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IN MeEmoriaM Dr. Vicror F. BUCHNER

Our Bezan Club has sustained a serious loss by the
death of Dr. Bucuner. He was not a New Testament
textual critic by special profession, but he put his immense
linguistic knowledge and wide historical learning willingly
at our disposal when we asked his help with regard to
the Armenian translation of Ephrem’s Commentaries and
he soon became an independent student of these texts.
In connection with these Armenian texts he was preparing
also to study the Georgian texts when death prevented
him. Others will honour him for his great merits in the
field of Indogermanic, Semitic and other languages, for his
contributions to the study of the medieval East, — we
shall keep in grateful remembrance his friendly willingness
to cooperate with us in a field which really was only a
small portion of the area to which his scholarly interest
was devoted.

D P.
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The present issue of our Bulletin has been subject to
inevitable delay, owing to the absence of our secretary,
Dr. Proor, in the United States, where he had the honour
of representing the Dutch Reformed Church in Holland
at the celebration for the Tercentenary of the Dutch
Church in New York. To these great historical festivities
he has added another nearer home, in the dedication at
Leyden of the Memorial of Joux RopiNson, the father of
the Pilgrim movement to New England in 1620. It would
be a mistake, however, to suppose that the New Testament
has been neglected in the midst of so many additiona]
calls upon the scanty allowance of time enjoyed by a
single professor; and the members of the Club will pe
glad to know that the work of publishing the Licge
Harmony, a more arduous task than a hundred historicy]
reunions, is making steady headway, and that we may
hope to see an instalment of the work before very long,
Meanwhile, others have been busy in their own lines of
research ; from Harvard we have intimations that importan¢
results are being arrived at in connection with the Caesareap
text of the New Testament by Prof. Kirsorr Lakgr apg
his allies. They will no doubt, as members of the Club,
report to us before long, at least by summary, the regyltg
at which they have arrived. The subject is one which jg
Professor Lake’s special department, as he has, for » long
time, been laying stress on the imp.ortance of the stud‘y
of local texts if we are ever to arrive at a true history
of the transmission of the New Testament. Our own view,
as the members of the Club have probably divined for
themselves, is that the study of personal texts (say, of
Marcion and Tatian) is more likely to give definite results
than the study of located texts; but this does not really
conflict with the other view ; they may be treated as- sup-
plementary. To prove that we ourselves have not beep
idle we have subjoined abstracts of some recent products
from our workshop, which have been indicated, in part,
in other quarters.
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We understand that the proposed English re-edition of
the eighth edition of Tischendorf is going forward; and
in that connection we have been glad to welcome to our
ranks Mr. CorLemaN, who is revising Old-Latin Patristic
references for the new edition, and has, in particular,
already made an intensive study of the New Testament
text in Lucifer of Cagliari. Our membership should, pro-
bably, be now regarded as complete. We should lose
our present intimate relation with one another, if we tried
to incorporate all the workers on the New Testament, as
well as diminish the azgensiz which prevails amongst us
and is of the highest value in obtaining right decisions.

While the pages of this Bulletin are passing through
the Press, we have received two “Windfalls” of the first
importance, the one being Mr. Hoskirr’s Collation of the
whole of the MSS. tradition of the Apocalypse, the other
being the reprint from the Harvard Theological Review
of the study of the New Testament current at Caesarea
in the time of Origen to which we have already made
anticipatory allusions, and which now appears under the
joint authorship of Kimksorr Laxr, Ropert P. Brake and
Suva Npw. The study of either one would furnish a suffi-
cient vindication of our occasional prophecies that New
Testament criticism, on the textual side, was going to emerge
from the backwater into which it had been conveyed.

It is impossible, within the limits of the present issue
to estimate accurately this new study of the supposed
Caesarean text: we may, however, make one step of
progress by unsaying anything we may have unwisely
said on the subject, and giving careful attention to what
the new triad of workers have to say, two of them being
members of our Club.

New Testament criticism has migrated to the other side
of the Atlantic, and, if we may crystallise the hopes
aroused by Mrs. NEw's work, may easily migrate also
to the opposite sex.

As to Mr. Hoskier's work, we can only say that no
such monument of research in the MSS. of the New
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Testament has ever been made, as is here offered. In
the Apocalypse, at all events, we now begin to know.
FFor one thing we are surprised that what looks like a
life-time of study in what might easily be the dullest of
fields, is full of sparkling suggestions and illuminated
thoughts, which culminate in a peroration of the highest
spiritual value. The work will outlast generations of textual
critics and exegetes, and will recall us from the theorjes
of scholars (so often inadequately reinforced by actyal
study), to the sources from which all final knowledge of
textual history must be derived. We convey the congra-
tulations of the Bezan Club to its most learned member.

It will be a great convenience to those who are studying
the Caesarean problem to have before them in a cop.
venient form a collation of the text of the Koridethi Mg, (®).
Mr. Hoskier has put his collation of that text, made
originally, as Mr. Hoskier says, ‘for Dr. R{«;NDRL Hargys'
Pprivate edification and containing acc_ordmgly running
remarks meant for a friend’, at the service of the Bezap
Club, and we have printed unaltered from it the first
five chapters of Mark. In this connection'liezans will
please notice that the collation is made, as it should be,
on the Stephen text of 1550. This is, certainly, the most
stable text that antiquity can offer for_ a standard of
reference ; it is altogether inept to talk of It as a medizpyy]
text, or to put one of the more or less fluid modern teygs
in its place.

In the next place observe that the whole business of
the textual eritic is in chaos, owing to the attempts made
by GRrEGORY, VvON Sopenx and others to recatalogue the
material. The Soden apparatus is peculiarly difficult ¢
handle, and its collated readings do not work out satis.
factorily. Mr. Hoskier does his best to avoid the confusion
caused by three or more distinct notations. It is almost
impossible entirely to escape it.

In printing this collation of Koridethi, we have left the
right-hand of the page clear, so that the student can
insert his own parallel readings from the rest of the



Caesarean group or elsewhere; as Hoskigr has occasion-
ally done. We express the gratitude of all Bezans for this
valuable contribution to our work.

J. R. H.

NesTLE's NEUES TESTAMENT.

Wiewohl ich bereits in der Theol. Revue 1928, 3653 ff.
die Neuauflage von E. NestLe's Novum Testamentum
Graece ® btuttoart 1927, einer eingehenderen Besprechung
untcr/oo(,n lmbe mochte ich mich doch der Bitte des Herrn
Sckrctals, den Mltgllcdun unseres Klub eine kurze Anzeige
zu erstatten, nicht verschliessen. Denn es handelt sich um ein
Buch, das als Erbe von zwolf Auflagen sich an die breiteste
()ffcntllcllkelt wendet und fiir die neutestamcnthche Text-
kritik von praktisch grosster Bedeutung ist.

Durch eine in der Wissenschaft selten anzutreffende,
aber gerade darum um so hoher zu veranschlagende Selbst-
bescheidung hat N. bekanntlich in seiner Edition ein aus-
gezeichnetes Arbeitsmittel fiir den Studenten geschaffen.
Auf eigene Stimmabgabe verzichtend und nur dem gréosseren
oder geringeren Consensus dreier am Ende des 19. Jahrh.
als magsgebend geltender Ausgaben folgend, baute er in
ganz mulmmschu Weise den Text auf. Der Unwissen-
schaftlichkeit solchen Vorgehens sich wohl bewusst und
mit wiederholter eindringlicher Mahnung, man mége seinen
Namen bei textkritischen Erirterungen aus dem Spiele
lassen, da dieser Text fremde Meinungen und nicht die
eigene wiedergebe, hat N. gleichwohl eine Edition ver-
anstaltet, die wenigstens dem Studenten ein paar teure
Ausgaben ersetzte, mit vorbildlicher Klarheit angelegt und
zu einem erstaunlich bescheidenen Preis zu kaufen war.
Dazu hat er, mit einem sicheren Blick fiir das praktisch
brauchbare begabt, von Auflage zu Auflage an seinem
Buch gebessert, ohne an seine Grundlage zu riihren.

Die 13. Auflage, die NestLE's Sohn Erwin, Studienrat
in Ulm, als Frucht langjdhriger, geduldiger Arbeit vorlegt,
bedeutet eine stirkere Umgestaltung als das Buch sie
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bisher erfuhr. Zwar am Text selbst ist kaum geindert;
von SODEN's grosse Ausgabe hat nicht einmal den im
Besitzstand befindlichen B. Wriss verdringen konnen. Aber
der Apparat hat nun ein ganz anderes Gesicht gewonnen,
einmal dadurch, dass die bisherige Doppelung fortgefallen
ist, dann ist er sowohl an Varianten wie an Zeugen wesentlich
bereichert worden. Besonders fleissig sind auch Konjekturen
verzeichnet.

Zu den praktischen Neuerungen rechne ich vor allem
die in den Text eingestreuten Zeichen fiir Zusitze, Ays.
lassungen und andere Anderungen, die das Auge des
Benutzers unablissig auf den Apparat hinziehen; desgleichen
Vieles Einzelne im Apparat, wie z.B. die kurze und map-
kante Hervorhebung solcher Lesarten, die nach Ansjcht
des Herausgebers ernsthaft als Urtext in Frage kommen,
ferner die (allerdings viel zu freigebige) Notierung vop
Konjekturen. Sehr hingegen bedaure ich, dass der Apparat
fiir den Durchschnittsstudenten entschieden zu schwer lesbar
geworden ist, und noch mehr dies, dass N. sich dazy hat
dringen lassen, die beiden Apparate der fritheren Ausgabep
in einen einzigen zusammenzuarbeiten. Denn damit ist gja
bisher so klare Sicht in das Fundament der Edition stk
verschleiert und die Gefahr, dass man mit der Ausgabc
wie mit einem Textus receptus arbeitet, wesentlich erhoht,

Bonn. H. Voagrg,

VoGrrs' VULGATASTUDIEN,

Eine grosse Bereicherung der textkritisch interessierten
Kreise stellt das neue Werk von Heiricn Josepn Vocrrs,
Vulgatastudien, Die Evangelien der Vulgata untersyehy
auf ihre lateinische und griechische Vorlage (Miinster 1928,
Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen XIV  2—3) dar. Der
Verfasser gab sich hier in Erginzung zu seinem in der
Revue Bénédictine 1928, 123—138, erschienenen Aufsatz
zwei Ziele. Das erste bildet die Herausarbeitung  jenes
altlateinischen Textes, den Hieronymus bei seiner Ver-
besserung der Evangelien im Jahr 383 beniitzt hat. Im
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Gegensatz zu Wordsworth-White und A. Souter, die den
Cod. Brixianus (/) bzw. Vercellensis (a, so Souter) dafiir
hielten, verzichtet V. in berechtigter Weise darauf, die
Vorlage der Vulgata in einzelnen Hss. zu suchen. Vielmehr
rekonstruiert er sie aus mehreren zu einem Typ gehorenden
Zeugen. Dabei stellt er an einen Text, der als Vorlage
der Vulgata in Betracht kommen soll, drei Bedingungen :
1. er miisse ein reiner Privulgatatext sein, 2. dazu das
Sprachkleid der Vulgata aufweisen, 3. seine Abweichungen
von der Vulgata miissten als Korrektur der letzteren ver-
stiindlich sein (S. 17). Gegen diese anerkennenswerten
Priifungsmomente ergeben sich nun freilich erhebliche
Schwierigkeiten aus der I‘rage, wie denn ihr Vorhanden-
sein an einem iiberkommenen Text iiberhaupt nachgewiesen
werden konne. Insbesondere hat ein Text, der das Sprach-
kleid der Vulgata trigt, immer die Vermutung gegen sich,
dass er von dieser iiberdeckt ist.

Deshalb sieht sich V. gezwungen, zwei weitere Grund-
sitze zur Erkenntnis eines wirklich altlateinischen Textes
aufzustellen: 1. ein solcher liegt dort vor, wo ein vor
dem Jahr 383 arbeitender Schriftsteller die Textesfassung
eines Codex bietet (leider selten anwendbar), 2. man stellt
nahe verwandte Hss nebeneinander und untersucht sie
daraufhin, ob sie vielleicht an den nimlichen Stellen von
Vulgata abweichen. Dann arbeitet V. in vorsichtiger Weise
einzelne altlateinische Stiicke (so fiir Lk. xxii, 390—xxiv, 11
den Text von ¢ und /) heraus, die allen Anforderungen
als Vorlage der Vulgata geniigen. Es muss jedoch noch
beriicksichtigt werden, dass sich Hieronymus kaum das
Normalexemplar eines durch mehrere Hss. reprisentierten
Typs beschafft und weiterhin nach eigenem Wort nur dort
emendiert hat, wo eine den Sinn beriihrende Differenz
(d. h. tatsichlich eine Abweichung vom Griechischen) ge-

geben war. Deshalb bevorzugt 7. — eine letzte Norm
seines Rekonstruktionsversuchs — immer die Sprachfarbe

jener Altlateiner, welche die Vulgata aufweist. Mit anderen
Worten : er wihlt an jenen Stellen, wo die Zeugen ausein-
andergehen, regelmissig die Fassung, von der aus sich
der Wortlaut der Vulgata am ungezwungendsten und
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einfachsten erkliren lisst. Sie trifft zumeist mit der Mehr-
zahl der Zeugen iiberein.

Darnach ergeben sich als lateinische Vorlage der Vulgata
fir Lk. der durch f — diese Hs. ist im 4. Jahrhundert
stiickweise iiber ¢ hinausgewachsen — 47 und teilweise
auch ¢ reprisentierte Texttyp; fiir Mt. die Texte von «
und 4, streckenweise auch /" g ¢ (und %), somit ein Typ,
der im lateinischen Mt. — Kommentar des Hilarius von
Poitiers verwendet ist; fiir Mk. die Texte von 67y (an-
fangs auch ¢) und fiir Jo. jene von j/ 6 ¢, teilweise auch .

Nachdem so die altlateinische Vorlage des Hieronymus
festgestellt ist, kann S. 34— 36 und 48— 55 gezeigt werden,
was und nach welchen Grundsitzen der Schopfer der
Vulgata an ihr geindert hat. Die grisste Zahl der Ander-
ungen besteht in sachlichen Korrecturen (des Sinnes oder
der Wortfolge) nach einem griechischen Text, wihrend sjchy
nur eine geringere Zahl auf das Sprachkleid bezieht. In
letzterer Hinsicht schonte Hieronymus die altlateinische
Form in weitgehendem Masse, so dass auch 'die Anzahl
neu eingefiihrter Vokabeln nicht sehr gross ist. Dje Be-
schaffenheit der griechischen Vorlage heruuszustellen‘ die
Hieronymus beniitzt hat, bildet nun das sweite Z;p7 der
Vocrr'schen Studie. Ist es der idgyptische Texttyp (R B
L), wie Wordsworth-White wihnen, oder ein sehr guter
I.H-K-Text, wie H. von Soden meint? V. untersucht
zundchst (S. 60 ff.) ,die Richtung im grossen und ganzen”,
nach der sich die ziemlich ebenmiissige und sorgfiltige
Korrekturarbeit des Hieronymus bewegt habe. Fg ergibt
sich, dass ,sein Kampf jener Textform gilt, die man seit
Westcott-Hort als die ,westliche” zu bezeichnen pflegt
und die sich in den letzten Jahrzehnten steigender Beach-
tung, gelegentlich auch begeisterter Verehrung erfreyte”.
Hieronymus sucht sie ,mit Stumpf und Stiel auszurotten”,
wenn ihm auch dieses grosse Ziel nicht ganz gelungen
sei. Positiv betrachtet stimmt nach V. die von Hieronymus
verwendete griechische Hs., die etwa um 300 geschrieben
ist, in einer kleineren Zahl von Lesungen mit den Agyp-
tern X B, in einer erheblich grosseren Zahl aber mit dem
sog. Koine-Text iiberein. Somit bestehe allein mit diesem
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cine engere Verwandtschaft. Daraus folge als wichtigstes
Ergebnis der Studie, dass die Vulgata uns warne, die
Bedentung von ¥ und B zu iiberschilzen und den Wert
der Koine zu unterschitzen. ,Wir werden auf dem Weg
von Sodens (Riickschritt zur Koine) noch weiter gehen
miissen, wenn die Textkritik sich nicht mehr auf ‘Ritsel-
raten’ und ‘bunte Steinchen schieben’ verlegen will”.
Den grossten Teil des Werkes (S. 81—345) nimmt die
textliche Rekonstruktion der lateinischen Vorlage der Vul-
gata ein, wobei am dusseren Rand die entsprechenden
altlateinischen Hss. verzeichnet sind. Sie wird von einem
doppelten Apparat begleitet. Der erste verzeichnet in drei
Klassen die Abweichungen der Vulgata von der kon-
struierten Vorlage, der zweite aber die Abweichungen der
verzeichneten Altlateiner von der Rekonstruktion.
Soweit sich V. enge an die gesteckte Aufgabe gehalten
hat, miissen seine Untersuchungen (besonders bis S. 67)
als durchaus begriindet, scharfsinnig und sorgfiltig an-
gesprochen werden. Es ist dies um so erfreulicher, als
damit auch auf viele Nebenpunkte ein klares und ubcr-
zeugendes Licht fillt (vgl. S. 37 ff. die interessanten
Untersuchungen iiber ¢, das einen nach dem Griechischen
korrigierten jedoch von der Vulgata unabhingigen Text
darstellt, S. 50 ff. iiber den Sprachgebrauch des Hieronymus,
S. 69 ff. iiber / und got.). Dabei halte ich die Orientierung
der hss. Texte an dem durch Kirchenschriftsteller Uebotenen
auch fiir andere I'orschungsgebiete des ncut(_smmcntllchcn
Textes, insbesondere das armenische Sprachgebiet, fiir vor-
bildlich, obwohl mein diesbeziiglicher Vorschlag auf dem
Orientalistentag zu Bonn (1928) von einer Seite Ablehnung
gefunden hat. Denn wie das Sprachkleid der Vulgata von
dem einzelner Altlateiner kaum zu untuschudw ist, so
kann das Problem der armenischen Bibel (einschl. 1hrc1
Geschichte) ohne sorgfiltige Orientierung an dem Text
gleichsprachiger Viter weder verlissig noch hinreichend
aufgehellt werden. Wenn V. weiterhin daran erinnert, man
moge bei textkritischen Urteilen Vollausgaben einsehen,
so ist ihm entgegenzuhalten, dass dies nicht jedermann,
erst recht nicht den Studierenden, immer moglich 1st.
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Deshalb mochte ich im Anschluss daran die Herausgeber
von Handausgaben des Neuen Testaments bitten, doch
auf zwei Punkte ein sorgfiltiges Augenmerk zu richten,
zunichst darauf, dass ihre Angaben wa/y sind, dann darauf,
dass der Apparat so ausgewihlt wird, dass er tiberhaupt
ein Urtetl ermiglicht. Andernfalls wiirde er besser fallen.
Ich darf hier an die bekannten Stellen Lk. i, 46 und ii, 14
im neuen Nestle (griechische Ausgabe 1927%) erinnern ; zy
letzterer Stelle vgl. meine Bemerkungen in der Theol. Rey.
1929, 11. Auch sollten Lesungen des Aphraates, Ephrim
(sofern nicht von arm. oder syr. iiberdeckt) und Kommep.
tarlesungen der Viiter (entgegen dem Lemma) nicht ejp
Stiefkinder-Dasein fithren miissen.

Um zu V. zuriickzukehren, mochte ich zunichst betreff
der lateinischen Vorlage der Vulgata, insbesondere betreff
der Art und des Umfangs der von Hieronymus vollzogenen
Anderungen, an die Untersuchungen erinnern, die Frayy
Wu1tz in seinen ‘Psalmem des Breviers’ (Miinchen 1926)
S. XI bis XXI, einer weiteren Offentlichkeit vorgelegt hatt
Wenn seine Ergebnisse weitgehend mit denen von V., __
soweit sie das gleiche Gebiet berithren — zusammenlaufen,
so stellt Wurz dennoch die Uberarbeitungstitigkeit wie die
Unebenmissigkeiten des Hieronymus stirker ins Licht. Tat.
siachlich werden sich auf diese Weise manche Anderungcn
(auch gegeniiber dem griechischen Text) erkliren, die sonst
im Dunkeln liegen. Bei den Untersuchungen ab S, 19 ff,
erst recht bei jenen iiber die griechische Vorlage deg Vulj
gatatextes, kann ich mich nicht des Eindrucks erwehreq
dass hier V. in erster Linie als Statistiker arbeitet, N_[a[{
wiirde es gern sehen, wenn er z. B. die Abweichungen der
Vulgata von ¢ und J/ (auch von 4 und j S. 37), ferner
das Zusammengehen der Vulgata mit Koinelesungen (S,
76 ff.) nach inneren Griinden auf ihren Wert und Charakter
untersuchte. Im ersten Fall diirfte sich freilich fiir das Resultat,
das V. gefunden, keine Anderung ergeben, im zweiten aber
wiirde die S. 78 gezogene Schlussfolgerung (Warnung vor
Unterschiitzung  der Koine und Uberschitzung der agyp-
tischen Zeugen) wohl abgeschwicht worden sein. Letzsteres
hitte um so mehr geschehen miissen, als Hieronymus nach
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selbst hin, und es begegnet bei Augustin und anderen
Vitern wieder. Mit Riicksicht darauf, dass Hieronymus
ausdriicklich  bemeérkt: Praetermitto eos codices quos a
Luciano et Hesychio nuncupatos paucorum hominum ad-
serit perversa contentio, ferner weil er gleichfalls bei der
V. im wesentlichen nur eize griechische Hs. benutzt hat,
deren Alter iiberdies lediglich bis 300 zuriickreicht. Nur
wenn die Prioritit der Vulgata und Koine gemeinsamen
Lesungen gegeniiber jenen von § und B aus inneren

Griinden — und zwar nicht bloss fiir Lk. xxii—xxiv
(S. 75 ff.) — dargetan werden konnte, wire die erwiihnte

These als zureichend begriindet zu erachten. Zu derselben
Vorsicht in der wissenschaftlichen Wertung der griechischen
Vorlage des Hieronymus muss weiterhin die Beobachtung
veranlassen, dass dieser ja auch bei seiner Revision des

Alten Testaments — mangels des notigen Blickes fiir die
historische Entwicklung — ungliicklicherweise nach der

7itngstern d. i. hexaplarischen Fassung der Septuaginta-
Rezension griff (vgl. sein zweites Psalterium und Job) und
sie wegen ihrer Anndherung an den hebriischen Text
tibertrieben hoch einschitze; er nennt sie sogar incorrupta
et immaculata septuaginta interpretum translatio. In Wirk-
lichkeit zeigt sich gerade diese Rezension als eine An-
passung an den jungen hebriischen Konsonantentext —
entgegen der von Hieronymus verworfenen alten einheit-
lichen IFassung der Koine, die er vetus corrupta editio
(vgl. Wurz a. a. O. X und XXIV) nennt. Dass die griechische
Vorlage der Vulgata in den Evangelien vorzugsweise Koine
bot, wie V. feststellt, ist sowohl wegen des nicht hohen
(nach V.) Alters der von Hieronymus beniitzten Hs. als
auch deshalb glaubhaft, weil der lateinische Text nur auf
solchem Wege die Koineform, die ihm tatsichlich eigen
ist, annehmen konnte. Doch da Hieronymus direkt den
Ausdruck codicum Graecorum conlatione veterum gebraucht,
so ist immer im Auge zu behalten, dass er mindestens
gelegentlich auch andere Hss. einsah. Infolgedessen entsteht
eine nicht zu unterschitzende Unsicherheit in der Beurteilung
des Umstands, wze weit jene Koine-Hs. dgyptische Lesungen
bot oder wie weit diese von anderswoher geholt sind.
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l','Ibrigens darf ein ihnlicher Unsicherheitsfaktor auch bei
der Rekonstruktion der lateinischen Vorlage des Hiero-
nymus nicht ausser acht gelassen we}‘den, da es naheliegt,
dass er wie bei der Psalmenbearbeitung wme/irere Texte
einsah. Auf ein solches Verfahren weist er fiir die Psalmen
alttestamentlichen Uberlieferung das verwirft, was zu seiner
Zeit Aourrses genannt wird, endlich auch deshalb, weil er
von veteres codices nicht ohne Gegensatz zu Lukian und
Hesychius spricht, mochte ich glauben, dass er eine frii-
here Stufe des Koinetextes vor sich gehabt hat. Die Wurzeln
der Koine reichen ja zweifellos viel weiter als big zum
Ende des 3. Jahrhunderts zuriick, und man muss darin V.
beistimmen, dass hier erst neue Studien grissere Klarheit
schaffen konnen. Im weiteren kann ich mich nicht davon
iberzeugen, dass aus dem Brief des Damasus gefolgert
werden diirfe, die griechische Uberlieferung erscheine dem
Hieronymus durchaus einheitlich (S. 67 f.). Er spricht davon
an drei Stellen. An der zweiten Stelle (ad Graecam ori-
ginem revertentes) begriindet er im Zztmmmwz/zmqg das
Zurtickgehen auf den griechischen Text Uberhaupt (darum
der Ausdruck origo), nicht aber die Einheit der griechischen
Rezension. Denselben Sinn bestitigt der Kontext der dritten
Stelle (uno de fonte quaerendum est). Darnach ist aych
die erste Stelle (cum Graeca consentiant veritate) zy deuten,
wenn nicht hier — wie ich glaube — iiberhaupt schop
unter den exemplaria scripturarum toto orbe dispersa dje
griechischen Hss. eingeschlossen sind. Auch im Alten Testa-
ment spricht Hieronymus 6fters in absolutem Sprachge-
brauch von der Septuaginta schlechthin und meint nur dje
hexaplarische. Dennoch kennt er wenigstens einen Teil
unter der Reihe der damals umlaufenden Rezensionen. Dass
Hieronymus auch fiir das Neue Testament tatsichlich mehrere
griechische Bearbeitungen kennt, zeigt sein Verweis ayf
solche, deren Rezensoren er mit Namen nennen kann (Lu-
kian und Hesychius). Damit entfillt die hinreichende Unter.
lage fiir die Aufstel]ung, Hieroymus habe die vom Cod.
Cantabrigiensis reprisentierte Textform (also den ‘westlichen’
Text in griechischer Fassung) nicht gekannt und dies »ZU
Rom, wo doch nach Westcott-Hort ‘westliche’ Texte in
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orosser Zahl in Umlauf waren.” Eher muss man aus seinem
lxampf gerade gegen die westlichen Texte auf ihre Kenntnis
durch Hlelonymus schliessen. I'iir seine Revision beniitzt
er sie deswegen nicht, weil er nicht den nichstbesten Text,
wie V. selbst betont, nehmen will. Wieder lehrt der Blick
auf die alttestamentliche Arbeit des Hieronymus, dass er
lieber schwer zugingliche Texte — ein solcher war die
hexaplarische Rezension ausfindig macht und zur Re-
visionsunterlage nimmt. Hierin also, dann in seinem Streben
nach einem Text, der nicht die Signatur trigt: apud nos
mixta sunt omnia, endlich wohl auch in seinem Glauben,
in ostlichen Hss. den besten Text zu finden (vgl. seine
Reisen ins Morgenland und seine Hochschiitzung des he-
xaplarischen Textes, von der er ausdriicklich betont: in
Orientis ecclesiis decantatur; auch andere bezogen aus
Casarea und Agypten Hss.) mag die Bevorzugung vom
Orient stammender Texte, zu denen ja die Koine wie die
myptlschc Textesart gehoren, begriindet liegen. Somit kann
es dem modernen lextlxrltlker dessen Lawc V. S. 67 etwas
unzutreffend mit der des Hieronymus vert)lucht nicht erspart
bleiben, in eigenem kritischen und lustonschcn Urteil unter
allen Texten nach dem Grundtext zu forschen, wobei ihm
die gencalngischc Methode zwar ein weites Stiick, aber
nicht in allweg IFiihrer sein kann. Auch V. selbst weicht
von ihr gelegentlich in seiner sonst so anerkennenswerten
Ausgabe des Neuen Testaments ab.

Es mag die Gelegenheit benutzt werden, hier noch eine
nicht unbedeutende bache aufzurollen. V. beniitzt in seinen
Vulgatastudlen durchaus die Handschriftensiglen H. von
Soprns. Anderwirts einigte man sich zum Gebrauch der
Grgg()ryschen Handschrlften/cwhen (vgl. Zeitschr. f. neutest.
Wiss. 1923, 310 f. und 1924, 312). Diese werden im Gegen-
satz zu den Sodenschen Zeichen von E. vox D()BscuUT/,
fott(refuhrt Mit Riicksicht darauf und auf das Interesse
aller an einer zu erstrebenden Z<inleitlichkeit der Bezeich-
nung mochte ich diesen Punkt den interessierten Kreisen
v011ecren und sie um eine Aussprache dariiber bitten, ob
nicht doch eine moglichst weit durchgefiihrte Einigung
erreichbar sein sollte. B. KrarT
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Zur Frage von Dr. Krarr in seinen Schlusszeilen be-
rithrt, mochte ich bemerken das eine Einigung im Gebrauch
der Siglen sicher unbedingt notig wire. Aber mir wenig-
stens ist eine fortwihrende Transposition der Siglen Von
Soden’s in die Gregory’s bei meinen Kollationen der Evan-
gelientexten praktisch unmoglich. Und das wird, glaube
ich, bei den Meisten der FFall sein. Wir haben nun einmal
zu arbeiten mit dem Apparat Von Soden’s, so gross auch
dessen Schwierigkeiten sein mogen. Und in absehbarer Zeit
wird wohl kein neuer Tischendorf mit gleich vollstindigem
Material erscheinen. Da scheint es mir — wie auch augen-
scheinlich VoceLs — unvermeidlich die Von Sodenschen
Siglen, die an sich wahrlich nicht besser oder schlechter
sind als die andern, zu gebrauchen. Wir konnen eben
praktisch nicht anders. Warum soll dann nicht fiir dje
Zukunft Von Soden’s System gefolgt werden?

1.-F



Acts 15% PAR., A SUGGESTION

Whatever may be the solution of the textual problem
of Acts, it is evident that Acts 15* par. wants a solution
for itself. If the Apostolic Decree is an historical fact, as
it is in my opinion, it could not be altered either by a
recension of the text, nor in a second edition of the book
of Acts.

One must see the Apostolic Decree in its own time. It
had a transitory worth. Only a few years after the Council
at Antioch, the question there treated was settled, and
there did not longer exist any serious difference between
the Jewish and the gentile Christians.

At Antioch the Apostolic Decree was guarded as a
precious tradition of the early times. But soon people did
not understand it. It did not suit the later circumstances.
So it could easily be altered. The mvty was dropped.
And the golden rule, another treasure from ancient times,
was combined with the mutilated Apostolic Decree.

When Luke wrote his book he m;nxa)‘oﬁ&nzsv oz maTy
vrprfiis. He found the true text of the Decree and put it
in his book.

So the Decree got a double text, a mutilated one in the
tradition of the church, its ancient form in the book of
Luke. No wonder, that the well-known, but mutilated text
found its way into some copies of the Acts. In the opinion
of some scribes the text they were accustomed to, was
far better than the text they found in their examplar,
Especially if codex D and its allies have some connections
with Palestine (Antioch, Caesarea) it is possible, that the
wrong text is found in “Western” witnesses.

Amsterdam. F. W. GRrosuring.

(Extract from an article Geref. Theol. Tijdschrift, xxviii.
11. March 1928).

Welcome as Dr. GROSHEIDE's suggestion is, we may, in
our Bulletin, be allowed to put frankly some queries.
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The Apostolic Decree in its twofold recension is one of
the prominent items in the ‘Western’ problem. The
‘Western' evidence is, chronologically, the earliest, 2nd
century. It may be original — as in some cases it cer-
tainly is —, it may be not — as for the bulk of its variants
is probable. The readings which can be shown from in-
ternal evidence to be spurious, are second century as far
as we can fix the dogmatic variants chronologically.
Dr. Grosurmr however seems to suggest a first century
origin for both the recensions of the Apostolic Decree.
This seems to me open to serious doubt. The controversy
in Antioch and Jerusalem was concerned, 7o/ with moral
commandments, but with the prescripts of the ritual law :
circumcision and all which it implied. Jewish and Gentile
Christians did not differ at that time with regard to the
question whether murder was allowed or not; but whether
blood might be eaten. Nor can I agree with Dr. Grosuripg
that this ritual character of the controversy was so soon
forgotten that a moral code had been substituted in Luke’s
time already. We simply refer to Rom. 14. Not until the
Jewish element in the Christian congregations had decreased
Into a negligible minority, did the ritual problem lose its
meaning and could be forgotten. On the other hand the
explanation for instance of zipz as ‘murder’ is obvious in
the 27 century when military service became one of the
most difficult problems of Christian life. And in this point
as in others the ‘Western’ recension of the Decree suits
those rigoristic tendencies of which so many traces are
found in the ‘Western’ text.

i 8 =

GENNESAR — (GENNESARETIL

Here is another important case for the student of the
Bfilall _problem. I have drawn attention to it in the
Lxpository Times for January of the present year, under
thf: title of ‘Osiris on the Lake of Galilee'. We are by
this time, all of us, under Dr. Prooi’s leading especially,
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becoming sensitive to the importance of Syro-Latin readings
which have, as far as can be detected, no Greek attes-
tation. In this connection it was instructive to notice that,
where our published Greek texts of the Gospels are un-
animous in calling the lake to which we have referred
above by the name of Gennesaret or Gennesareth, there
is a consensus of Latin and Syriac evidence for calling it
by the name of Gennesar or some closely related form;
and it had been observed by biblical critics that this form
would immediately suggest to the reader that there stood
at the north end of the lake a Prince’s garden or Princes
gardens. 1t was my suggestion that instead of explaining
Sar by prince, we should treat it as equivalent to Asar,
i.e. Osiris, in which case the garden would be a temple
garden, like those attached to the Osiris temples in Egypt,
where the corn and the flax were produced for the ser-
vice of the god and his priesthood. Our members will
find many confirmations of the belief that the Lake ot
Galilee and its shores were in Egyptian occupation and
control in the fourteenth century B.C., and no doubt for
long after. The evidence, so far as I have collected it,
will be found in the article of the Zixpository 7imes to
which 1 refer. Its importance for the Bezan question will
be evident; for, first of all, the Greek form is out of the
question and supplies no meaning; second, we actually
find in the Codex Bezae, on the Latin side, the spelling
Gennasar which was suggested above. The importance
of the spelling must be my excuse for making a rapid
summary of an article which may lead us to some further
knowledge not only of the Biblical geography, but of the
ultimate origins of the Gospel text itself.

]J. R. H.

There is scarcely a field where we would more con-
fidently follow Dr. HARRIs.than in his suggestions of
tgyptian colonization and .mﬂuer‘lce in Galilee, onﬁthe
great road where for centuries Asia and Egypt met. That
2 cult of Osiris has existed near the Lake of Galilee 1s

2
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not at all impossible. But I doubt wheter the name

as well as the LXX Xespsf has the feminine ending. So
also the Greek tradition in the Gospels except Codex
Bezae. The shorter form occurs in the Latin and Syriac
tradition of the Gospels, in Codex Bezae and in the Targum.
So it seems that the feminine form is the earlier, the ab-
breviated form later. The case seems parallel to that of
Nazareth, which in Jerome’s time was called Nazara, a
form which occurs also in Mt. 4" in 8¢ B* Z 33 and in £,
and in Lk. 4" in ¥ B* 33 ¢ (in both places attested also by
ORIGEN). Would Dr. Harris think that his suggestion
would be valid also for the feminine form, as it should be?
1 S 2

A LIEGE READING IN ENGLISH SAINT-LORE.

It was my good fortune to observe lately, in the study
of the lives of certain early British saints (often more or
less apocryphal), that the writers who composed them
could often be put in evidence for peculiar readings, which
took us back to the Bibles of the hagiologists, and told
us something that we did not know and were very glad
to know about the forms in which the Scriptures were
circulated in Britain in the early Middle Ages. For instance,
I do not suppose that any one expected to find traces of
the diffusion of a Latin Hermas in English Monastic circles.
I have always had a peculiar interest in Hermas, ever
since I wrote the book whose title is Zermas in Arcadia,
and showed that Hermas had actually been reared in
that locality (though I fancy our honoured President,
Prof. Zaux, has not yet consented to my localisation)
at the same time, or nearly so, I was able to show, by
the simplicity of a conjectural emendation, which wasg
obvious when once made, that the original Hermas had
quoted Daniel in the text of Theodotion. These critical
ventures belong to the Palaeolithic period of my life, when
one enjoyed throwing stones at everybody and everything,
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and did not miss the mark as often as might have been
anticipated for a beginner in lithology. Then, quite recently,
in reading over again my favourite author, it occurred to
me that the Parable of the Elm and the Vine, which
Hermas develops in order to show the mutual dependence
of the Poor and the Rich, had been misunderstood by
the interpreters, who had inverted the roles which were
thus symbolised: and 1 suggested that the Parable in
question was a sermon addressed to a Roman congregation,
on an occasion when there was going to be a collection
following the sermon! Imagine the pleasure which came
my way when I found that the same argument had been
used by the British Saint Kentigern of Glasgowan, North
Wales, when he wanted to force the hand financially of
a local kinglet, and get assistance for a community of local
monks. The dependence of the Saint (or at least of the
Saint’s biographer) upon Hermas could clearly be established.
So the Latin Hermas must have been current in Middle
England, in which connection we remember that Hermas
is not quite outside the New Testament even if he is not
exactly inside.

The actual quotation need not be of supreme importance.
What is really important is the vista which it opens before
us of the influence of Latinizing texts on Mediweval
English Church writers. That brings me to the point that
[ want to make, after having perhaps given too much
space to my prologue. Suppose we call it

A Trace of the Liéoe Harmony in
Middle Inglish Hagiology.

The text of our Dutch Harmony, or as we now call
it, the Netherlands Tatian (Tare?), contains an interesting
expansion or explanation of the text of Luke 1.15, according
to which the angel foretells concerning John the Baptist,
that he shall drink neither wine nor anything that
intoxicates. The Dutch text is as follows: —

Dese sal groet syn vor gode
en hine sal drinken noch wyn
noch andren drank die drunken maken mack
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the underlined words being the equivalent of gz in
the Greek text.

Now let us turn to the commentary of Zachary of
Chrysopolis, with which we are all familiar on account of
its dependence upon a Latin Harmony closely related to
the Netherlands Tatian, especially in the comments which
Zachary quotes from Bede; the text of Bede which he
quotes is as follows:

Sicera interpretatur ebrietas, quo vocabulo
Hebraei ommne quod inebriare potest poculum
sive de pomis, sive de frugibus, seu de
qualibet alia materia confectum significant.

The passage is interesting, first because Bede is referring
to an Onomasticon of Hebrew words; second, because,
as a Northerner, he has prohibited the Baptist from having
either cider or beer. The first observation is verified by
turning to Wutz: Onomasticon, 335 :

Omne enim quod inebriare potest apud
Hebraeos sicera dicitur.

The second has an interesting confirmation in the fact
that Wyeclif, who was familiar with the Latin Harmonies,
has in his rendering,

ne wyn ne syder.

Now let us turn to Carcrave, Nova legenda Angliae,
(ed. HORS’[‘MANN), and examine the life of St. David, the
patron saint of Wales. St. David had a miraculous birth,
with antenatal predictions; they are common enough in
the medieval saint-lore. David’s father heard one night
in a dream an angel’s voice which told him of three gifts
that would fall to his lot next day, viz: that he should
catch a stag and a fish, and find a honeycomb. Of these
he was to lay up a part for a son that was to be born
to him; they were symbols of the life that the child
should lead. In particular the fish showed that he was
to be an aquatic:
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“Sicut enim piscis aqua vivit, ita iste vinum et
Ciceram et omne quod inebriare polest respuens,
beatam deo vitam in pane tantum et aqua ducet’.

(Nova Legenda Angliae: p. 254.)
Here it is clear that St. David’s life has its prototype
in that of St. John the Baptist, and that the Gospel of
Luke is being quoted. The text used has combined Glnpn
of Luke (siceram of the Vulgate) which he renders Cicera
with the explanation in the Harmony. It is not, it will
be said, a matter of great importance, but it is interesting
to see that the Latin Harmonies which correspond to the
Liege text were current in England at the time when the
lives of the saints were being concocted.

J. R. H.

The Faith-Glosses in Hebrews X/,

The next point to which I should like to draw the
attention of the members of the Club is of more importance,
both actually and historically than the question discussed
or implied in the interpretation of the non-intoxicants
permissible to a saint.

We found that there were traces in the famous eleventh
chapter of Hebrews of a series of early expansions, judging
by the current and approved texts of the Epistle, which
were so early in date and in the involved contents, that
they constituted a dilemma for the editors of the Epistle,
who had to choose between putting them into the text
and apologising for their early disappearances, or keeping
them out of the text on the ground that they had never
obtained a proper foothold in it.

We referred to them in an article in the Expository
Tymes for September, 1928, where we stated the case
for the particular glosses pro and con and left the reader
to decide what was to be done with them.

Their importance for Bezan students lies in the fact
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that one of them is attested by no less an authority than
the Codex Claromontanus, the companion volume to the
Codex Bezae itself, and the other can not very well be
separated from it, as we shall see presently, but must be
bracketed with it for ethical reasons.

By faith Moses, when he was full-grown, p.éjug yevipevos,
destroyed the Egyptian, observing (zzzzvssv) the humilia-
tion of his brethren.

The second gloss adds to the verse 11* the statement that:

By faith they plundered the Egyptians when they
went out (of Egypt).

Now with regard to the first of these glosses, for which
we have the authority, as we said, of Dral and its descendant
Eraill as well as some scattered attestations, we notice at
once that it repeats a situation already existing in the
text; for we are accustomed to read that:

By faith Moses, when he was full-grown (péug <yavZpzvoq)
declined to be called the son of Pharaoh’s daughter,

~ Such a repetition of péjus yevipesss would be intolerable
In a writer like the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews.
Its occurrence a single time as in the current text is
condemned by ecclesiastical tradition which tells us, through
Josephus, that it was when Moses was a child that he
despised Egyptian royalty. Whether we accept Josephus’
tale of the way the child threw the royal emblems on
the floor or not, we can hardly evacuate the tradition of
a reference to Moses in his early years. In that case we
are obliged to correct the existing text and read that
“By faith Moses when he was young (¢ véz 7v) declined,”
etc. That leaves the péyms yevépevss for use in another
direction, and we observe that it is entirely appropriate
to the killing of the Egyptian, which would require the
presence of a fullgrown man. Moreover, if the gloss should
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really form a part of the text, we should have a very
natural sequence in the Mosaic history:

1. When he was born,
2. When he was young,
3. When he was full-grown,

Further, we have the evidence of the LXX, which
must surely underlie all the historical matter in Hebrews 11,
for attaching pejus yvipives to the murder of the Egyptian:
a reference to Exod. 2" will tell us that “it came to pass
in those days that Moses, now full-grown, went out to
his brethren the children of Israel, and when ihe had
observed their pain (ruzovoisus v wévoy o), he sees an
Egyptian striking a Hebrew, one of his own brethren of
the children of Israel.” That should decide the question
as to the place of péus y=vipavsg in the life of Moses
and the incidents of that life which the Scripture records.
Even if the gloss is not a part of the text, it is clearly
dependent on the text of the LXX, and the dependence
is through the Latin rather than the Greek; for instead
of reading =amsvway the Latin has dolorem, which is the
névov of the LXX. The gloss, then, is a Latin gloss; and
we have one more illustration of the Latinization of the
pair of Bezan MSS. that bears directly on our fundamental
problem.

The second of the pair of glosses has only a Latin
attestation, that of Sedulius Scotus, but it belongs with
the first and for this reason: each of the glosses deals
with an ethical situation where the Law is broken; the
first makes Moses a murderer and a breaker of his own
law, a point which will have to be argued between Michael
the Archangel and the Devil; the second makes the
Israelites violate the precept against stealing, and even
makes the robbery religious when the stolen jewellery of
the Egyptian ladies is transferred in the desert to the
service of the sanctuary. It is well known that both of
these situations caused much controversy in the first and
second centuries. Some evidence on that point may be
found in the article to which I refer in the Zuxpository
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Times. In either case it was a very bold solution to say
that the persons involved in the action mentioned had
acted zn faith. Whatever we decide as to the ultimate
value of the two glosses, we can at least see that they
are a part of the Latin side of the critical apparatus. I
do not know of any Syriac evidence that complicates the
argument by the suggestion of an original Western Greek
text for the addition; but even if nothing but Latin
evidence is available for a reading, that does not necessarily
imply its final rejection. I expect we are all of us beginning
to learn that there is a margin of cases covered by the
formula that the true text may turn up anywhere as well
as nowhere,

J. R. H.

v

SomE SyrO-LLATIN READINGS

by C. A. PuiLuips.

Mc. 2': Jacobum Alphei.

In J.T.S. Vol. XXVIII, p. 273 (April 1927) Prof. Burkrrr
contributes a note on the above with the special object
of pointing out that both MSS. of the Arabic Diatessaron
actually read ‘James', as is duly recorded in Ciasca’s Arabic
apparatus, though he regarded it as a scribe’s blunder and
put Levi in his text, and in his Latin translation 1),

He also adds Dr Bruyne’s African Capitula to the at-
testation, which is D © 565 69 etc. aéce f/ g7 and Ephr. Diat.
P- 58 (sy® hiat). To this “‘Western’ phalanx” may be added
some further and extensive Capitulary evidence. It occurs
in all the groups of MSS. in the Oxford Vulg. pp. 174, 5 ex-
cept the first (AHVY) and © in the second, and these include
two out of the three capitularia edited by Thomasius. It is
found also in that of Cod. Rehdig. (7), and Par. Lat. 277 %),
(but not Par., Iat. 6%, of the ‘Saxon’ Gospels in York

')'It may interest readers of the Bulletin to notice that there was an incidental
allusion to this Arabic reading in NO. II (June, 1926), pp. 6, 7.
) Oxf. Vulg. p. 692.
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Minster Library, the late xi or early xii cent. MS. in
the Cathedral Library at Winchester, and in a xiii cent.
MS. from the Church of S. Dié (Vosges,) now in the
Joun Ryrano’s Library, Latin MSS. 3591).

B
Ed

illic erit fletus oculorum, et stridor dentium.

This more balanced, though redundant form of the
logion has a distinctly Semitic sound, but curiously enough,
while occurring in some Old-Lat. texts, it does not appear in
any Syriac text or in Aphrahat, in any of the seven pas-
sages where the saying is found. At the same time it
seems to have stood in the Syriac Diatessaron, for we
have it in Ephrem’s Comm. on Mt. 24" (Moes. p. 218).

The Old-Lat. evidence, though slight in each passage but
one, is found in all of them exc. Mt. 24" and Mt. 2%
so that the latter is the only one of the seven in which
there is not some trace of this reading.

The evidence is

Mt. 8¥: Cypr. Test. 1. 23. (ed. Hartel, p. 58.) cod.
Sess. only.
Mt. 13*%: e.
13°: me (fletus corum).
221 ¢,
Lk. ig™: 2 &% g i
Is this another example of a Semitism in the ‘African’ text,
or a gloss resulting from such teaching on the Resurrection
of the flesh, as in Zachary's Comm., ed. Migne: clxxxvi,
col. 174 D .
Ubi dicit fletus et stridor dentium veram ostendit
resurvectionem, cum fletus sit oculorum, et dentes ossa.

EE 3
£

Lk: zats Me. 122
In the Licge Dutch Harmony, the story of the Widow’s
Mite begins (Ch. 160): A7 daer Fhesus stont in den tempel.

n Observed by my brother Rev. I. B. PHiLLIPS during a visit to the Library.
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This might seem just a Harmony link to introduce the
incident instead of Lk's wvzf)élus or the Marcan zafizag
woévatt U yoley. .

But in Mc. 12" there is read értag 1. zalisug by ® W
565 28 fam! fam®™ 299 1). Orig. '/, sy*(© syhmg,

There is no trace in the ordinary Lat. tradition. Fuld.

uses Lk. mainly here, and begins ‘Respiciens . ... : Tax
uses Mc. mainly, and begins, ‘£t sedens . ...

D follows the Lat.

Here seems a typical ‘Eastern’ reading : but how did it
get into a Dutch Harmony of the xiii cent.?

*

In his study of the Book of Moling (Edinburgh, 1897%) Prof.
Lawror gives the text of two passages Mt. 24%—28* and
Lk. 4* —9% which he marks as peculiarly Old-Lat. Now side
by side with such familiar and well attested Old-Lat. readings
as: Mt. 29% add.: nduerunt tunicam purpuream ; 1k,
5" add.: wt sit; Lk. 7% add n bono*, there are others
which offer a welcome support to our studies on less
strongly attested Bezan, syr-lat. or Dutch Harmony readings.
The following are a few examples ; others could be provided
also from Mr. Hoskier’s collation of the rest of Lk., and
of Mt. and Jo.?), and one of these is added: others may
be reserved for a future occasion :

Mt. §°

Lk, »* add: dico p. servo meo.

The need for the addition seems to be felt more in the
Old-Syriac then elsewhere, for sys adds dico before alio also.
The evidence is curiously mixed and interesting:

Mt. syse byt not Tawr
abegh .
T aned & Talat or Taned s.

DELQR gat Dim.
Lk. ¢ /7. D(vg) gat. p. (Bk. of Moling); », hiat in both.

') Which joins ® fam! sys(c) in the famous ’Iysodv BapePPiy reading Mt. 271617,
2) Concerning the Genesis of N.T. Versions,Vol. 1. Appendices, B. Quaritch, 1911
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5% add 7ogo te: Cod. Bezae,ce f7 p. (c e: oro) sy? Ta™,
Pepys. Gosp. Harm.: ‘ke fel on knees to Fesu and
bisoudth hym pat he ede ont of pe bote. ...

. 6% et benefacile eis, add. eis: e p. Tared, but also : sy Ta.

Lk.

7V et turda multa (con)sequebatur cum ea (illam):
Cod. Bezae (gr.) ¢ p.. Tared Pepys.
cp. sy Tax in vs. 122:

.. Bum palm 3a <o
et vidit quosdam qui comitabantur defunctum, . ecce
defunctus efferebatur.

8° ministrabant ad cum ex eis quae habebant,
. de facultatibus suis: p. sye.

8% dominus 1. deus: 6 R (vg) p. sy¢ with C* and Eth.

o™ filium hominis venientem in glovia sua.l. regnum
der ex. Mt. or vs. 26: D & Orig. p (om: venientem)
veniens in gloria p. regnum dei.: sy°.

12" requiesce comede bibe epulare, add. et Wis: gysc Taar
(Cod B) Aphr., 1, 9o3, Ephr., Lelter to Publius,
quoted by Burkitt, Ev. da-Meph., II, 133.

This is an evident Semitism, and one particulary op-
posed to Latin idiom; but it occurs in the Book of Moling
and in the Dutch Harmony.

As is well known Cod. Bezae and the best Old-Lat. omit
all but epulare; in the rest of the Latin tradition we

find only:

add. e*: D (vg) Dimma, Old-Germ.cdd
add. e*: f E G (vg) gat. 69. Orig. Arm. Eth.

B3
%

94 o 3 X I ¢ ”
Lk. 6% ot améyete iy TOPURANGW VUG,

The rendering of the Old-Syriac here _ asdass o ohlaon
‘that ye (or who) have received your supplication’ is certain;
for though sy is wanting, it is supported very expressly
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by Aphr. (ed. Graffin 1. 921), who, after so quoting,
continues: ‘Quinam sunt autem divites, qui receperunt
petitionem suam, nisi populus ille prior, qui cuncta terrena,
minime vero caelestia, appetebat (C\,;:)_>Cl), Ephr. Mot'es.
P- 64 ... quum diceret ‘Vae vobis divitibus,” eos signifi-
cavit, qui nihil aliud guacrunt quam divitias'. The same
ren.dermg, 1s also found in Cod Palat (¢) : quoniam consecutl
CSt’lﬁ postulationem vestram 1).

.Ihe obvious explanation of these versions is that the
mistake has arisen in the Syriac from a confusion between
the correct ~duas (consolationem) and the more familiar
~hass, and that we have here a remarkable instance to
add to the list of cases of Syriac influence in the Old-Lat.,
angl\ especially the ‘African’ texts.

. [his is confirmed first by the recurrence of the expres-
sion in Mt. 18% where the 2 ¢ sz ¥0sev of the Unforgiving
Servant, is expanded in sy* to mdass lan <) prom
and is so quoted by Aphr. I. 8o:

“‘Quod mihi debes, mihi redde’, neque obsecrationem
excepit?®) (snthass lao ~\a) qua eum conservus rogabat”.
Secondly in Lk. 2% where Tooadeyoevas RopdrhnGE) T9U lopai),
appears in sys" (cur hiat) Miim.~y ~<hass <om lao=a
and again in ¢: ‘exspectans praecem isdrael’. Here the
sense, though intrinsically splendid, is difficult, and the
mistake for ~Auas and the influence of the Syriac on e
seem highly probable. Prof. H. von Sobex, however, edits
Praeconen

But the confusion may be earlier in the various meanings
of mupsuinmz. That of consolation is almost entirely Biblical,
while that of appeal as well as exhortation, is both literary
(if rare e.g. Thuc. 4, 61) and popular. In the Vocabulary
of illustrations from the papyri Dr. MILLIGAN quotes several
instances including two, where it is associated with d:mig
and zateuyg.

dsnaete wol MUpUANGTELS rcpa':s'v‘nvoy_f/f got

1) The Litge Harmony has here ‘uwe genugte’, which, in itself might represent
some such Latinj but it is more probably only a gloss rendering; cp. 16% es hi
nu in troste ende in ghenugten.

2) GRAFFIN, however, does not recognise these words as quotation.
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ALTYAY RUL TAPAAKAGY TUvTos 60U ThGlous moEtalot.

Accordingly the similarity between ~3uas and <dhass
may be only a coincident factor in the translation, and
postulationem and preceme may derive directly from the
Greek.

This does not, of course, necessarily suggest that Luke
himself intended this meaning, though it can fit 6* well
enough as we have seen (but cp., on the other hand, 16*).
Among the other N. T. uses in the Acts (4), in the
Apostle (19) and in the Hebrews (3), there is no clear
use of appeal, except in the context of 2 Cor. 8* (pzs
rolis mopuskgrang dxpavor) cited by Dr. Minrican. On the
other hand the verb is constantly so used. But a translator
might well be under the influence of the more popular
use, especially that of the ancestor of e.






As an introduction to Mr. Hoskier’s collation of @ Mark,
it may be useful to reprint the following lines from the
Prolegomena to his Apocalypse-edition p. xvif.:

“No one is qualified to criticise the text of St. Mark
who is unfamiliar with the following :

That DerWOXOW are compound (although unequal) wit-
nesses to a Latin foundation. To these are to be added
the cursives 2P¢ (=473 or 565) 604 (= 700) 892 Paris”
and Laura®™, as well as families 1 and 13, and more
occasionally 435 and cser,

That RBL are an entity, with and without A.

That, of the Latins a=—#= (and a-2=Ds# before its
last revision), a=¢ (the latter revised), c=//,, e=#, f=
goth, i=—=adr in combination and is steady and true to
type, /=largely vulgate; and even 7, though heavily vul-
gatised is really as to base the counterpart of 4.

And beyond this they must know how truly these com-
binations act. As a matter of fact they do not act like
our wmss. of the Apoc. They are very often and very
much in disagreement where they should not be. Thus,
although ¢=//, as to foundations, revisers have often
spoiled the composite picture, and the same remark applies
to the rest.

When adir are together we recognise that their last
composite base has survived complete; when Derazn con-
firm a reading against & we know that we must seek
carefully among the supporting testimony for additional
light; when ¢-f, together receive support from ¢-4 and
Dd+4anr and b-¢g7 we know we are on the firm foun-
dation of the true Latin base, no matter how many Greek
groups read against them.

1) See Vol. i. of my Genesis of the Versions, pp. 193 seq.
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We must know further how the other Versions stand.
We must carry in our minds always that the aetliopic in
Mark is comparatively commonplace; that the dzalessaron
hardly plays any part in the discussion; that, however
circumlocutory may be the persian it almost invariably
reveals a deep base connected with Latin and Syriac joint
or separate foundations; that sy siz fluctuates strangely,
retaining here and rejecting there many important Latin
readings.

And then, perhaps the most important point is that the
Coptic Versions remain in the background of the Latin
picture. Quite differently do we have to handle this matter
in the other Gospels. The reason is this, that RBLA(W)
and the Coptics cling together in Mark, and you need
hardly ever refer to them even to elucidate a fine point,

As to the cursives the critic must know that while
© 473 (565) and 604 (700) hang together for 50°/ of the
Gospel, 604 deflects much more than 473 from the ©
combination; and he must know that DO is not a perfect
combination, but subject to all kinds of vicissitudes, yet
having one base. He must also know that while 473-604-
892-Paris”-Laura® ™ have but one stem (with DO®) they
go widely and wildly apart where they should testify to-
gether. The same applies to that invaluable document cser,
which, but for revision (like pers), would solve a number
of knotty points. In fact cs* and pers and sy» sin stand
in exactly similar fluctuating relation to the base.

When therefore 892 or Paris” desert the RBL combi.
nation there is generally a reason for it, in that in those
places (especially if with ©) they represent an older and
not a younger base.”
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COLLATION OF KORIDETHI (so-called ® or 0% or Sod 0%)
WITH SCRIVENER’S REPRINT OF STEPHEN III

Mark i.

1 Aa'ap%?l vid.
— viov Tou feov
xolws pro wg
&y YoRio TW
wpoPyry (pro v
7015 TPoPYT0I5) S
2 — eyw
ATOTTEAW
fin. — sumpocley gov
4 & Ty epqpw ParTilwy
[xees xnpuooawy|
5 —i
0F LEPOTOAUMATS
— TovTEs
— TOTOAW
6 + 0 ante wayyys
DepLaLT YNy
|rel. ver. cum t. .|
‘7 EXNPUTTEY
EpILETE
— xuas
8 — ey post eyw

sed pey pro & ante vdat:
Vs BamTioel
Q — EYEVETO
+ 0 anle oovs
voalopel)’
&g Toy 10pdavyy )

UTro 1wayyov s



i

10 &% pro omo
19ey
Tolwpevous
Xk TW WYX Sic
wo pro Goe
xara3évoy
[e7 avrov]

IT — &yeyeTo /
“+ yxovally post oupaywy
& oot pro v w

12 evlswe

o
exfBart auroy Ssic

SIS TYY EpYUwY
13 — éxel

[reooopaxovre]

TOU Dif30A0U pro TOU GATHYL
14 — 7ov ante 1wavwyy vid.

— 0 ante ycovs

— 7ye Pacirsiog
(15) [xes reywy]
16 ey

avd paioy

apQifBaroyres pro [Parrovras

T dixTu pro apiBayaTpoy

&t

17 yeveale

18 evlug
[Pevres 7o dixTu|
— Ty
[#x0r0vln50y auTw|

19 — exeiley

1dey

[
Toy adrPay



19
20

28

RATAPTYGOVT oG
— evlews post o init. )
+ evlews ante aQevreg )

+ To DIXTUR Xou anle Toy WATEQX

Moy pro amwyrloy

1o Docpvoov ;
EOIDATKREY + auTous

— Xou ante ovy ws

o1 ypape TEWG: (Sic)
Jin. avexprSey

— e

T gy K 6oL Sic
w vaapyyos *

[ordex]

ETETYUNTEY

ATO TOU YOV TO TV TO ‘xxxﬂqu'z )

(pro & avrov) s
o|we)patay

am avrou pro & avrou
|ebopeBlnooy|

TUYCHYTEL

P0G EXUTOUG

reyoyreg (pro . . Tag)

E5TIY

— T 9 ante ddayy

({ta: reyovrso: 71 eaTiv

TOUTO® DI0YY Ko YYoUTY") 5
wareloust avror o Sic wyevpasty |
(— %ot sec.) §
ETITOOEL

init. wou eEynley (— O€)

§ Most primitive so far,
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§ 1.28 y axoy avry pro % axoy xvrov Rumor hic b g (Liant ar,)

29

30

3I
32

34

35

36

=)

37
38

39

(rumor iste & juxta y axoy evrov Dgr ff, c» fama haec ¢)
Neglexit Tisch.
— evlug
skeMuwy ex Tvg cuvaywyns: yrlev (pro ex tvg ouy. sEeablovreg, naloy)
v paiov
TUPETOUTDL
— TEQL AUTYS
— cvlewg
[edv]
s%oumo: sic
daciewvyCopevovs
KoL Yy 0N ¥ TOMG EXITUYHY (LEVH
elepamevaey
dEpwyIo
c&efBurey
yPrev - avre (ante rarey) )
— Tt dypovie Seq. §
icay avrey + oy eyl
eyyuye
byleve [xar omyrles]
EIG EpYIAEY TOTOY
xaxi pro wixel (sed vide infra vrs. 38)
T POTEVILETO
xotediwke
+ 1e inter 6 et sipwy
Snrovay e
KoLl EREL PrO XAKET
Enrloy pro eEeryrvln
ailey pro wy
Sl TG CUVRY WYL
Kotk DEQWYL SIC pro kol To doHAOVIZ

§ Pers: et illinc fama ejus [fama ejus syr sin; silet diatess).



1. 40 —— auToy post ket yoyumeTwy

xe pro oti

ouvase
41 |omrayyvicles’ |
EXTYYNG
xewpay (xewpe sic, non yepx sed fin. lin.)
[#daro avrov)
42 (%o aiwovrogs auTou|
eullug
exotlfopyaly

Iz ,
43 euPpisoynevor sic

44 camwic pro €1mys
arre pro aAd’

v
uraye Sic
dikoy
TPOTEVEY KoL
§ pro & (Wer cser Gog Paris®?)
wporeTabey pwusys >

.
o -~
o — 0

EIT LOPTUPIRY QUTOIT SIC

§ 45 Tomoigly pro Tomois %y

Jfin. wavroley

Mark ii

. 1 init. xou ccerloy wary
waQapyoov s’
— %ot Sec.
&Y 0INW EOTIV
2 — evlewe
3 |wpos avrov] Qepovres wapxAuTIXOY

4 TPOTEVEYRAL Pro TPOTEYYITOL

§ Dar yy, d esse Om. wyv Bbe copt.



ii.

S8

38

4 TV oTEVOUY
+ 0 15 post owou yy (= DA)
mé'opufmm;j Contra DW latt.
TOY %pof3uTTo
& ov pro ¢ @ | (e ov W)
— 0 ante woporAUTINOG
5 kot By (— Je)
THY TIGTYY
aQiwvTas Gov apopTion (— ou .
pf’bo aQewyrou rr/ox pou ac/,c(xpﬂ‘xz Fov ; Cf. lat. tibi peccata.
7 o1t pro i (B p*r copi)
[cum ¢. 7.
8 culug
— oUTW;
T auToIE post ey
Tt (— Tavre) dwroyilealor e ) ut WL
TG xacm:;/.wv

9 evxomoy pro EUROTTWTEPOY

g s : te ~§ - P
another change rung on ‘facilius’ which is constant among

the Latins. C£. Clement’s jzov and darroy.

[ePewvras] gou

&yelpoy

TV xpaf3uToy cou

Jin. [wepmare
10 13yre

aQievas apopring e THE YUS
1T 0u Jeyp

EYelpE (— wou)

TOY %paf3eTToy
12 — culleng

TOV xpafBarroy |- aurou

§ This appears new; bound up with variants of €@ ov, ¢ w, @ o, €@ ov.
8§ In corde vestro quid cogitatis pers. Zart. = quid.
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il. 12 evomioy pro evavtioy

Jin. dopey

13 eEyaley
|7opee| Tiv pro Ty
NPETO

14 1d¢v
saxwfBoy pro Aeviy (Latt. Orig.t xate Tive Twv) but not ‘Caesarea’.
|roy Tov] araQaiov
emt Tou TeAwvioy So W.
axorovls | ot

15 — xou eyevero &v Tw. Habet: xou
KATOURENLEYO 2UTWY [V Ty oiki awTov|
— Xl ante worlol prim.

FOANOL 0F pro worlot ket Sec. loco

14
16 01 ypapoTic

ort ealioy sic pro avroy evlbiovra New?

[LET R TWY APTWADY KO TWY TEAGYWY T4 (—o71) |Obs. ors (— i) BL|

fin. eolistou (— xou wive).
17 + o7t (ante ov gpiwy sic) = BAS 473 sak bok
01 EITYUOYTES
Jin. — e peTavoioy
18 et o1 Qapioouor pro wew or Twv Qapicoswy bis in versy pr. et
sec. locis
ot D¢ palitor cou pro o d¢ oot palyTal
oU YYTTEUTOVGHY New? ¢f. vers. 20. Probable accomodation
19 &7V
soqovat Toy yuk Qlov (LET aUT®Y
20 &Y EXEWY TY WLEPK
21 init. — ko
paxxovs
ETIPATITEL

[em1 spatioo maaaiw)]

pnye pro @y



11 21

22

()

25

28

40

+ amo ante Tov warwiow 1) Latt.
TR

VEIWET O

Bars pro Parre

My E pro uy

prer

— 0 veog

[exggeiron wer or aoxor| amorvyres

aAN pro orde

Jin. Bayreaioy

autoy & Tolg caf3Busiy wapamwopsverlo
%o o1 palyron aurov yptavro |odovmole|
TIAOYTEG

T
TOUT Tayuas Sic

ot 3¢ Qapisasor (— xout)

+ ot palyrou gov post woiousy

— ¢y v

Jin. eeomiy

Amopxileis eimey pro wott qUTOS EAEYEY D d a (Quibus ille dixit ¢
simplicius.)

QVEYYOTE

croysey dad

Xpiowy e ey

ETIVoLTey

ovg oux elegriv Quyely el A TOIG IEPEVTIY POnil post ke dwxey
Kok TOIG (LET QUTOV (pi'o Kol €. Kb OUY QUT® auo’z). C e batts

—oust et 473 604. per avrov D al. Clear translation change,

EYEVETE. Sic

+ %o ante ovg

dix Tw caffure. sic

ToU goafPBarov: sic
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()

4

6

7/8

10

41

Mark iii
eigyrley
eEypopnevny
Ty xeip exwy sic. New. Not @ or d or ¢ or W but & (our
oldest source in Mark me judice) manum aridam habens.
Cf. aeth. pers. (Not even g).
TOPETH POVYTO

ey pro el New? (ileg. a)

To15 Taf3Busiy

Tw 79y Enpav gerpe sxovrt R C* Ad Tisch VNI txt. Seven other
varieties here.

eyelpe

sEeoTiv + &v

Jin. amoregar pro amoxteaes 1. A it

GUYAUTTOVLEYVOS

EXTIVOY

cEeTivey

— uymng w5 ¥ arm* (suppl. )

+ evlews ante cEealovreg

— evlews post o1 Qapisaiol 473 ae. Om d al.

LETE TO  Ypudiavwy

emoiyoay pro emwoiovy (contra edovy BL 13 28 473? 604)
omos

ATONETWTIY

UETO Ty (LolyTwy qUTOU oegwpyaey

nxorovlyaey (— avrw)

Kok w0 LepOTOAVAWY Kotk amo TG lovdaias (cf. 0-q).
[Rel. cum t. r.]

amey Toie polures

Dl TWY 0NV

va e

ETITITTIY

ATTOITRL Ppro awyTol
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iii. 10 acleviog pro pastiyes New. Latt. plagas etz a: verbera

10/11 xat wyere axeldapre (— Too bis)

10

E2
13
14

15

o
QUTHY Sic

elewpovy

TPOTETITTHOY Sic vid.

expaloy

FOITWTIY

TPOTHRAIT 0L

emotyaey 1f3. _
-+ ove xeu amwosTONOUE OYOLLOLTEY post 1/3.
[1ve] wow

QTOTTENNEL

[0Epoc7rsusw| vogous (— Tovg)

xPBarrer pro exfurrery

ai
T DEpOYIL:

15/16 [Absunt verba wou mepuuyovras xypuaaely 10 evyyenoy W sol.

16

18

19

; - 3 at we remain wi
wnter gr. cum aceg, g‘(ll [()/I SO that ¢ remain with

0 + d traditions.

%o ewelyney, -+ 0vopaTR, TW TLAWYE TETOOV® (— ovopce) wou taexwf3oy
¢/. 33

AUTOU Ppro TOU 1kw[20U

Boavypyes

avdpouiory (So ®)

+ 7wy Terwyyy post parlousoy SO 473 604 non latt. 1If this is
‘Caesarean’ it is a pretty poor text.

— xou ante 0xddooy New?

[Tov xavoyiryy|

iTxopiol)’

19/20 [epgovrau|

20

Kot guvepxovTar (maaw (6) ogros)
WoTO Pro woTe
avtoy pro aurovs This is a find! It agrees with ¢ ff, posset for
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possent (avrovs om. Dgr). Silet Tisch. This is not in 473
604 so the Caesarean splits badly here. ‘So that Jesus

had not a crust to cat’ instcad of the disciples.

iil. 21 xpaTioze

22

bestaran pro seoty (nom 473 604) (4 avrovs D) (eknpryyros
avtov W)
,4

01 YPRMATIT

&Y TO apOVTI

TWY DEUWYIWY

exBaan

TOL DoUAWYIOL

(Variation between dex. and daipmoviz indicates careless but

Latin bearing)

amey pro ereyey  So 33

+ 610 post s So U be (+0 e 10 D al. latt.)
exBory

24 pepiglon pro pepialy
25 |mepirtz)

N Otz exetvy oTalyvos

26 |xeu pepepisra

oTYou pro aralyver

27 ovdeis de duvarar = qser ad ff,. Non Dgr = ovdeic duvaron ut

Wer b ce al. sed arn ovdeis duvaras 604 cum RBCLA 1.13
etc. Another split.

&g Ty oty ToV 1o yupoy elgenboy

TOL GREVEL QUTOV DIOLPTaToL

TPWTWY

dYTEL

TOIG UI0IG Twy avlpumwy To OLURPTHRET

+ ot ante BrooQyunes (sic)

oo Exy pro oco oy

29 ovx eyt aQeoiy
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iii. 29 — e1g oy ouwve DW and the whole group together here

(O8]
\¥}

33

35

with Azh. Cypr. and doubtless right.
OULEPTALRTOG Pro %pITEWS
Ko EPIETHL Y uyTHp owTou xek oF adédor (pro epovras ouy o
aderQoi xaut y uyTHp auTov)
[EGT(OTE;J
ATEGCTYMOLY
xohovytee pro Quyovyres

exalevro pro exalyro (vult exalyyro) e venerunt
wept ooy oxaor ¢ e 473 (604 oxros) (pro oxros wepr awroy)

EITOVTO D¢ auTOY SiC VId. pro €m0y 3¢ KUTW

7,
SHTOUG LY

amenpily awrois reywy — %ot nit. 473 (604)
xou pro ¥
[uxrw Tous wepr awroy)

+ palyras ante wolypevovs So 13 473 004 arm, non lat. 1f
this is admittedly ‘Caesarean’ because they agree, then
it is a pretty poor revision in such places.

N.B. This ‘Caesarecan’ agreement is zrrespective of the real
foundation text, and constitutes for the most part a

moderate and rather stupid and rather late revision,
probably post-Origenistic.

STEY Pro reyer  ede pro i€

log yap av] |70 ernpe]

This is the absurd place where Hort follows B alone for
Te. Oehypare, taken wholeheartedly (and Iightheurtedly)
straight from the Old Testament. Utterly crude and not
understanding Jesus’ one command. R* does the same
(alone) at Matthew vii. 21, thus arbitrarily X in Matthew,
B in Mark.

— pov post aderdy
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Mark iv.

iv. 1 |guwngldn| contra cuvmslyoay 473, suvayerau 604 1328 XNBCDL.
Behold  Caesarea in #iree camps here, all due to an
original latin congregata est. This is really very pretty. The
‘est’, although past tense, perhaps influencing suvayerau of
the masters X B ezc.

TOAAVE
woToU
e waomoy (— o) evfBayvra
Jin. |#v)
3 0 omipwy
TOU GTIpoLL
4 & Tw omipety
emesey
yrbey Too wETYYR
— TOU 0UpaYOY
Jin. qure pro avro  So 33 473 [non 6oa| e ff, Aug [non
ll/)f_a’ﬂ'] Om. pers!
5 nit. wau arro pro arro de
ETL To geTpwdy pro ewi To werpwdes R D W latt,
Ixev pro cige
Efuvsrz).w
Dl To uy &4y
Babos 5 yus (pro B. yus) B. [Non 473 604). ados Ty yny D
sed altitudinem terrae d. Om. claus. W b c (not mentioned
in Z%sch.)
Behold B joining, not Caesarea but a divided camp, all
due to retranslation along the different lines.
6 xat oTe aveTerey 0 WMOS (Pro yMOv O& awrTEIALYTOS)
exavparysly (vide rell.)
TW (Y ELEW
7 em pro siz CDgr 33 473 604 cscr, b |non q, non d|.
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o T B )
[ axavlos  wxet| suwvemubes oavra pro suvemviSuy avrto New !

Non 473 604 ]
Suffocaverunt ea & ut Wer et ¢ (illa). Suffocatum est (-zvro

vel avre ¢ ff, q) . : .
So between ¢ ff, and W 4 ¢ we get a complex in Koridethi.
U g ° <

) D 14
Jin. emomysey pro edwxe So 473 only |[non 604 edwxoy W.

8

¢f. et facta sunt infructuosa e |al. omn. dedit|
cf. aethint non floruit
arabint non protulit
syrint non edidit
arre pro danro (e again)
overfevoyra
[xu.‘}'awou’m]
Qepr pro «Pepey  So DW 124 473 604 b d adferet, ¢ adfert
(fzat ¢) adferentem a
& A wau sy & xou ey p
— auToig
0 eyoy
Kat ote pro ore o
KT LY oe
emipoTwy pro ypwrysay D abdg non W.
o palyre aurou Tyr y wapxorn avTy (Pro o wepr auroy guy
ToIc dwdexa Ty wapaforyy) cf. D latt.
— avroic New. Quibus ipse dixit c.
% vuny pro vy
dedore .
vt Asyers (pro to wavre ywered) DE 28 124 473 lap
[120m 604
Bremoswy . . Sogiy
QHROVGYT G
LROVTWTIY pro axovws:
wy TUYRweLY

emieTpedwaiy



iv iz

13

14

15.

16

17

18

19

20

47

[2eln avToi To aprprypars)

01T

e

o ompwy (Qui loquitur a bcqr) hiat e.

Confusion between epw and omepw. See Separate note for
the Bezan Club.

GTIPL PrO OTELPEL

Square and basic division here and in the next verse. How
a got this I don’t see.

CTIPETE

+ auTou post anovswsiy

ouph

€y TET KOPIIOUT QUTO: SIC

—opoiws  So D'W and group

T IPWILEYOL

LROVT BT IY

rapfPavovst (— avroy)  So the group and Origen.
vevopevels vid.

y dyoypov (contra war dwypov DW latt. pl. non ab)
evllug

init. — ovror ety or (el 13 28)

GIIPOAEVOL

|axovoyres] against group axovsavree

Tou [Blov pro Tou auwvous Toutow So D W cser 473 604 lat (b e vitae)

wou o eware vult xoer o amater D W d 473 non 6oy

wospov pro wrovrov D d latt 473 non 604, non W

— xou b weps Too Aowmor emibupion )

*DW 28 2
SITTOPEVOUEY L | 473 604 latt

GUYTYAY OUTLY

fin. wouk xXpaTOL (sic) ywovror D8t W 124 latt, non 473 604

— ourot New with 473 (the others and Orig. have it; some
exevol). Tischendorf does not mention this.



iv. 20 oiTyveg

24

25,

26

27

28

2XOVOUT Y
amodeyovtau pro woapudeyovrar New. dexosrar 604, non 473

& h.xat & EL wou by Lp.:

eoxeTan 0 pvywoe (contra D d amrerow W waierou)
(wd10y

1+ wa [vmo T4y kYY) ) S ¥ 08 db% nok Bog
+ 7ely post wiivyy )

Jin. Tels® pro emirely

ld est Tely tev in versu

ety (-74)

& py e (pro 5 eav py) So group

Quevepoly

EYEVETW

caly sic cg Quvepoy (pro cis Pavepoy ealy)

ETPITE

wepigevlyseTan pro wpostelyoerow New, adicietur o, demensyr-
abitur 4. (/liat @ 1v. 18—24)

[Toi1s axovousiv| om. group

intt. ostic pro oz New. Obs. .... que non qui in q. Prob .
quicEque. Rell. qui.

[Rel. cum t. r.|

0uTOg Pro ovTwe

wrmep pro ws éxy  So group. quomodo ¢

— 7oy ante omwopoy So D W 69—124 604

EYEIPYTE

Brasre pro Prasravy

Jin. — avro: New. But so & (hiat a) vgE. non ¢ (corrected out)
This looks like foundation text, before it was added in
d and the rest.

xopwo Qeper Sic

0PTWY

[eire whnpy| Tov cerroy 473 604



49
-3
iv. 28 e 70 sTAYVE: Sic
20 woLpodot
o lepyoppog
30 éAeyey
T pro T contra wws RBD W]
wopaorouey sic
31 xox0y pro xoxxu
[AAKPOTEPOY P10 [LIXPOTEPOS

+ ov ante wavTwy )
y cf. verss.

EOTI TWY

ot
32 avefever sic

VEWET)

w
w4y (sic) wovTwy TwY Axxavoy

To TETYIO
|keerearyyvouy|

33 TOAAXIG Topaf30Aais
xafoc
EQUVAYTO

34 wapePorxic pro wopaSoivs
EACLAL

avroie sic. Vult?
v v

|watprose avrov), — avrou 604 ff,il. ‘Caesarea’ breaks down
here for Orig b4is goes with RBCL A for Toic Sioie pay

and again for avras pro zavra with D W ez, o, Apai
our group.
emepvey |mavre|
35 T4 Apeps
36 aQiovsiy pro acd)sv'rs,c? DW and group
+ %ot post oy oy S
Xt Too aAhe T 0yTE WA ) == about group of min.

peT autou (— uv) 473



5Q

iv. 37 Aerad
ueyary ovepov BD LA etc. lati.
%o TR Pro To d¢
emeBarey
wWoTE auTd Yoy yeuilealou
38 & Ty moupyy

emt mposxeQarniov pro i } DW 131 473 (604)
TO TPoTkeQarouioy

DIy ElpRyTES pro 5/5751poww} DW 28 473 Gog .
— xou anle »)eyousiy
MLEAL
39 emeTiuTEy
EITey
EVEYETW
40 dih01 soTOuL
OT@W SIC Pro UTW; WWs OUX
41 Tig coTIV Qpo OUTOS (;7;’0 TIg Qpo OUTOS EOTIY vel Tig X EoTy
outog) So 473 604
ort y Oaraoson xou or avepor D W latt.

[vraxovousiy owra)

Mark v.

Vo 1 yabey pro yaloy
Twy yepyeayywy (pro Twy yad.)
2 eferloyros avTou
UTyyTYGEY
avos &x Ty vy DW and group.
3 uviuasy pro pvyueiole
Kotk OUDE @AUTI OUKETI OUDELS ) ALIUTEL BCLW 334737 ¢ e non 6og.
QUTOY EduvaTo Dyl )
4 TOAAAKYG TEdeg
AAVGET LY
TOG AANIGTYG

[ras wedas sec.]



V. 4 I0YUEY oWTOY
S &V TOIG UYAMATIV X TOIG 0PEGLY
EYQUTOY Pro exuToy
6 xot 100V pro wwy de
D poLjrey
7 AEyEr pro &ime
T4 g wak 004 pro T4 cpos ki o1 New = Diatess. sol. Where
is Origen and Caesarea?
Basavyoys
8 ereyey
TémYR Sic.
o 7w ovop gor sic. No &7y here, which D 7z and Orig. add.
W opposes.
%ol AEYEL QT Pro wot amexpily Asywy
seq: [Aeyewy ovopa por*)
10 wapexarovy pro wapsxarss  So AA [non 3] 1 28 473 ¢ ff, g,
mot/z Dam. syr sin diatess (Luc)
amosTaINy avTe (pro avrovg amosteidy) New. Where is Origen ?
Obs. se pro cos dug r,. avroy XL W be
11 7p05 T O0pEL
12 wovte. T oipovie  So (D) 473 604 e
amovra pro Asyovres So D 473, Asyovta 604, siwov W
13 emepley pro emetpedey
AUTOVS Ppro auTolg iD 473 604 ¢
— evlews o imoovs  Non 473 604
aoyMey pro cionrlos B al. pe. gr. A ‘nicety’ of B and not
Origen.
opymTEY
WG DITILEIMOL
ey 71 Qorooay
14 auTous pro TOUG X0HOUS
ATAYYANLY pro oAy Y EIILY

TONYY



V. 14

15

16

17

18

19

21

u
8]

TY EOTLY

TO YEYWYOS

oéponlomeyoy

— X! anle aTys ey Sic

[7ov eognxorar 7oy Aeycwva]

EYEVET W

70 dapeonilopeves

mapexarovy (pro webuvro wapuxaré). So D [non W] d 473
604 and a.

This is a fine illustration of @ equating Dgr.

&vBayrog

Trpaxaiel pro wopexahit New.

Is this possibly original? (© is pretty careful). 4 and ¢ hold
rogabat, but a present tense would be very graphic, q
has been revised from &'s original ‘rogabat™o ‘coepit illum
deprecari’ as D ¢ and the rest (including ¢), which shows
this is not original.

iid. depoviclhers

e (LET aUTOU Y

[o d¢ maous)

amayyeiroy (pro avayy.), sed DW 1.13.28 604 =— 1YY iy
|avayyeinoy 473]. Behold Caesarea in 3 camps again,

0 XUpIog Goi

TETOIYKEY

NAEYGEY

amyrley

| Rel. cum ¢. 7.

— & 10 whoiw wary. Om. & Tw wAIW 473 604 D ete. Kori-
dethi here is simplest of all Gks.

TOAINVG

§ This is beautifully illustrated four verses beyond where Jairus srirre and TUpAKENEL
although there (ver. 23) © has mapexarer, but & opposing D shows that the present
is correct.



V. 21

22

(&)

27

29

53

mpos pro éx So D [non W| N X 13 28 604 473 Paris®™. Clear
translation variant.

— 190V

w ovope pro ovopari  So W |non D om.] (see how they

alternate) and 473 604. Translation change.
| ey avrov| om D de |non WJ

TITTL
[mcpsxx)a-‘z] maponarst RACL 33 473 gser pser zapaxanwy D it.

—ori So Dd 13 ace [non 473 604|
|ras xerps auTy )

[omws]  we al.
Sy pro Snostou
aryrley

yxorouly

v -~
wot ouvedayBoruro : sic
[t vy Tig]
(en 13°)
—aap  So DW iz,

—_—

wPernlyor

L TO XEWOY PrO €15 TO XEIfoY So D |non W] 473 604. Circum-
locution. Translation change

&Y TO OYAW

ereyey yop + ev sawry So DKIT al.

ibid. ot avadopor way Ty petiey evrow New. (Non ex Matt.
Luc.)

Observe: tangam ¢, but tetigero a b ¢ ff, 173 vg, tetigere »,
and ADTIGERO 4.

This is-;l-beautiful one as to & ® having the base. 473 604
do not have it. Where is Origen to decide?!

evlug

n wY1

T TWHETY

EIXTOL



v. 29
30

3I

33

34

35

54

(2o T35 pasTizvos| Om. b c (e)

eulus

SUYOLLAY

&Y TW 0YAO

amey pro ereye  So W Dgrabe 473 Gog
guvlrifBrire (sic) New.

THE pro Tig

+ Ty wpariov post yharo b |non q| ¢

199y

TETORUILY Pro TETOINTATLY
—_—

New with W. No note to the whole verse in Tischendorf,
quae hoc fecerat & a ff, (haec) o
quis hoc fecisset b
quis hoc fecerat ¢
om. claus. ce
[#on 473 604|. Where is Origen to decide?

This is another translation change. No proof for Graeco-Lat,
or Lat.-Greek.

QoBylize

+ d10 wemomey (sic without y) aalbpe post Tpeuovse. So D gf
and wemomxer 473 604, ewomoe OGP

Wle 0 yeywyey

le7m avry]

WMley

wosay Ty aryleiony

+ 15 post 6 de

TETWHREY

Topevou pro vraye  So 473 604 only. Thus Clem improvises

“LEM_E here. This is an unanswerable place. A/ Lating
‘vade’. Tisch. does not quote 473 or Clem.

vy

(aTTY Y05

apxAovvaywyou |non ver. 38]



V. 35

36

37

39

40

41

42

33

arelaves

TRUAAIC

— evllews

|xxovoas). mrpanovsas R BL W A8, ¢ neglexit. Pro audiens etc.
audito & (— oy Aoyov Achovpmevoy)

lcum t. ». literatim)

|epxeTau| contra epyovror mult.

|[rov oixov] D 473 604 THv om(e)iey

+ xou ante wieioyTog

o AACoYT00G )

worrovs pro worre N mworrws B (negl. Tisch)

[DW zell. morre et 473 604 et ¢ ‘multa’. Litiam cd ff, »3
multum, ez g, sed om. diatess (Liat sin) quoque syr pesh et
pers. Om 0, thus making morzous agree: turbam flentem
ac lamentantem. Dud. a.

No Caesarean standard to be found here.

fopu[Bi50cs

+ 7t ante wrwerou (sic) So D [non W) 28 [non 473 604] and
bdf |non goth| ff,igr

TO TEDIOY

nit. avtos de (pro 6 de)

FouyTog pro amavros contra D it. Tovs oxove

TopRAf30y

[“13
TOU TEDIOU Sic

sirmopevTa (sisemopeveto 473 cum D 4t.)

|xat Tove per avrov| D it add. ovras

TO TEDIOY

xaroxeipesoy (pro avaxeipsyoy) cum 473 604 al. Om. XBDLA
abdeff, i. Habent jacens rell.

[rov wadiou] [Tarbe xoup)

ETIY

eyelpe

culug
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v. 42 yyepls pro aveery New. surrexit lait. exurrexit da

TEpIET AT *

+ oot (vult woer) post yop So RCA 124, 3 (quasi), + we
133 118 473 6o4 |non it

yrwy 13"

43 DIECTIARTO

— 7ouro against all Greeks. Ome. ¢ ff, d g aeth pers (Liat syr
sin). Look at D rouro beginning the line below. Latin ¢
(line above) ut i nemini dicerent.

EITTEY

.
QUTOL Pro ouTy.





