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BULLETIN OF THE BEZAN CLUB.
N° 10.

The first thing that we have to record in the present
issue of the Bulletin is the removal from amongst us of
our colleague Canon J. M. WriLson, at the advanced age
of 94. He was from a regimental point of view one of
our most recent recruits, and he retained his interest in
Bezan studies and his zeal in prosecuting them to the
very last, though his eyesight was failing and his physical
strength was beginning to decline. In other respects he
was young to the last,

Members of the Club will remember how he circulated
amongst us copies of his translation into English of the
Bezan text of the Acts of the Apostles, in the hope of
reviving amongst us, and so indirectly among scholars
generally among whom we occupy almost a pioneer position,
the theory of Brass that the double text of the Acis was
due to the fact that Luke issued two editions of his work,
and that the canonical text can only be properly under-
stood, when it is regarded and read as a revised work,
upon which the author’s own hand has been engaged.
Canon Wirson thought, and there was much to be said
for his view, that Brass’ brilliant hypothesis of an original
double text had never been adequately considered, and
that, in the thirty years that had elapsed since its first
promulgation, it had wrongly lapsed into desuetude. He
was, I think, rather disappointed that he did not succeed
n reviving amongst us an adequate study of Brass’ position,
but perhaps this was not so much the result of a lack of
Interest in a particular phase of the great New Testament
Problem, as it was due to a disinclination on the part of



some of our members to put into writing what they were
really thinking.

I will append a copy of one of the latest communica-
tions that [ received from him, not long before his decease.

STEEP,
Perersriern. Oct. 26, 1930.

My dear Dr. RENDEL HAaRrris,

I am indeed greatly obliged to you for your statement
how matters stand, and for your renewed taking up the
affair, and promise of a new Bulletin.

I do not see that I can write anything fresh on the
matter. I object to the readings of the Bezan text being
called “glosses’’. My theory is this. St. Luke wrote his
first copy of the Acts at the time when the narration
ends. He then proceeded to make a copy of it to send
to his friend Theophilus at Antioch. Of course he improved
its expressions a little, omitting what could be omitted
without loss of clearness, slightly modifying what seemed
like exaggeration in documents sent him, and leaving out
what might be misunderstood, and a part of the story of
Apollos. This was sent to Theophilus, and for some reason
did not at once, or for some time, see the light. Meantime
his original text became the recetved text, was used for
translation, and was in general circulation. Then the other
text came to light, and a copy of it, with the addition
of a marginal explanation after blood “of things strangled”
(Acts 15) appeared, and in the end supplanted the first.
But the earliest text that can be shown to exist was in
the main the same as the Greek or Latin of Codex Bezae.
I am not scholar enough to go into further detail. That
Luke was the writer of both texts, or the original of both
texts, 1s I think demonsirated beyond doubt by the perusal
of the Codex itself. What happened after A. D. 8o to
the two texts is a matter of no concern to me only inasmuch
as it proves the existence of one text, and fails to prove
the existence, in circulation, of the other.

Why because only one Greek text survives should its
readings be called glosses?
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However, I am not disturbed in my views by any later
history of the text.
Once more my warmest thanks to you for so taking
the matter up again.
Truly yours
James M. WiLson.

[P.S.] You know I suspect that Theophilus is Manaen.

But that cannot be proved.
R. H.

ANTIOCH OR ALEXANDRIA ?

Those who are following carefully the studies in the
text of Josephus, which have recently culminated in the
discovery of a Russian version of the Few:iskz War, may
perhaps have noticed that along with the greater questions
involved, such as the authenticity or otherwise of the
celebrated Testimony of Josephus to Jesus Christ, there
has also come to the front an interesting question as to
the character of the text of the Septuagint which was
employed by the Jewish historian. To which of the prin-
cipal recensions of the LXX had the text of Josephus
most affinity? We know from Jerome that the three prin-
cipal types in his day were classed as Hesychian, Lucianic
and Eusebian. Hesychius will be the equivalent, roughly
speaking, of our modern texts of the LXX, which follow
the Codex Vaticanus, whilst Lucian is the scholar-martyr
of Antioch in the fourth century (A. D. 311). Setting
aside for the present the question of the Eusebian text, we
ask whether the text employed by Josephus inclines to
the recension or recensions of Alexandria, or to that of
Antioch. The answer will surprise those who approach the
subject for the first time, and it will provoke a supplementary
question as to what this has to do with the Bezan Club,
or why does it obtain a place in our Bulletins. The sur-
prising answer is that the Aiblical text of Fosephus is
/ undamentally Lucianic and not Hesychian, it is Antiochian
and not Alexandrion.
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In order to make this clear, we may turn to the lectures
on Josephus which were given in New York by Mr. J.
St. Joan Trackeray, shortly before his decease. We must
quote some of his statements: —

p. 85. “The Lucianic text has in large measure been
identified through an ancient note stating that the
readings were marked by the letter Zamed, and the
discovery of the mark in certain passages in a Paris
MS .. .. Here comes in the importance of the evidence
of Josephus in showing that.... the Lucianic (fext)
has survived, with some alterations, from a pertod
not only earlier than Lucian, but a century and a
half earlier than Origen’.

Nor does the surprise end there. The authorities from
which this first century Antiochian text can be deduced
are a handful of late cursive MSS. far inferior in date to
what we call the Great Uncials. The last has suddenly
become the first. Let us see how Thackeray states the
case for us:

p. 83. “We can identify the type of Greek text which
lay before (Josephus). This text was not one of those
contained in our oldest uncial MSS., the Codex Vati-
canus or Alexandrinus, on which our modern printed
texts of the Septuagint are based. It was a text allied
to one preserved only in a small group of MSS.
written not in uncial but in cursive script at a much
later date, between the tenth and the fourteenth cen-
turies; and known by the figures assigned to them
by the eighteenth century editors HoLmEs and Parsons,
as 19, 82, 93 and 108 .... Now that we have In
our hands fuller and more accurate editions both of
the Septuagint and of Josephus, we discover that the
‘Syrian’ text in an older form was in existence more
than two centuries earlier, and can be carried back
from the age of the Christian Lucian to that of the
Jewish historian™.

That is, as we have said, an astonishing subversion of
critical judgment: one feels like saying with the chorus
in the Medea, &vew moraudv iegdv ywgoloc: mayal.
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We have a demonstration before our eyes that the best
MS. i1s not necessarily the oldest, or as perhaps we have
been learning to say for ourselves, ‘the true text may
turn up anywhere’.

The caution which we accumulate from the LXX must
certainly be carried over to the text of the New Testament.
Suppose we can make 1t clear that Lucian and Hesychius,
to say nothing of other editors, revised the New Testament
as well as the Old Testament, what is to prevent the
occurrence of similar conclusions, both in the textual rivalry
between Antioch and Alexandria, and in other textual
variations. At all events it will not do any longer to say
with modern editors that such and such a reading is Western
and Syrian, or Syrian only, and may therefore be safely
renounced ; or that no readings of Codex B, however
singular, can safely be rejected: and of course we are far
from endorsing the textual slogan that the best text must
be in the earliest copies. That at all events must be avoided.
We have taken a little of the space in the Bulletin to
draw the attention of the members of the Club to a situation
which has certainly developed in the Greek text of the
LXX and may find a parallel in the New Testament itself.

R. H.

Turg CarsareaNn TEXT

with special reference to the new Papyrus and
another ally.

The forthcoming publication of the Chester Beatty Papyrus
will shortly bring into prominence the Caesarean Text of
the Gospels, especially of S. Marg, and so far as its limited
range permits and the evidence is clear, modify or confirm
previous study, theory and conclusion. Accordingly it may
be both of interest and to the convenience of readers of
the Bulletin to collect some of the outstanding features of
the present situation as it has been left by the “Caesarean
Text of S. Marx” Y, and Prof. Burgirt’s review in 7. 7. .5,

1) By Kirsorr Laxg, R. P. Brake & S. NEw, Harvard Theological Review,
Oct. 1928,
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Vol. XXX, July 1929, to give the probable effect of the
new discovery as foreshadowed in Sir F. KENvoN's summary
report in the Times of November 19, and the letter from
Harvard University with which the authors of the Caesa-

rean text lost no time in following it up, and — wmagnis
parva componere — to take this opportunity of calling

attention to another member of the Caesarean family in
Mark, whose kinship, though recognised by Von Soden,
i1s obscured by his grouping, and seems to have been
overlooked in the recent Caesarean studies.

The Caesarean Text has been so called because it is
the type of text known to have been used by Origen and
Eusebius in Caesarea, and is found in a group of later
MSS., @ 565 fam! fam' 28, 700 and the Old Georgian
versions. Allied to these in various ways are the Old Syriac,
Codex W, the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, and ‘more
occastonally’, some of the Old Latin?).

Canon Streeter in his ‘Four Gospels’ (1924) thought it
could be proved that Origen used the Neutral text while
in Alexandria, and changed to the Caesarean only after
he came to Caesarea; but the evidence was fogged by
his putting together?) Bks. I-X of the Commentary of
S. Joun, while Bks. I-V only were written in Alexandria.
The evidence for these is very slight, comprising chiefly
the opening three verses of Mark. Here there are four
variations, of which one is Neutral, another Neutral with
the KII group, the third D exactly with a slight variation
in ¥ B etc. and the fourth is supported only by X among
the great MSS.; but a// of them are supported by @ and
one or more of its allies. So the evidence slight as it is,
at least permits the contrary view that Origen had a
Caesarean text in Alexandria, that he found and used a
Neutral text while writing Bks. V-X in Caesarea, and
afterwards reverted to the Caesarean text for the rest of
the work. So the conclusion reached in the “Caesarean

1) For a diagram of the group, illustrating also the authors’ conclusion, sece
Caesarean Text of S. Mark, p. 325.
2) Op. cit, p. 93.



7

Text”, p. 331 — to which the authors in their letter to
the Times of Dec. 16 refer as one which most of their
readers then regarded as a ‘rather rash statement’ — is
as follows:

“So far as the evidence goes, and it obviously does
not go far enough to give certainty, it would seem that
for his text of Mark, Origen during his early days in
Alexandria used a Codex akin to family @, then deserted
it in favour of a copy of Mark with a Neutral text (at
least in the first 12 chapters) which he found in Cae-
sarea, and finally, some years later, reverted to the @
text which he had formerly used in Alexandria”.
There 1s one other passage which occurs in the Com-

mentary on S. JoHN, both in the part written in Alexan-
dria, and that written in Caesarea, and also in the Mar-
tyrdom, which “is considered (p. 263) to be of a different
nature’”’, the addition of mazfe in Mc. x. 18.

“It clearly seems to have been known to Clement of
Alexandria. It is all the more remarkable that it is not
found in any extant manuscript. This is one of the
cases where one is inclined to doubt the judgment of
Westcott and Hort, that there are no variations in the
Gospels due to doctrinal reasons”.

I venture to suggest that this requires some further
treatment. Though the addition does not occur in any
Greek MS. of Mark, it does occur in Cod Pal (¢) in Mec.
and in 4 in Lk., and a footnote to that effect might have
saved some misconception. Also the reading is, of course,
used by Justin, Irenaeus, and later by Ephrem, so that it
is not of a ‘different nature’ in the sense of being evidence
for a local use in Alexandria only. It may, as is suggested,
be a reading that has been removed in the true text

owing to its doctrinal difficulties: — and members of the
Bezan Club probably hold no brief for this particular
Jjudgment of Westcott and Hort — but it may also be a

Marcionite reading that had been widely used in the
Catholic Church, both in East and West, from the second
to the fourth centuries.

We are carefully warned that the evidence used so far
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is only for S. Marxk, though Canon Streeter’s study on the
Four Gospels has been wider: and one of the first things
to be done is to make a complete collection and collation
of the Origen and Eusebian quotations from the other
Gospels. For some examples of the Caesarean text outside
Mark, see Streeter, pp. 86, 87, especially Mt. xxvi, 16,
17, where the name of Barabbas is Jesus Barabbas in 6,
fam 1, 241, 299, sy¥®) pal georg. For Origen’'s comment,
and its implication that the reading was in the text most
familiar in Caesarea at the time, see p. 1071.

The Caesarean group represents a ‘local” text rather than
a family like the Ferrar group, which with all probability
derives from a ‘concrete non-extant Codex’. This is stressed
both by authors and reviewer. “The Caesarean text was
never a definite single entity like the Vulgate or the
Peshitto, but is analogous to the European Latin, which
is not only contemporary in time but remarkably similar
to it in character (though not in detail)!). .. ... An
ancient local text is different in character from that of a
concrete non-extant Codex. It is not only more diverse
at any given date but also to a certain extent, it differed
at different dates”?). And the ‘specially characteristic’
readings of Mc. x1. 13 are quoted as an example. There
are of course a number of striking examples where the
group are wholly or almost wholly agreed, and these will
be fully illustrated under the ‘new ally’, but this one is
typical of a good many readings of the Caesarean text.

The variants here are:

(1) el dpa Ti edgioet év adrfj R B AC W retc. 13etc. 28 sy*

and arm.

(2) ety éav vt Eoww D kb ffir gas.

(3) w¢ evpfowy vt O 565 700 a fg Orig.?)

“It would be difficult on general principles to decide
between (1) and (2), but my impression is that (2) 1s nothing
more than the O. L. rendering of (1), and that D only

1) Caesarcan Text, p. 326 and J.T.S., p. 354.

2) P 355
3) Also P. 13416 from the Berlin Collection of papyrt, published by A. H. SALONIUS

in ZN 7T W xxvi, 1927, pp. Iolff; see ‘Caesarean text’, pp. 212 f.
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has it by retranslation from the Latin. On the other hand
it is obvious that (3) is a Greek stylistic paraphrase of (1):
¢ with a future participle is good Greek but alien from
Mark’s style. The question is, how far are we justified in
supposing that this particular corruption — for such it
is — ever formed a part of the text of W retc. 13etc. 28
or the original Armenian?.. .. Does it belong to an earlier,
or a later, stage of the Caesarean text? Was g ebgrfjowy
corrected out of fam' and W through the influence of the
R B text! If so, what are we to make of the curious and
important readings of W and fam' shared by syr® but not
by R B".

He also criticizes the method of reconstructing the Cae-
sarean text: it is to pick out the non-‘Ecclesiastical’ (non-
Byzantine) readings of @ fam 1 fam 13 28 700, the Ar-
menian and the Georgian and to combine them into a
synthetic text. Such a tentative reconstruction for Chaps.
I, VI and XI is given in an excursus, and “is well worth
the making as it gives the reader an opportunity of seeing
what is the general style of that text as compared with
the familiar entities like the Received Text or Westcott
and Hort"; and we hear from the letter of Dec. 16 that
the whole of the Gospel of S. Mark has now been so
reconstructed ), and is only awaiting the publication of the
papyrus before being set up. “The result is a convenient
repertory of ‘various readings’, but is it an historic entity
as Jerome's Vulgate or Rabbula’s Peshitto is?”

Another of the Excursus is of special interest to Bezans,
where Mrs, S. New gives the results of her study of the
Harclean and its marginal notes. She concludes (p. 304)
that one of Thomas’ Greek exemplars was predominantly
Caesarean?); neither of the other two was of the type of

1) For the editors’ intention, ¢p. Caesarecan Text, p.t 326, it is to present “a
text ... which can reasonably claim an autherity equal to that of a fourth- or even
third-century Greek MS. used in Caesarea”.

2) An interesting result of this conclusion is given below among the readings of
the “new ally™. In Mec. 15'3 add dvaceidpevor . . . . EAsyow, the evidence in Tischendorf,
G 13 erte, esr syhmg arm is somewhat indefinite: add e1337( georg 2B to these
newly discovered affinities of syhmg arm Ferr, and the Caesarean source at once
energes,
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Codex Bezae. They may have been both Neutral or both
Alexandrian, or one may have been of either type. The
absence of Gk. ‘Western’ readings in the margin of the
Harclean in the Gospels is as noticeable as is their pre-
sence in the Acts?). [z antiguo Syriaco refers to a copy
akin to Syrs, and /n illo Mar Xenaiae to one belonging
to Philoxenus, and was apparently a copy of the Peshitto.
The evidence is highly interesting, and so far as it goes,
offers another example of a Caesarean text in Alexandria,
in the 7% Cent. in the library at Enaton.

It seems agreed that the Georgian Version derives from
an Old Armenian (unrevised, as has been the Arm. Vulg.),
which in turn derives from an old Syriac, which is more
Caesarean than Syrs. Burkitt analyses the readings of
1449% and finds there a good example of the way in
which Georg' (Adysh) and Syrs are higher up to this
original than the extant Armenian and Georg®. The fact
that Syre, where extant in Mark, has so many variations
from Syrs should make us prepared for “extensive varia-
tions between MSS. of the Old Syriac, just as there were
among the MSS. of the Old Latin”. And he would ac-
cordingly prefer the term “Eastern” to that of “Caesa-
rean’’, and in cases like &g edpfowv 1 Mc x1. 13, adapt
an expression used by Westcott and Hort, and describe
them as “Eastern of limited range’.

And now comes the new papyrus, to ‘fulfil’ rather than
‘destroy’, as far as we are told at present, most of these
studies, theories and conclusions. We would restrict these
notes entirely to what Dr. Kenvon tells us about the
Gospel portion. The first fact is bibliographical — the
quite new and important phenomenon that in this 3w
century papyrus, when complete, all four Gospels and in-
cluding the Acts were in Codex form. The text is very
fragmentary: “it includes two leaves ?) from S. Matt. ranging
between chs. xx and xxvr; five of S. Mark, from 1v. 36—

1) For probable exceptions in Mec. cp. 4% add. gui intelligit, intelligal D a b ff, i 7,
but also g1222; 718 add. séultam p. traditionem westram. D Old Lat (& hiat).

2) In most cases about a third of each page has disappeared at the bottom, and
an uncertain amount from each side.
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1X. 31; six of S. Luke (including the best preserved) from
x. 26-x1v. 33; two of S. John x. 7—x1. 56, — in every
case with considerable breaches of continuity. With regard
to the character of the text he speaks with much reserve
from the evidence of just the first summary collation which
time has so far permitted. While there are “no sensational
variations, additions or omissions, it presents several remar-
kablé characteristics”. So early a text is not of course
Byzantine, but neither is it wholly Neutral. Nor again has
it the remarkable variants which characterize the so-called
Western Text. “In many places, especially in Mark, it
agrees with what are known as the Ferrar Group and
the family associated with Codex 1: and the suspicion is
permissible (though it can at present be put forward only
with the utmost reserve) that we have here the earliest
representative of the family which Canon Streeter has
shown to be associated with the great school of Caesarea,
connected with the names of Origen (in his later years),
Pamphilus, Eusebius and Jerome. Much further study is
necessary before this conjecture can be regarded as esta-
blished ; but it i1s evident that the new MS. will deserve
the careful attention of all students of the Bible Text”.
The authors of the Caesarean Text in their following
letter of Dec. 16 recall first their correction of Streeter
and the ‘rash conclusions’ of p. 321 mentioned above,
adding “if Sir I'REDERICK's opinion prove justified, it no
longer can be doubted that the ‘Caesarean’ Text existed
in Egypt in the 37 cent. A.D.” And they sum up the
real epoch making effect of the new discovery as follows:
“Putting aside the Western Text, we have hitherto
had two texts of Mark which certainly existed in the
third century, — the Neutral Text and the Caesarean”.
“The evidence for the Neutral Text is the existence of
the two uncials ® B and quotations in Origen in the
books which he wrote during the first part of his life
in Caesarea. There is no evidence that he used the
Neutral Text of Mark before this time. The evidence
for the Caesarean text is the quotations of Origen both
in Alexandria and Caesarea, and now the new papyrus.
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Up to the present almost everyone, including ourselves,
has tried to explain the Caesarean text as a composite
of Neutral and Western Texts. It is, however, obvious
that it now becomes a serious question whether the

Neutral Text is not rather to be explained as a revision

of the Caesarean, a theory to which we believe Canon

Streeter has inclined”.

And now we must possess our souls in patience for a
while. All New Testament students will have ready their
own special questions and passages. Caesareans will be
asking, will it support @ or fam' as the better represen-
tative of the text? Bezans will want to know what it will
say on those small variations where the Latin is equivocal
and D remains(?) Caesarean, or to what extent, if any, it
will back up the D @ 565 Zaf readings — “that some-
what degenerate form of the text used by Eusebius, largely
due to mixture with a text of D type”!). It will, unfor-
tunately, be no good asking how Boanerges is spelt, or
whether the publican apostle is JacoBus or LEvi, or whether
we shall find mavge in xX. 18, or &g edpowv or Emifaldy
later on: but we can look forward, lacunae permitting, to
hunt up 6 memoujxrer Addpa or (vai) xdbpie or ovijoyre for
menfonre, or see how Capernaum looks (in Luke) or meet
the Gergesenes, or make land-fall at Magdala, or watch
and see whether the Vision on Mt. Tabor was given
dv © mpooevyeoPar, and may it be edrods and not advév.

Meanwhile it may be of some value and interest to
bring forward this further member of the family, especially
as it begins almost exactly where the new papyrus in
Mark ends, at 1x. 31I.

£1337. — A “CAESAREAN ALLY.

In going through Prof. Braxe's edition of the Old
Georgian Versions of S. Mark and adding their readings
to Von Sopen’s apparatus, one notices in the latter third

1) Streeter, pp. 91 and 92.
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of the Gospel the constant recurrence of a MS. unlisted
by Gregory, and not quoted elsewhere, — e1337. The
description of the MS. in Vox Sopen's-list of Gospel
codices (TI. 1, Bnd. I, p. 183) is immediately illuminating.
It is a Mt. Athos (Watopiddi 694) MS. of the xiv Cent.,
of no particular interest except with regard to fol. 100—122,
of which it is a stated that they are “mit Mk. ¢* — Lk. 1¥
und Luk-Bild einem andern Cod. s. xiii. zur Ausfilllung
einer zwischen Mk. ¢* und Lk. 1* enstandencn Liicke
entnommen. Demselben Cod. enstammen ferner fol. 75f.
mit Mt. 287 (wiederholt), Kapitelliste, und Portrdt des
Mk.” This portion of e1337 is given full prominence in
the list of Gospel sigla, and is included last but one, the
fragment e2, (I%), in his group I2'); and he has observed
its affinity to fam 1 %). But, as far as I know, no special
attention has been called to it in recent years, or since
the emergence of the ‘Caesarean’ text?).

I have lately made a survey of the readings where
according to Von SoDEN, £1337 in this section varies from
the T.R.: they are over 300 in number, and practically
the whole of them support fam 1 (especially) or two or
three of its ‘new’ allies ©® 700 565 28 fam 13, fam 1424
and W. There are, of course, a good number of passages
where e1337 is absent from the ‘Caesarean’ testimony,
probably through correction to the Byzantine text; but
this has happened freely to all the members of the group.
I have not yet tested it for its place among the others
for loyalty and resisting power, but my impression is that

1) Von SopewN links with £1337, as a ‘Briidercodex’, a Lawra MS. £1468, which
however has only been collated in Mk 913—i11, 147!—153! Tk 11—29, 47136, In
the two passages from Mk, it supports £1337 in about 75°/, of its readings, and
also has several ‘Caesareans’ where the latter is absent (7 hurt), and in a complete
study of £1337 might be regarded as its ‘sub’. In 9r3—29it occurs only twice, where
it supports Caesareans in readings, which are also Alexandrian: it does not appear
in vss. 22, 23. I3 in its Mark fragments (gr4—18, 19—22 1458—70) has also several
Caesarean affinities.

2) IT p. 1290: “Zu bemerken ist die mehrfache Uberstimming beider oder eines
von ihnen mit Hr an fiir I sonst nicht sicher bezeungten Stellen™.

.3) The authors of the Caesarean Text of the Gospel of Mark tell us that they
did not use Von SopeEN in making their tables of chs T VI XI; otherwise they
could not have failedto observe and enlist this new ally, which in ch. XI alone supports
Caesarea in some 48 places.
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it will be a high one — quite high enough to give its

presence real ‘Caesarean’ weight where it supports an

otherwise weakly attested reading, e.g. 10™%® or 15%

The inversion of wvss. ¥ 1 is noted by TISCHENDORF just

in a bracket with Cod. 1 as its sole witness: to this Von

SopEN can add 1582 W 8721) £1337 £1468 syrs (9, and there

is now the further support of the Adysh Version, georg.

Of these 300 odd readings where ‘Caesarean’ testimony
iIs present and mostly _prominent, about 120 are also
Neutral. Of the remaining 180, 73 are Caesarean pure
and simple, — 51 without #), 22 with Syriac support; 72
are also Latin, 41 of which are supported by Bezae: there
are also 17 instances of D without other lat; but curiously
enough, these are all cases where the Latin is equivocal?)
or where D is against &, the latter being with the Latin
tradition. There are also 3 instances where & is Caesarean
against D, once alone, twice with other Old-Lat.

The selection of examples appended may serve to
illustrate, what the complete 300 might demonstrate, the
followmg propositions :

1. the partial survival of another Caesarean text beyond
those noted in the “Caesarean of S. Mark’.

2. the misleading grouping of I*: in almost all these
readings fam 1 or its allies are prominent, while the
comparative absence of D is remarkable.

3. they offer beyond the chapter (xi) selected for analysis*),
examples of the Caesarean affinities of the Old Georgian
and the Palestinian Lectionary, though the extant portions
of the latter are meagre in Mc. ix—xvi.

1) The witness of 872 is equivocal as (together with 22) it is a very poor relation
of fam. 1 in this part of Mk: so the evidence of 1337—1468 is highly valua
especially as we have in the same passage a remarkable example of that “degenerate’
D @ 565 lat. group referred to later. For the comhmed testimony of 1, 1582 and
also for 22, see Burkitt, 7 7" 8, Lc. pp. 355, 6

2) The Georgian is not only almost always with sy, but supports also 25 of these:
georg-lat without sy, 18, sy-georg-lat 30; so that il georg is regarded as a sy
witness, there survives Syriac support in 97, Latin in 72 cases.

3) In nearly all the instances, about 20, where D without other Latin is with Caesarea
and Neutral, the Latin is also equivocal.

4) The Caesarean Text of the Gospel of S. Mark, pp. 237f, 286f.; ¥ 7. S,

LLe. p 350.
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The evidence of (2) and the comparatively slight sur-
viving connection between D and Caesarea, call attention
to a phenomenon throughout Mk., — the number of D-lat
readings supported by two of the most prominent of its
members @ 565, and to a less degree y00, with or without
and sy W, but without fam 1 and rarely with any other of its
allies. Well known examples are 14™ 16*° They are
numerous and clear-cut enough to represent some other
source or revision: and it is in this connection also that
our €1337 is interesting, because, though usually absent
in loyalty to fam. 1, it does occur rarely; cp. 15" 16%

The study here of Mk. 16 is perhaps of more than usual
interest: verses 1 and 7 contain well defined Caesareans;
in between, vs 4-6, there is that group of remarkable
D 0 565 lat readings: then in the appendix, though there
are some 6 or 7 variations from T. R. with Caesarean
evidence, €1337 is silent, as if the exemplar of its énifinua
here had been purely Byzantine or more severely corrected.

[t may be added that the Matthew and Lukan portions
of this Section, and the Lukan portions of £1468 that have
been collated, shew little or no variation of importance
and so we seem to have here another smaller example
— where theé new papyrus may be a greater — of Dr.
STrEETER’s Canon of Criticism, that the survival of “material
for reconstructing old local texts is far more abundant and
more trustworthy in the Gospel of 5. Mark™?h).

C. A. P

1. £1337. With united or strong Caesavean group.

One or two cases will be noticed, where £1337 has been more
loyal to the group than fam 1.

# — Also £1468 collated only in ix. 13—xi, xiv. 71—xv. 31.
Mec. ix.39. om zayv 1 1582%%) 209 565 28 sy*©) arm georg W 1"
0Old-Lat.
*x%. 14. add emizepnoas a. ewrey © fam 1 565 28 fam 13 W sy

1) “The Four Gospels”, p. 64.
2) For the combined testimony of 1, 1582 see BurkirT, % 7. S., l.c, pp. 355 .
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syP2#" syhme arm georg (emeviunoey . pyavoxrnoey, add avrow
georg?).

“x. 20. emoupoa 1. epuvlafa fam 1 (exc. 872 22) 565 sy*®@ georg
arm Ephr. (Moes) 125, 17t Aphr. 1. g72.

ix. 31. add yuwv p. eger (Mt. 21%) @ fam 1 565 700 fam 13
D"“ (vpw) W Old-Lat sy¥© georg.

xii. 7. add. Peacaupevor avvov sgyopsvov @ 565 700 28 fam 13
fam 1424 1071 713 al. sy"® arm georg Ephr. 192.

The Mt. Lk. parallel here is cﬁovreg avrov. In Mt. e adds
de longe (Gen. 37'%); cp Aphr. 1. 954 and Ephr. 265, Cum hkaeres
adz:e;zzssez dumn adhuc longe abesset.

xii. 14. noavro spwTav a'uzov EV 60.1&) Aeyovres 1. ﬂ.eyovo’w aVT W
fam 1 fam 13 28 W sy*© georg! (£1337 &v doyw |. ev dodw
Aeyoveeg).

ERNQWTWY AVTOV &V dodw Aeyovies @ 565 700 sah syP
georg? (v ev dodw p. eddovres.)

emmowTwY aurov ot @agitoator D 4 £ (add a’zcur/es) (add
dicentes)

EMNOWTWY GUTOV a

ennowrTwy avroy ev dolw O ff, ¢ qr; add pharisaer ff,.

xii. 41. eotws |. wadoas @ fam 1 (exc. 22 118) 565 28 299 ).
W sys© arm georg sy® ™ Tard Orig.

Xiv. 49.% add tev meopyiwy p. yeapar (= Mt.) & 565 fam 13
e551 W @ N sy®* pal (Land) georg.

50. %) rore l. wat = Mt. @ 565 fam 13 £551 W N & sy? arm
georg® pal (Land) ¢/Z# #* Vg.

50. %) add ot padnrar a apevres (= Mt.) @ 565 fam 13 €551
W N 2Z sy© pal (Land) arm georg ¢/Z##* Vg.

51.°%) add ot 8e veavioxor a. xgavovor I xar @ fam 1 fam 13
565 700 W sy" arm georg aeth.

xiv. 65. elauPavor 1. efallov @ 1 1582 200 565 fam 13 (exc. 124)
D (contra &) W G. georg®

(edafov: BRCL 41 A N).

caedebant: d lat sy© 33 5709 and Byzantines.

*xv. 17. add ylapvda xoxumwwvnyy xar a. mwogpugay (from DNt.)
® 565 700 fam 13 1071 A pal arm sah (om xoxmx) i.e. not
fam 1 or georg(™, but for fam 1 see below v. 20.

“xv. 20. add v ylapvda xae a. vgv mwopp. © 565 700 fam 13 1071
pal arm sah; ylapwdo 1. mwoppugay 1 1582 372.

1) 29g supports @ fam 1 sys(c) pal arm georg in the Jesus Barabbas reading in
Mt. 2716, 17,
2) See Burkitt, % 7. 8, Lec., p. 351,
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*xv. 28. add. vers. all Caesareans with L 33 4 579 and Byzan-
tines; om. BR ¥CD A al 8 £ sy*® copt.

xv. 47. Magiap' © 1 1582 209 sy arm georg aeth with 33.

xv. 47. Magiap® © 1 1582 209 syl georg arm aeth. ; cp. (not read
by £1337) xv. 40. Magiau' @ fam 1 (exc. 872 22) W sy©
georg arm aeth with BC; Maguap® @ fam 1 (exc. 872 22)
sy'®) georg arm aeth. ,

xvi. 1. Magiag' 1 33 syl georg arm.

xvi. 1. Magiap® 1 1582 sy© georg arm aeth.

xvi. 7. add t8ov mpoay. (Mt.) @ fam 1 565 sy georg®# pal with
DW #nf,.

1I. Where €1337 supports a weak or divided Caesarean.

“Me. x. 11, on vs 12 and vs 11, 1 1582 872 W sy*( georg'. )
x.21. »» ogas Tov ovavgov a. devgo fam 1 28 (om¥ devgo)
W G sy© (om devgo) arm georg' @; om. D O 565 latexc.ag
with BRCL 4 33 etc.

*xi. 13. & aga Tt evgnoer fam 1 (exc. 872 22) 28 W 1424 1071
sy? georg® with BRCL 33 ANZ @; wg evgnowy 7 P 13416
@ 565 700 syP* georgh®® 28 a fg Orig; ew. eav Tt eoTy
Dkbciff,r.

‘xi. 15. ) xovegtgewey p. xodh. R. Orig (aveozg) sah *); add ekeyeev
p. #odd. = Jo. 2."° @ 56570028 W 2N georg.

xii. 14. om. swrey ovv quw fam [ fam 13 (exc. 124) sy®™# (non in-
venimus in Graecis) with BX C°L 33 etc. sy®©, contra @ W
700 565 28 al georg arm D Old-Lat.

xii. 29. mewrov |. mowwy fam 1 700 28,(7) latinism ?)
add mavtwy p. mpwty fam I sy*® georg™® 892 [add a. mgwwy
DO W 56570028 abff,ig]

Xiv. 47. wrwov = Mt. @ W 700 565 28 C 4 33 and Byzantine text
wragiov = John, fam 1 acth BR D.

"xv.13. add OVOCEIOUEVOL VIO TWV OAQ)KL. Kl eleyov p exgafay
fam 13 al 3 G sy"™¢ arm georgt)~

xv. 36. SQaUOVTES ... EYEMULO QY Aleyovteg fam 13 georg.
39. aviw l. ef evavuiag avTov I 1582 22 W sy® georg! (quz
stetit juxta ewm contra georg?® coram eo).
exer 1. €& evavviag avvov D O 565 ng.

1) Contrast DD @ 700 565 28 a b g ff, arm georg? which read 11, 12 in order, and
cked®y amo avdpos |. amolven Tov avdga.

2) om. D (contra &) % sys(c.

3) Lat. mandatium or praoecepiuin.
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III. Where 1337 s agawnst Caesarea ov las been
corrected to 1. R.

ix. 36. add awro' with T. R. and Neutral georg®** 700; om. £1468

Caesareans and arm georg?®.

ix. 44—46. add these verses with T.R. & 700 syP*!); om. fam 1
565 28 W sys® arm georg £ with BRCL 4 etc.

xi. 9. om. 7w vywiorw p woavve with fam 1 Neutral and Byzant
add @ 700 565 28 fam 13 georg(' gloria 1. osanna) kact.

xi. 10. woavva ev vois vwwvotg Neutral and Byz. with D.
sonvy xar dofa . woavve @ fam 1 arm georg sy" e1g2.
ewonvy L. woavva 700 28 W sy*© Orig /.

Xiv. 35. om. sz mgoowstov with W georg T.R.and BR C L 4 33;
add (= Mt.) fam 1 (exc. 872 22) @ 565 700 28 713 & DG
Old-Lat. sy*©) georg' (appendix). %)

xiv. 61. om. ex devzegov with fam 1 D lat T.R. and BRCI. 4 33 etc.
add @ 565 700 W fam 13 & sy*® georg®E.

IV. Where €1337 supports one of the degenerate vaviants
cansed by nmuxtuve with D lat.

xiv. 36. ovy ws . ov 7=t @ 565 fam 13 ¢4 ff, georg! (app.) copt.
ald we |. alda v @ 565 fam 13 (exc. 124) & cdff, copt.
adl o D fam 1.

xiv. 41. add zo zedog p. ameyee D @ W. 565 fam 13 1071713 @.
a conswmmatus est finis
b fr, adest finis
¢ ff,, adest enin consumimnatio

Ta® sy© Georg? ‘¢he end hath arrived’.

Fxv. 1. emowugoav 1. evoipacavres (ovpfoviiov). D @ 565 georg®®

sy (e=sms) Old-Lat. Orig. wowmoavres B A and Byzantines.

Appendix.

L. Where in small variants the Lat. is eguivocal and D
(?) remains Caesarean.

e.g. omission or addition of the spellings like ozifadag
article ovofadag

1) Note that in vs. 48 syb asterisks the avrwv p. swg, but not in vss. 44, 46-
May this mean that Thomas’ Gk. exemplars omitted the latter after all, but that he
allowed them tc stand in his text uncriticized for some ulterior reason, so that the
passage may be only an apparent exception to Mrs. New’s findings.

2) Lection;, Mc., 1433—37 appended in the MS. to the Gospel of St. John.



JTOVTESG, OITAVIEG eis 1. arpos

om B p. JTOLY moga 1. amo

doxer 1. pawverai payouar 1. @ayw

ouvvewy l. opvuvvar onuetov 1. ocveonuov

ndew |. epwvwoney aywow |. ayaywow
Pactiev 1. o Pacileve evdidvonovaw 1. evévovow
magedwnay, magadsd. ews 1. peyots.

1. (a) Where D is Caesarean against d, with Lat.

xi. 7.

(b) d is Caesarean against D.

wadeler e avrov D fam 1 565 700 22 W; d sedebat
with lat Neutral etc. exathioey (exc. R -av).

a)xiv.360.0vy o D only georg®h?

xiv. 63.

XV. 2.
x1. 10.

b) xii. 36.

X1V. §4.

xXiv. 64.

ald o D fam 1 1071 G al. georgh 2,

ovy ws @ 565 1337 fam 13 ¢ d ff, copt georg' (app.).
all we @ 565 1337 fam 13 (exc. 124) bcd ff, copt.

glapfavor D @ 1 1532 209 565 fam 13 (exc. 124) georg?
shaflov BRCLAPAN

cacdebant d lat sy© 33 579 with Byzantines efaddov.

Aeyer 1. ewvey fam 1 @ 565 D BR C L; dlat dixes or ait.
egrediebantur eEemogevovro d ¢ v €1337 f700 505 872 124

al sy? arm with B4 ¥.
efemogevero 1D and the rest incl. fam 1 0.

Aeyer 1. ewmwev D Byzantine.
dixit d k ff, g with £1337 fam 1 @ 565 28 W fam [3
(exc. 124) 1071 713 al with Neutral.

nuolovder (= Mt. Lk.) d kc ff, g7 @ fam 1 (exc. 872 22)
565 700 fam 13 W G al yrolovdnoey D and rest.

add mavres p. pruovoaze d fam 1 565 124 W G 2 @ sah
sy*© georg.

C. A. P,



