov X €rrecay Ln. Tf.
14. Tov peyddou X To péya TOU
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— of mpeoBbrepor of eikoot kat
Téooapes X of €ik. Téoo. 18. a’ta@v XY avrovs Ln.
— €hevbepar, add. re Gb. Sch.
mpeoB. Ln.
Ln. Tf.
— kal Téooapes, om. Kat Gb.
— pikp@y, add. re Sch. Tf. [Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
x].
— tov Opdvov X tS Opdve Ln.

17. €va Gb. >.

— meT@pevors X mreropevots Ln.
Y.

— kat ovvayerOe X cvvaxOnre
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
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— €ws \ dype Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
6. Oavaros 6 Sevrepos X Sevtepos Oavaros Gb. Sch. Ln.
fi

— per avrod ¥ pera radra Gb.
~, [Cst.]
4. Orav reheoO7 X peta Gb. ~,
[Cst.]

8. Tov Maywy, om. Tov Ln.

REVELATION.
8. moAeLov, prem. Tov Sch. Ln.
Tf. [Gb. J].

— dpiOpos, add. abraév Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

9. €xtkA@oay\ éxvKAevoay Ln.
Tf. [Gb. ~]. Cst.

— dnd Tod Geod, om. Ln. TF.
[Gb. >]; post ovpavod Gb.
Sch.

10. Orou, add. kat Gb, Sch. Ln. Tf.
11. Aeukdy péyay \ peyay devKov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
— avrov x avrov Gb. Sch. Tf.
= mpoo@rov, prem. Tov Ln.

12. pukpods Kal peyddous X ToUs
peyddous Kal rods pikpods
Ln. Tf.

4. Ort, om. Ln.
— amndOov X amndOayv Ln. TF.
g. Tod Opdvov X r@ Opdv@ Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— pot, om. Ln. Tf. [Gb. 3).

—rdavra Toe \ roe mwavra

Tf.

YX jvoixOnoav

Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— BiBdXjiov GXo YX adAo BiBAiov Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- jvepxOn X jvotx OnLn. Tf.
13. €V avrh vexpous X vexpovs
Tovs ev aity Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

Sch, Ln. Tf.

1g. €lxe, add. wérpov Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf.
16. TorovTdév eat, om. Gb. Sch.
— ddnOwoi kai mioroi X mirror
Ln. Tf.
kal adnOwoi Gb. Sch. Ln. — Kal Td mAdrTos 1°, Kal Gb. 3
Tf.
— oradiwvX cradiouvs Elz. Gb.
6. Déyove \-yéyovay
Ln. TE. (Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
w]5 yéeyova Gb. ~; Lom. eyo — dadexa X Sexadvo TF.
eit}. [Cst.]
18. Vv, om. Ln.

—A {Adda Lx. TE.
~ dace, add. ait@ Sch.Tf. (Gb.

— dpoia \ éuoov Ln. Tf. [Gb.
©]. Cst.

19. Kal of Oepedso1, om. Kal Ln.

4. wavta \ radra Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— nveoxOnoav

Tf. [Gb. »].

14. €v avTois dvduata \ é adtav Oadexa dvdpara Gb.

Ln. Tf.
— pot, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

x]. [Cst.]

— Gcod X Opdvov Gb. Sch. Ln.

13. ard, prem. Kal ter Sch. Ln.

— 6 vids, om. 6 Ln. Tf.
8. decAois Se X rots dé SetAois
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- drioros, add. kal duapreAois Sch. [Gb. x].

— happakedor X pappaxois Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tf. [Gb. -].

- eerie X xapxndev Gb.
20. raping X vapdidvvé Ln.
—odpdws X odpdioy Lu. Tf.
[Gb. ~]. Cet.

— xpvodmpacos X xpvadmpagov Ln.

ar. Suapavns X Svavyns Gb. Sch.

Ln. Tf.
8. devrepos Odvaros X 6 Ody. 6
22. vads, prem. 6 Ln.
Bevr. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- edwxay X Cwxev Ln.
— ev adrois vexpovs X vexpods

9. mpds pe, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Tovs ev avrois Gb. Sch. Ln.

— els, add. éx Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.

23. €V AUTH, om. ev Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

-7 yap } yap 7 Gb. ~. [Cst.]
14. €0Tw 6 Sevtepos Oavaros X — Tas yepovoas, om. Tas TE. ; a4. 7d €Ovm TOV Ta Copevav év
6 Oav. 6 Sevr. éoriv Gb.
Tov yeudvrev Ln.
T@ oti aitns mepirary~
Sch. Ln. Tf.; add. Aipyn — Tay éemra, om. Tev Tf. [Gb.
cove Xmeperarncovew Ta
71.
Tov mupds Sch. Ln. Tf. [Gb.
€Ovn da Tod hords adrijs
ow].
— Thy vipdny Tov dpviov THY
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
13.77 BiBAw X ro BiBAi@ Gb.
yovaixalrny yur. THY vip. — kal THY Tiny, om. Lu.Tf.[GDd.
Tf.

ow].

, [Cst.]

TOU dpviou Tf. (Cst.] ; THY

Cuap. XXI.

Ln. [Gb.~] ; tT. yur. T. apy.

1. mapndbe X dmndOav Ln. TE.;
Gb. ».
10. €9 X émi Ln.
amnAOov Gb. Sch.
2. €y® “Iwdvyns, om. Gb. Sch. — Thy peyddny, om. Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

- eiSov, post kawiv Gb. Sch.Ln.
Ly

sh

vip. Thy yuv. TOU dpviov 24. Kowody X Kowvoy Gb. Sch. Ln.

im. Tf. _ — amd X ex Tf. (Cst.]
11. Kal 6, om. kal Gb. Sch. Ln.Tf.

Tf.

— moody \ 6 rrota@y TE.; ToLay
Ln. [Gb. ~]. Csé.

CHap. XXII.
1. kaOapdy, om. Gb, Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— amd Tov Oeod ék TOU ovpa~ 12.€xovody te \ €xovoa Gb. 2. evrevbevy X éxeiOev Ln. Tf.
[Gb. s].
vod X €k Tov ovpavod amd
Sch. Ln. Tf.
Tod Geo Gb. Sch. Ln. Tr.
— €xoveay \ exovoa Gb. Sch. — piva X pijvay Ln.
3. ovpavod X Opdvov Ln. TF.
- éva, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.
—aot X Aads Gb. Sch. TE. —kai él rois mukéow ay- — €kacTov aroddovr X drodid0vs Exaorov Tf. [Cst.];
(Ree. Gb. x].
yéeXous Sadexa, om. Ln.
— €orat per airav X per ad- — €or, add. Ta Gvdpata Ln.;
amodidovs exactos Gb. «
T@v €otrat Gb. Sch. Ln.
[Cst.]; dmodidovs éxdorm
add. évépara Tf.
— Beds avrav YX avtav beds
Ln. [Gb. 3].
4.6 Geds, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dnd ¥ é« Ln.

— Tay vidy, om. TeV Ln. TE.
13. Aw dvatodns X amd dvato-

Aap TE.; ard avarodjs Gb.
Sch. Ln.

Gb. ~.

3. karavadewa \ kardbeya Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.

— &rt \ éket Gb. ~. [Cst.]
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11. OixarwOnra YX Sixacoovyyy 17. AapBavero 7d X AaBer@ Gd.
woinoar@ Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
Tf. [Gb. 3].
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— xpelay ovK exovge X odx 12. Kal idov, om. kal Gb. Sch. 18. Suppaptupodpar yap X papLn. Tf.
efovow xpetav Ln. (Gb. »]
TUpe €y@ Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
g. exet \ Ere Gb. Sch. Ln. ; om.

Alz.; ov xpeia Gb. Sch. Tf.

— vxvov, prem.
[Gb. ~].

pords Ln.

— nAiov, om. Tf.

— porifer J porte em Gb.
Sch. Tf.; heorioes ew Ln.
Len’ Gb. ~).

— avrov €ora X éeorw avtov
Ln. Tf.; [éore Gb. >).
13. €lpt, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

—A ("Adda Ln. Tf.
— dpxn Kai rédos, 6 mparos
kal 6 €oxaros
\ mpartos Kal
€xxaros, 7) apx7 Kal TO Té-

6. ele X Neyer Gb. ~. [Cst.]

Aos [Gb. Sch.] Ln. Tf.;

- Kupvos, prem. é Ln.

mp. K. 6 €ox. Gb. Sch.]

[6

— dyiov X mvevparev Tay Gb. 14. Of ToLovYTEs Tas EvTOAdS avSch. Ln. Tf.

5. Idov, prem. kat Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf. (Gb. —).
8. Kal eyo ¥ Kaye Ln. Tf.
travra

— €Brewa \ dre eidoy TE. [Gb.
x]. Cst.
- émeva X recov Elz. Gb. Sch.
9. yap, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.
10. OTL, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

—Katpds,

add. yap Ln. [Gb.

~].
11, pur put@adre \ pymapds
pumapevOnre Gb. Sch. (Ln.]

Tf.; [pvmavOnre Lu.]

Ln. Tf.

— émiriOn X émOn Gb. Sch. Ln.
Tf.

— pos tadra \ én’ adra Gb.
Sch. Ln. Tf.
— BiPXio, prem. T@ Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

19. apap X aéAy Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

TOU \ of wAvvoyTEs Tas OTOAds avra@v Lu. (Gb. «].; Tf.

— BiPdov 1° X rod BiBAiov Gb.

ed. 1° [Alz.]

— apaipnoes X apedet Gh. Sch.

13. 6€, om: Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

- Prérov Tavra Kat dkovev \ — 6 PAG», om. 6 Ln.TF. [Gb. 3].
dkovev kai Brérov
Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

— dkovovtt, prem. T®@ Gb. Sch.

16. emt, om. Tf.; €v Ln. [Gb. >].

— Tov AaBid, om. Tod Gb. Sch.

Sch. Ln. Tf.
Ln. Tf.

— BiBrov ¥ rod Evdov Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.
— €k, om. Ln.

— kal Tay, om. Kal Gb. Sch, Ln.

Ln. Tf.

— Kal, om. Sch. Tf.

— dpOpivds X 6 mpawds Gb.

Sch. Ln. Tf.

14. ENO€ bis \ €pxou bis Gb. Sch.

at.

— BiBXio, prem. T@ Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

20. Nal, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

21. )pua@v, om. Gb. Sch. Ln. Tf.

Ln. Tf.

— €Oérw YX épyéaOw Gb. Sch.
Ln. Tf.

— kal 6 2°, om. kat Gb. Sch.
Lu. Tf.
94 .us;

- Xporov, om. Ln. Tf.
— dpeav.
"Api, om. Ln. Tf.
(Gb. -]; tov dyiayv Gb.
Sch.
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Tue Manuscript collated in this volume has obtained an unusual degree of notoriety, from
its being the oldest MS. containing the disputed verse of 1 John vy. 7: “ There are three
that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost; and these three are
one.” The history of the introduction of that verse into the third edition of the Greek
Testament by Erasmus has always awakened the liveliest interest in the critical world, as a
mere enumeration of the names of the chief writers upon it will show; and Erasmus never
pleaded any authority save that of this MS. for its insertion. Known to him as the Codex
Britannicus in the early part of the sixteenth century, it was imperfectly collated in the
middle of the seventeenth, for the magnificent Polyglot of Bishop Walton, as the Codex
Montfortii; and eventually became the property of Trinity College, Dublin, along with the
books of the learned Archbishop Ussher, where it still bears the same designation. From
the Epistle to the Romans to the’ end of the Apocalypse, this remarkable Codex was most
carefully and minutely collated, at the beginning of the present century, by the extraordinary
labour of the Rev. Dr. John Barrett, Vice-Provost of the Dublin University, in an Appendix
at the close of his quarto volume on the Palimpsest Gospel of Matthew, so that upon this
portion of the MS. nothing more was to be desired; but the collation of the earlier part for
the Polyglot was so defective, as to loudly call for a renewed examination of the Gospels and
Acts, to which purpose the present volume is devoted. Fifteen hundred readings more than
those communicated to Walton by Ussher are adduced in it, all tending to exhibit the peculiar character of the document, and to confirm Dr. Adam Clarke’s assertion concerning
the original scribe, that he was “ by no means sparing of his own conjectural emendations.”
But a further declaration of that distinguished divine has been falsified by the investigations of the present editor.
In Dr. Clarke’s Essay on 1 John v.7, he says of the Codex Montfortii, “how far the
writer has in any place faithfully copied the text of any ancient MS. is more than can be
determined.” Notwithstanding which, the exact amount of the writer’s debt to existing MSS.
‘has been ascertained in the present volume, through the discovery, at Oxford, of the original
documents from which it was copied. The results are given in the shape of careful comparison in this publication, which, to those who appreciate works of textual criticism, ought
to be one of great interest and value. It goes far to consummate the controversy conducted
during the last three centuries by Erasmus, Lee, Stunica, Colinseus, Stephens, Beza, Luther,
Simon, Burnet, Smith, Kettner, Howe, Hammond, Mill, Emlyn, Martin, Le Long, Calamy,
Smallbrooke, Bentley, Mace, Bengel, Wetstein, De Missy, Newton, Benson, Gibbon, Travis,
Porson, Michaelis, the Bishop of Peterborough, Semler, Wagner, Knittel, Bowring, Bishop
of Salisbury, Bishop of Ely, Dr. J. Pye Smith, Griesbach, Nolan, Oxlee, Scholz, Black,
author of Palzoromaica, Huyshe, Horne, etc., etc.
The labours of Dr. Barrett and Dr. Dobbin together form a more full and minute collation of this particular MS., than that which any other MS. in existence perhaps has received at the hands of its critics, and disposes for ever of the learned Semler’s wonder :-—“ Mirum est viros doctos ejus insula nondum in clariori luce collocasse hujus codicis historiam.”
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debeamus.”
Small octavo, price 3s. 6d.

The Revelation: translated from a new text based on the
ancient Greek Authorities and Versions.

By 8. P.Tregelles, LL.D.

Price 2s.

Hebrew Reading Lessons: consisting of the first Four
Chapters of the Book of Genesis, and the Eighth Chapter of the Proverbs, with
a Grammatical

Praxis, and Interlineary Translation.

Post octavo, 3s, 6d,

By Dr. 8. P. Tregelles.

2

Samuel Bagster and Sons, 15, Paternoster Row.

Gesenius’s

Hebrew and

Chaldee

Lexicon

to the Old

Testament Scriptures, translated, with additions, by Dr.8. P. Tregelles.

Third

edition, one volume, 4to., 28s. 6d.
The want of a Hebrew Lexicon, with English explanations, which should
fully meet the requirements of the student, has been long felt and often expressed, a Lexicon not unsuited to the beginner, but at the same time such as
would suffice for the advanced scholar. The present work has been executed
with the desire of satisfactorily meeting this want.

Heads of Hebrew

Grammar.

A

series of oral Lessons

long used with success by the author, in private tuition.
Post 8vo., 4s. 6d.

By Dr. 8. P. Tregelles.

The Jansenists : their Rise, Persecutions by the Jesuits,
and Existing Remnant: a Chapter in Church History.
With Portraits and Illustrations.
lettered. Price 3s. 6d.

By 8S. P. Tregelles, LL.D.

One yolume, post 8vo., in very neat cloth, and
,

Remarks on the Prophetic Visions of the Book of Daniel;
‘with Notes

on Prophetic

Interpretation in connection with Popery.

Defence of the Authenticity of the Book of Daniel.

And a

By 8S. P. Tregelles, LL.D.

Small 8vo., price 5s.

A Defence of the Authenticity of the Book of Daniel.
By S. P. Tregelles, LL.D.

Small 8vo., price ls. 6d.

Gesenius’s Hebrew Grammar, from the Edition enlarged
and improved by Dr. Rédiger, Professor of Oriental Literature in the University of
Halle.

Translated by Dr. Davies, and re-edited by B. Davidson.

Reading Book.

One volume, 4to., very large print.

With a Hebrew

Price 10s.

Bythner’s Hebrew and Chaldee Grammar, edited by the
Rey. Dr. Hessey, chiefly from the author’s revision of 1650.,—“ Victorini Bythneri,
Institutio Lingue Sancte, cui addita est Introductio ad Linguam Chaldzam Veteris
Testamenti, auctore eodem.

Editio Nova, accurante Rev. J. A. Hessey, J. C. D.,

Schole Mercatorum Scissorum archididascalo,” ete.

Octavo, price 5s. 6d.

Samuel Bagster and Sons, 15, Paternoster Row.
The

Analytical

Hebrew

and

Chaldee

Lexicon:

3
an

Alphabetical arrangement of the entire Hebrew language as contained in the Old
Testament Scriptures:

including, not only every word, and every form of every

word, but every existing combination of these with prefixes, suffixes, etc., and
under every change of vowel points.
volume, 4to., 27. 2s.

Second edition.

By B. Davidson.

One

This Work is intended to provide the student who has already begun to read ever
so little, with the means of making speedy and sure after progress. Its object is to
assist him in his practice of the Sacred Text, by enabling him to apply the Rules he
has learned and may be learning; and, by supplying him with the Analysis of every
single word in the entire language, under every form it can assume, it promises him
exemption from the tedium and disappointment of uncertainty in his investigations.
“Tt is the ultimatum of Hebrew Lexicography, and will leave the Theologian,
who still remains ignorant of the sacred tongue, absolutely without excuse.”
— Churchman’s Monthly Review.

The Analytical Greek Lexicon to the New Testament ;
an Alphabetical arrangement of every word found in the Greek Text, in every form
in which each appears; that is to say, every occurrent person, number, tense, or
mood of verbs, every case and number of nouns, pronouns, etc., is placed in its
alphabetical order, fully explained by a careful grammatical analysis, and referred
‘ to its root; so that no uncertainty as to the grammatical structure of any word
can perplex the beginner; but, assured of the precise grammatical force of any word
he may desire to interpret, he is able immediately to apply his knowledge of the
English meaning of the root with accuracy and satisfaction.

One volume, 4to.,

price 25s.
There are numberless persons possessed of but little leisure for study who are
desirous of acquiring a competent knowledge of the New Testament in the
original language.
By means of this Lexicon they may now attain to this
with comparative ease.
It is not supposed that an acquirement so valuable and coveted as the
ability to consult the original writings of the New Testament is to be secured
without labour; but it is confidently asserted that this work gives to labour
bestowed a precision of character, and a certainty of success, most cheering
to the student; and enables him to proceed confidently, step by step, as he
may have opportunity, assured of help and guidance where he needs it, and
possessing a check upon his results of the most important kind.

Chaldee Reading Lessons, containing the whole of the
Chaldee found in the Bible, with Interlineary Translations, Analysis, etc.
the same plan as the Hebrew Lessons above.

Post octavo, 5s.

On
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Syriac Reading Lessons, with Interlineary Translation,
Parsing, Analysis, and an Introductory Grammar.

The

Syriac New

carefully printed.

Testament,

Post 8vo., price 5s.

the

Peshito

Version,

Post 8vo., price 8s. Crown folio, price 12s. Demy 4to., price 10s.

The Syriac New Testament, with Lexicon.
Post 8vo., price 12s.

A Pocket Syriac Lexicon, after Gutbir.
Foolscap 8vo.. price 4s.

The Syriac, Greek,

and

columns, with critical apparatus.

Latin Gospels,

in parallat

Quarto, price 14s.

Arabic Reading Lessons, with Analysis, Interlineary
Translation, and Grammar.
variety of styles.
B. Davidson.

Edited

The extracts are from various authors, and include a
jointly by the Rev. Nathan

Davis, of Tunis, and

Post 8vo., price 5s.

The Interlineary Hebrew and English Psalter; in which
the grammatical construction of every Hebrew word is indicated, and the root of
each distinguished by the use of hollow and other types.

Pocket volume, post and

fep., price 6s.
A Hebrew-English Lexicon may be added, 6s. extra.

A Methodisation of the Hebrew Verbs, on an original
plan, by the Rev. Tresham D. Gregg, D.D.

A New

Greek

William Stroud, M.D.

Harmony

Second edition, price 1s.

of the Four

One volume, 4to., price 24s.

eteii by

Samuel Bagster and Sons, 15, Paternoster Row.
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The English Hexapla: the Greek Original of the New
Testament Scriptures, with six vernacular English Versions, arranged in parallel
columns beneath it.
The Greek text is printed in the boldest type, and accompanied with various
readings and collations of different recensions.
The six translations and the original Greek are presented to the eye at one view ;
and the whole is preceded by an Introduction full of interesting memorials of the
translations and the translators.
“Sure I am, that there commeth more knowlege and vnderstondinge of
the Scripture by ther sondrie translacyons, then by all the gloses of oure
sophisticall doctours.
For that one interpreteth somthynge obscurely in
one place, the same translateth another (or els he him selfe) more manifestly by a more playne vocable of the same meanyng in another place.”—
BisHop COoVERDALE.
THE

SEVERAL

VERSIONS

OF THE

ENGLISH

HEXAPLA

ARE—

A.D. 1880.

Wucx1F’s Version—the harbinger of the Reformation.

A.D. 1534.

TYNDALE’s own revised edition, printed at Antwerp.

A.D. 1539.

The Version printed under the care of Archbishop CRANMER.

A.D. 1557.

The Translation made and printed by the Ex1ztzs ar GENEVA, during

A.D. 1582.

Queen Mary’s reign.
The Version prepared by the PopisH CoLLEGE oF RHEIMS.

A.D. 1611.

The present Translation, as originally published.
Extra Demy quarto, price 2/. 2s.

Kept bound in calf and Turkey morocco and Russia flexible styles.
The use and value of many translations of the Scriptures into a vernacular language
may be regarded as generally admitted. As translators are merely fallible men, no
translation can be regarded as really perfect. Hence, if the reader has the opportunity of comparing many translations, he has an opportunity of having his judgment
corrected, and he is prevented from being misled by the expressions of any single
translation. This applies especially to the wnlearned reader; but with regard to those
who are really critically learned, it is often found, that elucidations which are most
important for the real understanding of Scripture have been suggested by means of a
translation. These observations will of course apply to translations in general, but
they have obviously an especial application to those which are made into our own
language.
In this work the six principal English versions have been selected.

The Pocket

Critical Greek and

English

Testament,

in parallel columns, 16mo., price 8s.
In ‘Bagster’s flexible’ Turkey morocco, tooled, 14s.
may be added, 4s. 6d. extra.

A Greek-English

Lexicon
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The Large-print Critical Greek New Testament.

An

edition containing a Text printed in large type, with copious Various Readings from
the principal authorities, Parallel Passages, the Eusebian Canons, and an introductory History of the Text.

Octavo, 12s.; in neat strong calf, 17s.

The Publishers have likewise caused to be prepared a Synopsis of all the variations
of the texts of Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann, and Tischendorf, as a useful companion
to this or to any other Greek Testament.
Prefixed to this Synopsis of Various Readings there will be a full Critical Introduction, giving the history of the formation of the text in common use, and a statement of the critical principles on which Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann, and Tischendorf have respectively carried on their revisions.

A Lexicon to the Septuagint and New Testament Greek;
in which the Greek words of the LXX. and of the New Testament are combined
under one alphabet, and illustrated with parallel citations from various authors,
ete., ete. By the Rey. T. 8. Green, M.A.

(Zn preparation.)

Bishop Coverdale’s First English Bible, quarto.
Price 30s.in cloth.

With a portrait and facsimile title.

This is a careful reprint of the scarce original edition of MDX XXYV. in its
own orthography. It is interesting not only as the first English Bible issued
by royal authority, but on account of the homely simplicity with which the
translation is throughout made. The following extract of a well-known passage
will show the style of the rendering :—

As for vs, we go all astraye (like shepe), ewery one turneth his owne
waye. But thorow him, the LORDE pardoneth all oure synnes. He

shal be payned € troubled, ad shal not opé his mouth. He shalbe led as
a shepe to be slayne, yet shal he be as still as a lambe before the shearer,
€ not open his mouth. THe shal be had awaye, his cause not herde, and
without eny iudgment: Whose generacion yet no man maye nombre,
when he shalbe cut of fro the grounde of the lyvinge: Which punyshment shal go vpon him, for the transgression of my people. His graue
shalbe geué him with the codemned, € his crucifienge with the theues,

Where as he dyd neuer violence ner vnright, nether hath there bene eny
disceatfulnesse in his mouth.
The sale of one entire impression of this modern edition attests the abiding interest
of the work as a faithful translation.

Samuel Bagster and Sons, 15, Paternoster Row.
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A very elegant Edition of Coverdale’s Bible has been
printed on Royal 4to. paper, for presentation.
variety of binding at 15, Paternoster Row.
selected adapted to every style of finish.

Both editions are kept in every

Gilt and Silver mountings also may be

The Commentary wholly Biblical.

A new Bible, in

preparation, which will contain the usual Authorised Text, illustrated by a copious
Commentary in the very words of Scripture.
Tt will consist of one or two volumes, and the price will be as moderate as
_ its costly production will allow.

The Treasury of Scripture Parallels.

Price 10s., cloth.

A Pocket collection of about five hundred thousand references to parallel
passages, grouped into chapter and verse, so that it may be used with any Bible.
Tf it be desired to investigate the meaning of any verse in the Bible, a simple
reference to the same chapter and verse in this Treasury supplies the means
at once of consulting the other Scriptures that are illustrative.
Interleaved
also with the Authorised Version.

Schmidt’s

Greek Concordance

to the New Testament.

A thin flat pocket edition, 5s.; a smaller pocket form, 32mo., 5s.

A

Treatise

on the Grammar

of the New

Testament

Dialect ;embracing Observations on the Literal Interpretation of numerous Passages, by the Rev. Thomas Sheldon Green, M.A.

One volume, 8vo., price 10s.

The Polyglot Book of Common Prayer, in eight Languages at one view.
Latin.

German.

English.

Italian.

—

Spanish.

Greek.

French.

Modern Greek.

One pocket volume, price 13s.
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The Septuagint Greek Version, translated into English,
with Critical Notes.
Two volumes, royal octavo, price 21s.
It may be urged that there are many reasons for publishing the Septuagint, but
few for translating it. Let scholars, it may be said, make the most of it, and
give others the benefit of the comparison, but the unlearned who are confined
to translations may be satisfied with the translation of the Hebrew, Beyond
this, things might be left to find their own level. Let the Greek Septuagint
be published in a cheap and accessible form, and the march of mind will soon
supply readers.
But the march of intellect is not the march of literature. If the reading
population of the country promises to double itself in a few years, the thinking
part of the community increases at a still more rapid rate; and their judgment of books must sometimes precede the reading of them. To inform this
judgment is one great use of translations.
It is a just remark, we believe, of Archbishop Whately, that it would be
well if a translation of the plays acted at Westminster school were put into
the hands of the boys’ mothers. If a translation of bad books is useful to
teach parents what to refuse, still more desirable is a translation of good
books to teach them what to choose. Why, then, it may be asked, is the
Septuagint so little known and so little valued? The answer is, Because it
has not been translated.
The dangerous acquirement of a little Hebrew learning will be less likely
to flatter its possessor, wher it is shared with many others, or improved
into a competent acquaintance with the language and its difficulties. The
Septuagint will be welcomed, not indeed as the rival, but as the handmaid of
the Hebrew Scriptures,—the pleasing tribute of Gentile literature to the
House of God; who, from the midst of all the infidelity and error that darken
the earth, can elicit blessings for his people; who could make the inauspicious
land of Egypt at one time a shelter for “the young child” from the jealousy
of a Jewish king, at another the faithful repository‘of the written Word. The
Jews were thus providentially led to deposit a pledge for the truth of the
Gospel which they could never recal, and in the heart of their inspired
records had treasured up a picture of the Man of Sorrows of which it was
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too late to deny the likeness to Jesus of Nazareth.

Thesaurus Greecee Lingus, ab H. Stephano constructus.
Editio Nova, auctior et emendatior.
In eight Volumes folio, half bound in Russia, price 107.

Genesis

Elucidated.

A

New

Translation

from

the

Hebrew, compared with the Samaritan Text and the Septuagint and Syriac Versions, with copious Notes.

By the Rev. John Jervis-White Jervis.
One volume, 8vo., price 12s,

e
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Champney’s Texts of Scripture, arranged for use in
Family Worship, and for Private Meditation, on General and Special Occasions.

Second Edition, enlarged.

By H.N. Champney.

Price 6d.

A Family Text Book, comprising the most striking passages of precept, promise, and warning, with texts appropriate to eighteen Church Seasons, as
well as to a Christening, Confirmation, Relative Duties, Illness, a Funeral,
and numerous other events and circumstances of a public, domestic, or personal nature. It contains a collection of all the texts on Baptism, and a
copious Index of Subjects.

Champney’s Index to Scripture Readings, containing
above 1000 References to Chapters or Paragraphs (under 128 heads, alphabetically
arranged), for the various purposes and occasions of Private and Family Reading
and for the use of District Visiters and Scripture Readers.

By H. N. Champney. —

Price 6d.

Champney’s

Textual

Commentary on the Book

of

Psalms; being an Expository and Devotional Help to the Ministerial Student and
General Reader, on anew plan.

By H.N. Champney.

Price 3s.

Champney’s Index to the Book of Common

Prayer,

designed to promote an acquaintance with its doctrinal teaching and devotional
language, and suitable for use in Sunday Schools.

By

H.N.Champney.

Price 6d.

The Work contains above 4000 References to the contents of the Prayer Book,
and their separate clauses, under 875 heads of doctrine and practice, alphabetically arranged. The 39 Articles are included in the Analysis, and the
whole Index furnishes the means of illustrating from the Prayer Book many
of the subjects brought forward in instruction from the Holy Scriptures.

Geneste’s

Parallel

Histories

of Judah

and _ Israel.

The History as contained in the Sacred Text, in the words of the Authorised
Version, has been carefully separated into two distinct series, which are printed
in parallel columns;

and with the Historical Narratives are combined the Pro-

phetic Writings of the respective periods.

The whole is illustrated by Notes.

A Summary of the Events embraces synchronous profane events also.
Two volumes, royal octavo, 25s.

Indexes, ete.
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An Introduction to the New Testament, containing an
Examination of the most important Questions relating to the Authority, Interpretation, and Integrity of the Canonical Books, with reference to the latest
Inquiries.

By Samuel Davidson, D.D., and LL.D.
Three vols. 8vo., in neat cloth, price 27.

3

It has been for many years the anxious desire of the Publishers to continue to
bring before Biblical Scholars such works as shall combine true Christian
principle with sound learning and general utility ;and to this end they have
directed their attention, and have sought and obtained the co-operation of
not a few in whose scholarship they could confide.
It is well known, that in Germany, of late years, extensive learning and
intense diligence have been brought to bear upon almost every subject
connected with the Scriptures; and while it is true, that not a little of this
laboriousness has been spent rather in opposing than in furthering Truth
and Revelation, it must be admitted, that almost every question connected
with the New Testament writings has been presented in a new phase.
Of course, the learned Biblical Scholars of Germany are not to be condemned in a mass; there are amongst them illustrious names—men who
have sought to unite accurate and extensive scholarship with the maintenance
of the authority of Scripture, upon which alone all true doctrine can be
based.
It is, however, a fact, that Biblical Scholars in this country have either
known but little of recent investigations, or else they have been too much
exposed to the inconvenience of learning this department of biblical inquiry
from, at least, doubtful sources. And besides, there is not a small portion
of continental inquiry already diffused amongst us, of that kind which opposes
revelation, and which would use a certain portion of learning to contravene
the authenticity and authority of those Holy Scriptures on which the hopes
of Christians are based. How important that such cavils should be met, that
such specious objections should be shown in their true light, and that Biblical
Students should be armed (in some measure, perhaps, by anticipation) against
the mode in which learning can be used in opposition to truth!
Dr. Davidson has considered the various subjects relative to the New
Testament Scriptures, “ with reference to the latest inquiries.” To this end
he has extensively examined the writings of modern scholars, and has shown
the futility of those objections which pass current among many on the continent, and which, in various forms, are introduced here; he has, in fact,
brought together the information with regard to the New Testament books
which a scholar needs, and which he could not obtain elsewhere without
having recourse to a vast number of volumes, many of which are of objectionable character.
There is no safety in our being ignorant of the modes in which truth is
attacked; it is only by sound and accurate learning that the authority of
Scripture and orthodoxy of belief can be maintained ;the Publishers, therefore, believe that this “ Introduction” has been well-timed; and that it will
be found a valuable addition to every Biblical Student’s library.

S
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The Chronological Atlas of Scripture Geography;

a

series of Maps accompanied with copious descriptions, arranged in periods to
illustrate the various political and other aspects of the Lands of the Bible. With
complete Index and Concordance.

Small 4to., bound in half morocco, gilt edges,

price 10s. 6d.

The Holy Vessels and Furniture of the Tabernacle of
Israel, on a uniform scale, executed in the most elaborate style of colour-printing,
with illumination of Gold, Silver, Brass, etc.
The size of this volume is oblong quarto, and it is bound up in halfmorocco,

with gilded side-lettering and tops.

Price 35s.

“The drawings of the vessels, contained in this work, are executed on the scale
of an inch to acubit; they are the result of a careful and protracted investigation of the descriptions recorded in the Word of God. It will be perceived
at once, that they differ in many respects from all other plates of the holy
vessels hitherto published: this arises chiefly from their having been, as far
as was possible, exclusively designed from the Scripture itself,—all Jewish
' tradition having been studiously avoided, and no pictorial representation
that has hitherto appeared having been resorted to as authority.
The absence of all ornament, and consequent simplicity and plainness, will at once
strike the eye, in contrast with what has usually been represented. Where
the definite shape of any of the vessels is not recorded in the Word, but
only their uses, as is the case with the Laver, and minor instruments of service
attached to the Shewbread-table, Candlestick, and Brazen Altar, very ancient
patterns have been adopted, in order that there might not be any glaring anachronisms in the designs. They are drawn partly covered as well as uncovered, as it is believed much of a@typical import is intended to be conveyed
in the various coverings directed to be used, in Num.iv.
The vessels are
not drawn as arranged in their places in the Tabernacle, but as they may
be supposed to have appeared when finished, and separately presented to
Moses. (Ex. xxxix. 35—39.)”

The Emphatic New Testament.

By John Taylor.

Price 12s. 6d.
“The Editor has found numerous doubts removed from his own mind, by the
restoration of the most ancient Text, and by observing the prominence given
to those words in English which are the exponents of equally prominent
words in Greek, when the latter are fully represented; and he trusts that
the same means will be effectual in assisting every English reader to determine
for himself what are the genuine words of Scripture, and what is the peculiar
sense in which, as regards Emphasis, they ought to be understood.”
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‘The Bible of Every Land.”
to His Grace

the Archbishop

Dedicated by permission

of Canterbury.

A History of the Scriptures,

illustrated by Specimens of the Versions in the native character of the Languages
of the Earth, and by narratives of the circumstances under which each was produced and has been distributed.

This work is not only narrative in style (and

it is full of curious incident), but it attempts to furnish a description of each family
and race of man, defining their geographical position by means of elaborate Ethnographical Maps, and explaining the structure of the various Languages in their
mutual relations.
The Illustrations of the written Languages consist of a series of portions from
the various Versions, in native character, of part of the First Chapter of
St. John’s Gospel, or other like passages, and occupy a prominent portion of
the Book throughout.
A complete’collection of Native Alphabets is added, which are all accompanied with Roman powers, and printed with red and black inks.
The Ethnographic Maps, which are engraved in the first style of the art,
are carefully coloured to exhibit to the eye at a glance the extent of the
Languages of the earth.

It is most interesting, by means of these Maps, to

trace the political boundaries and physical divisions of the World, as compared with the extension of the languages of its inhabitants.

The First Map illustrates the Monosyllabic Language of China, etc.; the
Second shows the extension of the Shemitic Languages ; the Third illustrates
the Medo-Persian family of Languages; the Fourth the great Sanscrit
Family;

the Fifth shows the distribution of the Celtic, Teutonic, Greco-

Latin, Thraco-Ilyrian, and Sclavonic Families over Europe; the Sixth, the
Finno-Tartarian family of Languages; the Seventh is illustrative of the Polynesian and Negritian Languages ; the Eighth shows the distribution of the
native Languages of Africa; a Ninth the Languages

of North and South

- America; and a Tenth exhibits the ancient very wide diffusion of the Hebrew
Language.
One handsome Volume, 4to., bound in half-morocco, price 2/. 2s.
MULT

TERRICOLIS LINGUR, CHLESTIBUS

UNA.

“This volume may be viewed in two aspects,—a learned and a popular aspect. In
its relation to learning, the volume offers a very useful manual of philology, in the
study of which competently prepared minds may be greatly assisted to understand
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the parentage and filiation of languages, and to become acquainted with not only
the laws of thought, but also national character, which portray themselves naturally,
and therefore truly, in language, the picture of the mind,—the mind made visible in
its products.

No small contribution to the advancement of learning is made in this

volume, for it is well fitted to assist. the general student in arriving at the conclusion
of the unity of the human race, as well as to confirm the Christian scholar in the
conviction which he entertains of that historical fact.

Besides these important ser-

vices, the work is a valuable contribution to historical theology, and places within the

reach of persons and institutions of ordinary means, very various and very useful
information on many points which have to be treated of in the collegiate lectureroom, and the biblical class.
“Regarded in its popular point of view, ‘The Bible of Every Land’ possesses a
very high interest.

In one sense it is a history of Christian missions.

Here the

plain Christian, whose prayer for many years has been for the conversion of the
heathen, and whose limited resources have been often taxed for the furtherance of
so desirable an end, may, with his own eyes, behold fruits of his righteous efforts.
The ancients erected trophies of their victories, made up of the spoils of the slain.
This book is a trophy of the great Christian victory achieved in the great battlefield of the earth, consisting of specimens of the languages and dialects spoken by the
conquered nations.

What an encouragement, too, is presented here to both those

who are engaged in, and those who think of entering on, the great work of evangelising
the world!
“Of less consequence is the fact, that the book is a literary curiosity.

Let it not

be said absolutely that ‘there is nothing new under the sun, for unquestionably ‘ The
Bible of Every Land’ embodies a new idea.

The work is generally well executed ;

no cost has been spared; the maps are good, and many of the specimens no less
beautiful than accurate.”—British Quarterly Review.

The Warrant of Faith : a Hand-Book to the Canon and
Inspiration of the Scriptures.
a Key to the Prayer Book.

By the Rev. Robert Whytehead, M.A., Author of

Post octavo, price 6s. 6d.

The object of this work is to display the grounds which we have for believing
the Scriptures to be a Divine Revelation, by exhibiting the warrant of our

faith, the credentials of our Christianity. The freshness of originality has
been secured to the work, by adducing the actual text of the authors quoted,
in almost every instance.

.

It is hoped that the student will here meet with a solution of many of the
difficulties of the Bible, and find the work a key by which he can open others
for himself,

14 Samuel Bagster and Sons, 15, Paternoster Row.
The Life and Labours of St. Augustine: a Historical
Sketch.

By Philip Schaff, D.D.

Small octavo, price 3s. 6d.

A faithful, clear, and popular account of such a man as St. Augustine is still
a desideratum in our literature. The piety of his tender years, the theoretical
and practical aberrations of his youth and early manhood, his painful mental
and moral conflicts in the search of truth and peace, and his striking and
thorough conversion, clothe his life with a peculiar interest to every intelligent Christian.

FOR PRESENTATIONS, x70.
The Polyglot Bible Cabinet: an elegantly carved Oak
" Case, containing the Hebrew, Greek, Latin, English, French, Italian, German,
Spanish, and Portuguese Bibles, the Syriac New Testament, the Book of Common
Prayer in Eight Languages, with Hebrew, Greek, and Syriac Lexicons.
volumes, bound in ‘ Bagster’s flexible’ Turkey morocco, tooled.

Thirteen

Price 14J. 14s.
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Bagster’s Caihpichesisive Family,

Pulpit, and - Study

Bible, complete in one volume; with coloured maps, etc.
The types used for the Text, the Notes, and References, have been selected
with special reference to easy legibility.
The smallest, or Crown 4to. edition is printed with Small Pica type, and is a handy
portable volume. Price 24s. in cloth.
The medium, or Demy 4to. edition is printed with Pica type of remarkable clearness. Price 32s. in cloth.
The largest, or Royal 4to. edition is printed upon extra stout paper with handsome
margins, and is particularly suitable for presentation, and Pulpit use. Price 46s. in
cloth.
The Psalms and Paraphrases of the
\ are Eeoted to bind up with the
Church of Scotland,
Comprehensive Bibles.
Cruden’s "een iced
The Apocrypha,

The Miniature Quarto Bible.

Price 21s. 6d. cloth.

Handiness and legibility are the characteristics of this Bible. It is printed
upon the finest ‘toned’ paper, and contains copious Critical Notes, Parallel
References, Coloured Maps, etc., ete. This elegant volume measures about 7
inches by 93, and is not more than 23 inches in thickness. Its portability,
completeness, and elegance adapt it for the Pulpit, as well as for Invalids,
to whom lightness and superior finish are recommendations.
a
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Samuel Bagster and Sons, 15, Paternoster Row.

BAGSTER’S

POLYGLOT

15 .

BIBLES.

These elegant Pocket Bibles are printed of three different sizes of
exactly uniform arrangement, so that the pages of each, though
differing as to size of type, exactly correspond, line for line and word
for word.

The Miniature English Version of Bagster’s Polyglot
Bible, with its selected parallel passages, and coloured maps.

Price 12s. 6d, in

plain morocco, very flexible.
Extra Turkey morocco, plain and tooled; as well as elaborate antique bindings, with every variety of rich and plain mountings, are always kept ready at
15, Paternoster Row.
.

THE

MIDDLE SIZE OF THE
POLYGLOT BIBLE.

POCKET

The English Version of Bagster’s Pocket Polyglot Bible,
fep. 8vo., with its well-known selection of parallel references, fully-coloured maps
and engraved chronological chart.

Price 16s.6d. in plain morocco, very flexible.

Extra Turkey morocco, plain and tooled; as well as elaborate antique and
fancy bindings, with every variety of plain and rich mountings, are always on
sale at 15, Paternoster Row.

THE FACSIMILE LARGE-PRINT EDITION
THE POLYGLOT BIBLE.

OF

The Facsimile English Version of Bagster’s Polyglot
. Bible corresponds exactly with the smaller editions (except that it is printed with
large types).

It may thus be used
in conjunction with the small editions, for the

same texts occur in both books in the same position precisely—an advantage of
considerable importance to those who have become familiar with the smaller pocket
editions.

Price 2ls. in plain morocco, very flexible.

Extra Turkey morocco, plain and tooled; and the antique morocco and russia
bindings, as well as every variety of gilt and silver ornamental clasping and
mountings, with covers and cases, may be obtained at 15, Paternoster Row.
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Samuel Bagster and Sons, 15, Paternoster Row.

A Critical Commentary on the Epistle of St. Paul the
Apostle to the Romans.
volume, 8vo., price 15s.

By Robert Knight, Perpetual Curate of Warton.

One

“ Controversy, therefore, as it respects professed Christian believers, is but
another term for maintaining what on either side is supposed to be the true
intent and meaning of the Sacred Word. The right interpretation of Scripture is the direct object of its research.”

Results of a Method of restoring Weak Voices, correcting Defective Articulation, and teaching Elocution. A series of Testimonials
to Mr. D. THompson. 12mo., sewed. Gratis, by post free.

PREPARING FOR PUBLICATION.
The Epistles of Paul the Apostle: an original Translation, with Critical Notes, and an Introduction.

By JosrpH Turnsvtt, Ph.D.,

etc., Honorary Secretary of the Anglo-Biblical Institute.

One volume, 8yo.

TloAAat pev Ovytors TAwtrat, pra SAPavaroow.

LONDON

:

15, PATERNOSTER
AT

THE

AND

BAGSTER

SAMUEL

WAREHOUSE
LEXICONS,
IN

FOR

BIBLES,

GRAMMARS,
ANCIENT

NEW

ROW,

MODERN

PRAYER

TESTAMENTS,

CONCORDANCES,

AND

SONS,

AND

PSALTERS,

LANGUAGES.

BOOKS,

t

.»

1, ara

as

ra
wa

We On

Sd

Lal ‘7

‘

istts

etPees
bes

7,

Eehras
2

é

4
*

.

;
id

*

a
,
¥
4

ay.

“hee

,
s

=

‘

«

e

=

j

wt

i
s

he

‘**

hd

‘al
4

7

and
ee

+

9

‘

7

.
-

4
~

em
P

:
.¥

=

¥

é

1

:

yan

-

4

“

ae

ei

a4",

ae

’

me

+

1

’.
LA’
SE
|
iWAS
ee hy

>i

-

—%

$3

aay
:

4

taeiatatt

;

ie
fx

AY

sd 5

te ey
FF|

sae

asia

As

f

a
fe

is

by

fons

ne

FE)

i

suif
ih

* EPPS

ts

i

a sien aial ae |
ety

j 3

7

125844

213:

ie

gS

|

;

itis 1

bel
fs

Mss i}.

li

hahah. i : ie te
Bee

ied

Gircn
fy Yb

4

irae

be

Fas

;

es

