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EDITOR'S PREFACE

The usefulness of Patristic citations for New Testament
textual criticism has long been recognized. 1Indeed, when a
Father's text can be judged as certain (e.g. when he provides
commentary on the very words of his text or notes alternative
readings), it provides datable primary evidence for the New
Testament text in a given geographical location.

Unfortunately, however, that usefulness, both for scholar
and student alike, has been mitigated by two factors. First,
the average scholar or student has very little access to the
data, which by and large are the province of the specialist
alone~-and even the specialist at times has considerable dif-
ficulty getting at some of the material, or at other times
knowing how to evaluate what he or she does have access to.
Second, what access most people do have to the data, namely in
the critical editions, is hopelessly inadequate. This is
especially true, for example, of the otherwise useful United
Bible Societies Greek New Testament, where there are so many
inaccuracies that even the correct data are not useful, since
one can never know which are correct and which are not.

What has been lacking is an adequate and accessible
presentation and evaluation of these data, especlally of the
Greek Fathers, where to date only that of Clement of Alexandria
is available (M. Mees, Die Zitate aus dem Neuen Testament bei
Clemens von Alexandrien [Rome, 1970]; who has a full presen~
tation of the data, although the evaluation leaves some things
to be desired).

The present volume represents the first in a new series
whose aim is to fill up this lacuna. The justification for
the series can be found in Dr. Ehrman's Introduction, pp. 1-3.
Let me here simply set out the guidelines: (1) The series
will present the NT textual data for the Greek Fathers; (2)
only data available from critical editions of the Fathers®
texts will ke included; (3) each volume will include a full
presentation of the NT data (or parts thereof) of a given
Father or selected works of a given Father; (4) each presen~
tation will also include a minimal evaluation of the Father's
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citations, as to his citing habits, the reliability of his
data, and the degree of certainty with which one may use the
data; and finally (5) the author will offer an analysis of the
textual data as to the Father's place in the history of the NT
text, especially in terms of textual relationships with the
other available data. It is hoped that such a presentation
will increase our overall confidence in the use of the
Father's textual data.

It is a pleasure to introduce the series with Dr. Bart
Ehrman's analysis of the text of the four Gospels as it is
cited in the commentaries of Didymus the Blind found at Toura
in 1941. Dr. Ehrman has not only given us a full presentation
and analysis of the data, but has alsc offered some refine-
ments of method in the task of analysis that help us to move
toward greater certainty in that task. This is an auspicious
beginning of a series that we trust will prove useful for the
ongoing task of NT textual criticism, especially in our
ability someday to write the history of the text with even
greater clarity.

Perhaps other younger scholars will now be encouraged to
look toward this aspect of textual criticism as a possible
area for their dissertations, since this series offers them a
possiblity of publication.

GORDON D. FEE



Introduction

Recent years have witnessed a renewed interest in the
analysis and classification of NT documentary evidence. This
renewal had its roots in methodological concerns, as ap-
proaches taken to establishing textual consanguinity were sys-
tematized and objectified. Two new methods of analysis were
devised, one a guantitative method designed to demonstrate on
statistical grounds the textual relationships of NT documents,
the other a profile method used to classify witnesses accord-
ing to their patterns of attestation of readings. These
developments led to the publication of several analyses of
significant textual witnesses, including MS5 N and W and the
church Fathers Origen, Chrysostom, and Hippolytus, as well as
to several important sketches of the NT MS traditions.

The present study seeks, as did most of its predecessors,
to utilize and refine methods of textual analysis now common
in the field. Far from discussing methodology only in the
abstract, however, the study has as its primary objective the
application of a refined method of analysis to yet another
significant textual witness, Didymus the Blind.

As an ecclesiastical leader in fourth-century Alexandria,
Didymus is an important 1link in the great chain of textual
transmigsion. Alexandria was famous for its classical schol-
arship and is commonly reputed to have preserved, from ear-
liest times, the purest form of NT text. Furthermore, several
of the most important Alexandrian witnesses, including codices
% and B, were probably produced during Didymus's lifetime.
Thus a study of Didymus's NT quotations can be expected to
show whether these other witnesses adequately represent the
Alexandrian tradition of the late fourth century. In addi-
tion, Didymus's text may cast light on somewhat broader ques~
tions concerning the transmission of the NT: it may illu~-
minate, for example, the historical relationship between the
so-called "Early"” and "Late" Alexandrian texts, and it may
show the extent to which other types of text influenced the
Alexandrian tradition.
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The scientific study of Didymus's text of the NT-~in this
case, of the four Gospels--has become possible only within the
past several years. 1In 1941, in a grotto near Toura, Egypt,
Egyptian workers accidentally unearthed nearly 2000 pages of
papyrus MSS. Included among these sixth~ or seventh-century
papyri were fragmentary copies of hitherto unknown expository
works ©f Didymus. Critical editions of these commentaries on
Genesis, Job, Psalms, Ecclesiastes, and Zechariah have slowly
appeared since 1968. In them Didymus quotes extensively from
the NT Gospels. The present study represents the first full-
scale textual analysis of these quotations. The analysis
focuses on three kinds of issues: (1) Methodological: How
can the textual affinities of Didymus's Gospel guotations and
allusions best be determined? (2} Textual: What are these
affinities? (3) Historical: what does Didymus's Gospel text
reveal about the transmission of the NT in Alexandria?

Methodological issues are addressed at the outset of the
study. Chapter I considers the problems that are unique to
analyses of the Patristic witnesses to the NT text. The chap-
ter pays particular attention to the significance of Didymus
as a textual witness and to the peculiar difficulties encoun-
tered in the analysis of his Gospel guotations and allusions.

A major portion of the study is devoted to a presentation
of Didymus's Gospel text. Chapter II introduces and explains
the format of this presentation, which itself is then given in
Chapter III. The presentation includes a full listing of
every Gospel quotation and allusion found in Didymus's writ~
ings, and a critical apparatus which supplies full collations
of representative textual witnesses at every point.

These data are subijected to a detailed analysis in Chap-
ters IV and V. cChapter IV uses a quantitative method to
demonstrate the proximity of Didymus's text to individual
representatives of the major strands of the textual tradition.
Chapter V supplements this analysis by examining Didymus's
support of readings that characterize each of the textual
groups, lrrespective of their attestation in any given
witness. For this purpose a whole new slate of profiles of
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group readings is proposed and utilized.

The final chapter summarizes the important methodological
refinements made in the course of the study, and demonstrates
the significance of the analysis for understanding the history
of the text as it was transmitted in Alexandria. Particular
attention is paid here to the relationship of the fourth-
century Alexandrian text with other known textual groups, and
to the historical relationships of the Alexandrian subgroups.

The study concludes with two appendices. The first
indicates where the testimony of Didymus can now be cited or
corrected in the apparatus of NA . The second provides
similar information with respect to UBSGNT .,



Chapter I

Didymus as a Witness to the Text of the Gospels:
Methodological Problems

Analyses of Patristic witnesses to the NT text encounter
a2 number of serious methodological problems. These problems
are of two sorts: those inherent in the Patristic sources
generally and those unigue to the works of each church Father.
For the purposes of the present study, both sets of problems
can be considered with reference to the extant writings of
Didymus the Blind.

Patristic Sources: Their Significance and Complexities
NT scholars agree that the text of the NT cannot be
reconstructed apart from an accurate delineation of the his-
tory of its transmission. Patristic evidence figures promi-

nently in this delineation and is, in some respects, more
important to it than are the Greek MSS and early versions.

lSee n. 23, p. 17 below, and the discussion of pp. 22-
29.

2The historical significance of the Patristic evidence
was recognized by the earliest pioneers of textual criticism,
especially by the eighteenth~century savant Richard Bentley,
whose study of Jerome and Origen dictated the scope and method
of his critical research. For contemporary assessments of the
value of the Patristic sources, see especially Jean Duplacy
and Jack Suggs, "Les citations greques et la critique du texte
de Nouveau Testament: le passé, le present, et l'avenir," in
Le Bible et les péres, eds. André Benoit and Pierre Prigent
(Paris: Presses Universitairies de France, 1971) 187-213;
Gordon D. Fee, "The Text of John in the Jerusalem Bible: A
Critique of the Use of Patristic Citations in New Testament
Textual Criticism," JBL 90 (1971} 163-73; Bruce M. Metzger
"patristic Evidence and the Textual Criticism of the New
Testament, " NTS 18 {(1871-72) 379-400; M. J. Suggs, "The Use of
Patristic Evidence in the Search for a Primitive New Testament
Text," NTS 4 (1957-58) 131-47. The articles by Fee and
Metzger are directed, in large measure, against the overly
zealous appropriation of Patristic evidence by M.-E. Boismard,
whose views and resultant reconstruction of the Greek text of
the Gospel of John were taken over by D. Mollat for his
translation in the Jerusalem Bible. Boismard developed his
position in the following articles: "A propos de Jean v, 39,"
RB 55 (1548) 5-34; "Critique textuell: et citations patris-
tigques,” RB 57 (1950) 388-408; "Lectior brevior, potior," RB
58 (1951) 161-68: "Dans le gein des Pére (Jo 1,18)," RB 59
(1952) 23-39; "Probleémes de critique textuelle concernant le

4



Methodological Problems /5

Unlike these other kinds of evidence, Patristic sources can
be dated and localized with relative precision. Since the
transmission history of the NT cannot be reconstructed with-
out knowing when and where corruption entered the textual
tradition, this kind of grecision is a sine gua non for the
entire critical process,

Despite this relative advantage, Patristic sources have
received far less critical attention than have the Greek and
versional evidence. No doubt this scholarly reticence de-
rives, in large measure, from complexities unigque to the
evidence, complexities stemming both from the loose citation
habits of the Fathers and from the faulty transmission of
their writings. It is well Known that the Fathers did not
always make a conscientious effort to cite Biblical texts
accurately: with the exception of lengthy citations, guota-
tions were normally drawn from memory without consulting a
Biblical manuscript. The resultant "loose" citations range
from paraphrases of Biblical accounts, to adaptations of texts
to their syntactical or material context, to complicated con-
flations of several passages into one. To make matters worse,
the Fathers rarely noted the sources of their citations. Thus
the "words of the Savior," or the "Holy Apostle," or the
"blessed Peter" can be guoted without reference to any of the
books of the NT. And frequently a NT quotation is introduced
only by a standard quotation formula, such as Y€ypantaL.
Conseguently, it often proves difficult not only to ascertain

quatriéme évangile,"™ RB 60 (1953) 347-71; "Le papyrus

Bodmer II," RB 64 (1957) 363-98. Boismard's views lead to the
acceptance of the "shorter text" of John at virtually every
point, even where the Patristic sources stand alone in their
attestation of this text. As will be seen below, the present
writer concurs that Boismard's position is untenable. The
Patristic sources provide primary evidence for the history of
the transmission of the NT text but only secondary sevidence
for the original text itself.

3See Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its
Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 2nd ed. (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1968) 86.

4’I‘his alone accounts for the ubiguity of "loose" cita-
tions in the Patristic sources. See Fee, "The Text of John in
the Jerusalem Bible," 167-70; Metzger, Text, 87-88,
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the precise wording of a Father's Biblical text, but also to
determine the source of a quotation. The latter problem is

especially acute, of course, in quotations from the Synoptic
Gospels.

The other set of problems unique to Patristic sources
concerns the history of their own transmission. The MS tradi-
tions of virtually all the church Fathers show that later
copyists tended to "correct" quotations of the Bible to the
form of text prevalent in their own day. Consequently, Patris-
tic writings that survive only in Medieval MSS or that are
available only in uncritical editions, such as Migne's
Patrologia Graeca, are of practically ng value for estab-~
lishing the original wording of the NT. Biblical citations
in such sources do not necessarily represent the text orsthe
Father, but often only that known to his later copyists.

It has become widely recognized in recent years that
these complexities regquire the critic to follow strict method-
ological principles when assessing the Patristic evidence.7
These principles involve three aspects of the analysis: (1)
Only critical editions of a Father's works can be used; (2)
Only those NT quotations and allusions whose Biblical sources
are beyond doubt can be considered; and (3) All of the data--

5This has been acknowledged at least since the turn of
the century. See Frederic C. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament (London: Macmillan & Co., 1901)
206. The following is a modern assessment by Gordon Fee:
"over the past eight years I have been collecting the Greek
patristic evidence for Luke and John for the International
Greek New Testament Project. 1In all of this material I have
found one invariable: a good critical edition of a father's
text, or the discovery of early MSS, always moves the father's
text of the NT away from the TR and closer to the text of our
modern critical editions." {emphasis his) Gordon D. Fes,
"Modern Textual Criticism and the Revival of the Textus Recep-
tus," JETS 21 {(1978) 26-27.

6Among the previous Patristic stuiies whose findings are
compromised by the use of uncritical =ditions is, signifi-
cantly, the dissertation of Wilhelm C. Linss, "The Gospel Text
of Didymus" (Boston University, 1955). See n. 42, p. below.

7In addition to the works cited in n. 2, p. 4, see Gordon
D. Fee, "The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A
Centribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of
Patristic Citations,® Biblica 52 (1871) 357~94.
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i.e. all surviving citations, adaptations, and even allu-
sions--must be analyzedabefore attempting to delineate the
Father's Biblical text. Each of these aspects can now be
considered individually.

The Use of Critical Editions

The construction of critical editions of the Fathers'
writings obviously lies outside the purview of NT textual
criticism. This means that a correct analysis of a Father's
text presupposes, in some measure, the validity of previous
editorial decisions. The critical editions of Didymus's works
were somewhat easier to produce than are those of church
Fathers whose writings have survived in numerous but late MSS.
Each of Didymus's authentic writings is preserved in only one,
relatively ear%y, MS which appears to represent faithfully the
original text. Consequently, making critical editions of
these works involved primarily three tasks: (1) reconstructing
the text wherever lacunae occur, (2) comparing the readings of
the original hands of the MSS with those of_the correctors
{which in some cases numbered six or more), and (3)
correcting obvious transcriptional errors. By far the meost
frequent errors are orthographic, problems of itacism occur-
ring on nearly every page.

The Source Analysis

The first step toward analyzing a Father's NT text in-
volves ascertaining the Biblical source for each citation,
adaptation, and allusion. In certain kinds of Patristic

8'I‘he terms "citation," "adaptation,™ and "allusion" will
be carefully differentiated on pp. 13~14 below. At this point
it is necessary only to note that the following discussion
uses the term "quotation" when speaking of both citations and
adaptations, while the term "reference" is used to indicate
any of the three kinds of evidence-~citation, adaptation, or
allusion.

See the works cited in n. 54, p. 25 below.

loAs in the Zechariah commentary. See Louils Doutreleau,
Didyme 1‘'Aveugle sur Zacharie (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf,
(1962) 46-50.

11

Locating all the pertinent references is itself not a
difficult matter, invelving simply the perfunctory task of
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writings, of course, this kind of determination can be made
relatively easily-~for example in a commentary on the Biblical
book in question. Patristic commentaries often supply lemmata
before the exposition of each passage. To be sure, these
lemmata sometimes represent later additions to a Father's
works sc that they can be used only as secondary sources for
reconstructing his Biblical text. But usually the Father
gquotes the passage under consideration in the exposition it-
self, thus providing the critic with ample evidence for a
textual reconstruction.

With other genres of Patristic writings, the critic is
less fortunate. Patristic sermons on Biblical themes, for
example, tend to contain brief, sporadic references to the
NT. The situation is similar in commentaries on Biblical
books other than those being subljected to textual analysis.
Thus one finds that in his OT commentaries, Didymus often
quotes half a verse from the NT here, half a verse there, two
verses here, three there. Normally he does not mention the
Biblical source for these quotations. This obviously compli-
cates the entire text~critical process, since an analysis
cannot proceed without first determining the Bibl%gal
referents for Didymus's quotations and allusions.

Unfortunately, several previous studies of Patristic
witnesses failed to deal adequately with the problem of
sources, leading to distorted presentations of evidence. An

determining where a Father quotes or alludes to the NT.
Naturally the source analysis, as described below, will elim=-
inate some of the data tentatively accepted at the outset of
the analysis.

125 Fee, "The Text of John in Origen and cyril," 363~
64,

13Among the noteworthy studies of Patristic sources that
preserve only isolated NT quotations and allusions are the
following: Lawrence Eldridge, The Gospel Text of Epiphanius
of Salamis (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1969),
Gordon D. Fee, "The Text of John and Mark in the Writings of
Chrysoston, " 315 26 (1979-80) 525-47, Alexander Globe, "Sera-
pion of Thmuis as Witness to the Gospel Text Used by Origen
in Caesarea," NovT 26 (1984) 97-127, M. Mees, Die Zitate aus
dem Neuen Testament bei Clemens von Alexandrien (Rome, 1970),
and Carroll Osburn, "The Text of the Pauline Epistles in
Hippolytus of Rome," Second Century 2 (1982) 97-~124.
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outstanding case in point is the landmark study of Chrysos-
tom's text of Mark by J. Geerlings and S. New. As Gordon
Fee has recently demonstrated, Geerlings and New drew conclu-
sions about Chrysostom's text ©f Mark from gquotations found in
precisely the same form in other Gospels. But obviously a
study of Mark's text cannot use as data quotations which
might just as well have come from Matthew. This raises the
methodological problem of how to determine the Biblical

source of a Patristic gquotation or allusion.

Sometimes the determination proves to be a relatively
simple affair, as when the author names his source._ Such a
statement can normally, but not always, be trusted. More
frequently sources must he determined on the basis of inter-~
nal considerations, that is, on the ground of verbal corres-
pondence to material found in only one Gospel or another.

Problems of determining sources arige in three kinds of
circumstances. The first has to do with Gospel parallels--
when verbally identical passages occur in more than one
Gospel. The problem can be illustrated from Didymus's
writings. 1In his commentary on Ecclesiastes Didymus states
pwvhv Bodvtog elvar év A &pduw (EcclT 38:24). This

14Jacob Geerlings and Silva New, "Chrysostom's Text of
the Gggpel of Mark,"™ HTR 24 (1931) 121-42.

Fee, "The Text of John and Mark in Chrysostom,™ 538-47.

16A striking example of the problem of accepting uncri-
tically an author's declaration of his source can be found in
Didymus's commentary on Psalms. In the following passage
Didymus points out the different renderings of a dominical
saying by Matthew and Luke: 1t0v ad1dv vdp ténov vpdeovieg &
HEV Acunag Aévyer "8doer dyafd tolg altodorvy adtdv® & Malaiog
"hpioet mvelpa &yiLov." As the editors of the commentary
correctly noticed, the first citation actually derives from
Matthew, and the second from Luke! Thus even when the author
names his source, the process of internal examination
outlined below must be followed.

1 he following sigla are used for Didymus's commen-
taries throughout the present study. EcclT=Ecclesiastes
commentary of Toura; GenT=Genesis commentary; JobT=Job
comnmentary; PsT=Psalms commentary; ZeT=Zechariah commentary.
Thus EcclT 38:24 signifies the Ecclesiastes commentary of
Toura, page 38, line 24.
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represents an adaptation of the passage found in precisely
the same form in all four Gospels: owv} Bodvtog &v tf épfiuw
(Matt 3:3; Mark 1:3; Luke 3:4; John 1:23). Occasionally the
game problem arises when precise verbal parallels are found
within the same Gospel, as when Didymus says ndcav vdoov wal
parax{av Bepanedovtog (%eT 139:10), an adaptation of the
Matthean Sepanedwyv tacav véoov xal palaxiov found in both
Matt 4:23 and 9:34 or Bepaneveiv ndcav véoov x.t.A. found in
Matt 10:1. Since the sources of these quotations cannot be
determined, they cannot ke used in an analysis of Didymus's
text. This means that a large number of data must be excluded
from the analysis at the outset.

The second kind of problem derives from scribal harmoni~
zations of one Gospel to ancther in the course of their trans~
mission. Usually each Gospel will contain some unique read-
ings in parallel passages: a different verb tense, the addi-
tion or omission of a word or phrase, the use of a synonymn,
and the like. 1If a Father were to quote a passage in one of
its distinctive forms, his source would be easily recognized.
But since many unigque elements of the Gospels were eliminated
by well-intentioned scribes who harmonized one passage to
another, it is often impossible to determine whether a Father
is quoting one of the Gospels in its (originally) unique form
or a different Gospel that was later harmonized to it. The
nature of the problem can again be illustrated from Didymus's
writings. 1In his commentary on the Psalms, Didymus cites the
following saying of Jesus: oOu &otiv & 980¢ veupdv &Nk Ldviwv
(PsT 276:2). The quotation conforms to Matthew's version of
the logion. This is significant because it shows Didymus's
support for two variants in the tradition: (1) & 6edg with UBS
BL A fam 1 33 against 9edg found in X D W and ¢ 8edg 6edg
found in TR E (8) 11 R (fam 13) 892 1241, and (2) Zotiv with
rell. against €otvv 5€ found in fam 13 e. But the reasons for
considering this citation Matthean evaporate when the MS tra-
dition of Mark is examined more closely. To be sure, Mark's
version probably read oim &dtiv 9edg¢ n.T.A. (thus B D L W
al.). But the definite article is found in numerous other
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witnesses, including R A C 9 33. So here it is impossible
to determine whether Didymus agrees with B against X in a
Matthean citation or with ® against B in a Marcan. For this
reason, whenever a passage of one Gospel has been harmonized
to that of another in a significant strand of the textual tra-
dition, neither passage can be used to establish a Father's
textual affinities.

A third problematic situation occurs when a Father,
either by accident or design, conflates two or more Biblical
passages. Occasionally a conflated reading can be unravelled
so as to make the constituent parts and their sources readily
discernable., Such is the case, for example, when Didymus
says ndg...d8¢ &dv duckavion év duol ZumpooBev Tdv &vBpdrwy
.oorliyw Sporoyiow odtdv (PsT 210:34-45). The first part of
the quotation {rdg...d&uBpdnwyv) must represent a citation of
Luke 12:8, the second (#d7yw,..a0tév) an adaptation of Matt
10:32. 1In other places, however, conflations are hopelessly
complex, making the determination of sources impossible. This
is true, for example, in the following guotation from EcclT
358:26-35%9:2: tlvi SuoLdow TAV Yevedv tadtnv;...duoda EoTiv
carblotg €v &vopg mabBnuévoig, § npoopwvei #iecpa ApdS Etepa
r€yovteg nUirdoauev Upiv mal olu dpxricecfe, &0pnvicauev Guiv
®oL o0 EudpucBe...frdev 'Iwdvune uhTe £cBiwv wite nlvov.
Clearly part of this text derives from Matt 11:16~18 and part
from Luke 7:31-32. But the two accounts are so intricately
interwoven that the source of each phrase cannot be discerned.
And part of the text agrees with neither Gospel, deriving from
Didymus's own free handling of the materials. Obviously com-
plex conflations of this sort cannot be used when seeking to
establish a Father's textual affinities.

A source analysis, then, serves to limit the study of
Patristic quotations and allusions to those that are not found
in identical form either in the original texts of the Gospels
or in their MS traditions, and to those that are not conflated
beyond the possibility of disentanglenent.
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The Textual Reconstruction

The third area of methodological concern has to do with
the actual reconstruction of the Father's Biblical text. Here
again some genres of literature will be more amenable to the

task than others. Biblical commentaries on the passages in
question will tend to preserve a relatively high degree of
accuracy of citatigg--if not in the lemmata, at least in the
exposition itself. In contrast, guotations in commentaries
on other passages will often be allusive and more freguently
adapted to the grammatical or material context. The following
methodological proposals were developed in view of this latter
kind of evidence, given the frequent but sporadic quotations
of the NT in Didymus's expository works.

The first step toward reconstructing a Father's Biblical
text entails determining the relative value of all the data
thus far collected. This determination involves classifying
each Biblical quotation and allusion with respect to its
verbal correspondence to the NT source. At this point there
enters into the critical process the subjective judgment of
whether the Patristic author intended to cite the text pre-
cisely or willingly altered or paraphrased the text. 1In
theory, one could analyze the manner of citation so as to make
this judgment. 1If, for example, the author introduces the
reference by citing his source and using a citation formula
(e.g. véypantat), one could classify the reference as an
intentional citation and, should the passage be sufficiently
lengthy, assert that it derives from the author's Biblical MS.
In actuality, however, such indicators of authorial intent
rarely prove reliable. Citation formulae can just as easily
precede paraphrases as citations, and, as previously seen, the
notation of sources is sometimes erroneous, making their value
in this regard dubious. For these reasons, classification
of Biblical references is better made purely on the ground of
verbal correspondence to the Biblical text.

In one sense this approach appears problematic, since

T

;;See the discussion on p. 7~8 above.
See n. 16, p. 9 above.
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classifications depend on the proximity of each reference to
the Biblical text, while the physiognomy of a Father's text
cannot be determined without first establishing the accuracy
of his references to it. In practice, however, it is not
difficult to distinguish between a faint allusion and a pre~
cise citation. The real difficulty comes in distinguishing,
say, an intentional citation, which contains one or more small
variations from the Father's text, from a slight adaptation of
the text made in view of the syntactical or material context.
It must be recognized at this stage that all classifications
are necessarily provisional and should be viewed as relative
points of reference along a continuum ranging from exact
citation to distant allusion. No advances in method can
overcome the shortcomings of the Patristic data at this point.
On occasion it may simply be that what looks like an adapta-
tion of a Biblical text actually derived from the text of the
Father's exemplar. On the other hand, since remnants of such
an aberrant text would presumably recur elsewhere in the
textual tradition, it is relatively safe to assume that these
exceptions will be so rare as to make virtually no impact on
the analysis.

As already noted, the present study is adopting, with
minor modifications, the threefold system of classification
advocated by Gordon Fee: citations, adaptations, and allu-
sions. "Citationa¥ consist of accurate quotations of
the Biblical passage. Accuracy here is determined solely on
the ground of verbal conformity to the Biblical passage, as
found in the various strands of the tradition. Thus if the
citation varies markedly from the text normally judged to be
original, yet conforms with the text as found in a significant
element of the tradition, it will still be considered a cita-
tion. Naturally, since minor changes may occur, not every
citation will be equally precise. Nevertheless, rather than
overcrowding the system beyond the point of usefulness--i.e.
by labeling citations "very loose," "loose," and "exact"--all

2OSee especially "The Text of John in the Jerusalem
Bible," 169-70.
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more or less accurate quotations will be registered as cita-
tions.

"Adaptations" are Biblical references which have been
significantly modified for one reason or another. Some critics
apply this category only to quotations changed in conformity
with the grammatical context or in conformity with the point
being made in the discussion. But this approach to classi-
fication unnecessarily restricts the category to variations
whose causes are readily discerned. 1In point of fact, one
would expect that a Father quoting from memory would occasion-
ally adapt a Biblical text to suit his own purposes, whether
or not these purposes are transparent. For this reason, it is
better to consider any major modification of a Biblical pas-~
sage an adaptation, so long as the reference maintains a close
verbal correspondence to the Biblical text. This broadening
of the category does not relieve the critic of the task of
finding contextual reasons for adaptations; it does allow the
classification to be applied to modifications made for no
obvious reason.

Finally, "allusions" consist of Scriptural reminiscences
that have only a distant verbal correspondence to the text.
References with absolutely no verbal correspondence, of
course, cannot help the critic determine the words of the
Father's text and so cannot be used in the analysis.

When appropriate classifications have been made, the
Patristic references can be analyzed for their witness to the
text of the NT. Here too a number of previous studies have
fallen short by failing to take into account all of the evi-
dence. Rightly recognizing, for example, that Biblical allu-
sions do not qualify as citations, many earlier critics wrong-
ly digscounted the text-critical value of allusions altoge-
ther. But even when references to the Biblical text lack

2T
Ibid., 170.

22This was another shortcoming of Geerlings and New, as
shown by G. Fee, “The Text of John and Mark in Chryscstom,*®
538, Other studies, such as Linss's on Didymus, give cita-
tions in full, but only list Scriptural references of allu-
sions. Collations are then made only of the exact gquota-
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the precision of citatiocns (or of loose adaptations) they can
still, on occasion, serve to indicate which of several vari-
ants was found in the Father's text. This can be shown by an
example drawn from the present study of Didymus. In a clear
allusion. to Mt. 21:2, 4, Didymus writes émiBefnudtog &vou

wol 150U AUBEVTeY xal EvexPEvtwy éx TAC HaTEWaVTL HOung

(ZeT 218:6~8). These words must refer to the Matthean passage
rather than to either of the parallels in Mark or Luke (note:
Svou uol wdroul). Significantly, Matthew's use of watévavrt
is attested by most Alexandrian witnesses and several others
(UBS R BCDL S fam 13 33 892) while &xévavty, is found in
Byzantine witnesses and others (TR E W A 11 © fam 1 1241).
Thus, despite the allusive character of Didymus's reference,
there can be no doubt that he supports the Alexandrian
tradition here.

In other instances the process of establishing the
Father's text will be relatively simple, as when he quotes the
same passage several times in precisely the same form, or when
the minor differences among the citations are not reflected
elsewhere in the MS tradition. In such instances it can
safely be assumed that the citation which conforms to the
common text was also that of the Father; the slightly variant
forms represent accidental or intentional modifications.

Two kinds of data have been considered up to this point:
(1) allusions and adaptations that give no evidence as to the
character of the Father's text of the whole passage, but that
do disclose his reading in part of it, and (2) multiple cita-
tions that may require the critic to choose one that best
represents the Father's text. A third situation occurs when a
Father's quotations and allusions are such that his Biblical
text can and should be reconstructed. In view here are in~
stances of (1) frequent but partial citations of a passage,
and (2) adaptations and allusions which make it possibkle to
discern the original form of the Father's text. Reconstruc-
tions can be only tentative, of course, and must be evaluated
on the basis of all the relevant data, Both the tentative

tions. An alternative method is outlined in Ch. II below.
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character and the ultimate potential of textual reconstruc-
tions can be illustrated, once again, from the data set forth
in the following critical apparatus. Didymus preserves two
adaptations and one allusion to Matt 5:45~-

(a) dvatérrer vap 1oV NArov Somep éxl &yafodc (PaT
177:20);

(b) 1dv &vatdriiovta 1OV Hhiov éri &yabolg mal movnpolg
way Bpéyovta &nl Sunaloug wal &&Uxoug (ZeT 246:11~-12);

(€) &vatérrwv o pdvov énl &yaBoUg TOV Whtov &AAE nal
&7t movnpodg (PST 290:21-22).

On the basis of these references, Didymus's text can be recon-
structed as follows:

Avatérlel Tov Artov énl &yafolg nat KOvnpobg nai Bpéxel

énl bunatoug xal &bInoug.

Here it can be seen that Didymus preserves the word order
of the 0ld Latin MS a (&yaBobg xal wovnpods). This may not be
considered significant, given the problem of word order in the
versional evidence. But it is worth noting that Didymus also
reads »al Bpéyet..,d50noug with the whole tradition against
®, which omits it. In a case such as this, the reconstruction
must be made conservatively, changing word order or making
additions, subtractions, or substitutions only on the basis of
hard evidence. BAs a result, the reconstructed text may
preserve some singular readings, as happens twice in the
reference just cited (&vatéiler dv friov] Mhiov &Gvatérirel;
Ahriov 1 AAtov adtod), In view of the character of the evi-
dence, no confidence can be placed in having uncovered some
real singular readings by this reconstruction. It could well
be that Didymus simply misquoted or adapted the text consis-
tently. But before even this conclusion can be drawn, the
data must at least be presented. 1In this case such a present-
ation is most adeguately achieved through a reconstruction.

Occasionally a reconstruction can be attempted when a
sclitary adaptation exists, so long as the changes are predo-
minantly syntactical. Here a reconstruction entails little
more than the reversion to the passage's original syntax.
Thus, for example, Didymus preserves only one, fairly exten-
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sive, adaptation of Matt 22:13:
&g mai év edayyeiiy nepl 100 béBevtog ndorv mal x€porv
nal BlfBevtog elg 10 oudtos 10 £EdTEpov 10 ATotuacudvov
1§ braBSiy nal tolg &yyéroig aUTO0, éxei Eotar & HAaududs nal
d Bouyudg 1y O85vTwy (PST 247:7-8) .
A reconstruction of Didymus's text can be made with a fair
degree of confidence.
bricavies adtol wSSag Mal xeipas Bdiete (altol) e€lc 10 ondtog
10 £EdtEpOV, éxnei £otTat O HAQUBUOG Hal O BpUYMOS TdV 65SvTwV
The reconstruction shows that Didymus supports two signifi-
cant variants of the textual tradition: (1) &focavieg al100
n16bag mal yeipag with R B L @ f ) 892 against both
Spate a01dy 186wy uat yxeliowv found in D a b e, and b&rfcavieg
adtol nddac wmal yeipag dpate adtdv wal  Supported by the
bulk of later MSS as well as by C 33 and 1241; and (2)
Bdxete with D £13 1241 a b e against most other MSS.

The Special Significance and Peculijar Problems of Didymus as
a_Textual Witness

There can be no doubt about the text~critical signifi-
cance of the Gospel quotations of Didymus, the blind monk
appointed head of the Alexandrian catechetical school by Atha-
nasius. Didymus's life spanned the fourth century (A.D.
313-398). Born and raised in Alexandria, he apparently never
left his home city even as an adult. At an early age, perhaps
four or five, Didymus became blind, probably the result of a

Dldymus's life, work, and teachings have been the sub-
ject of three monographs in modern times: G. Bardy, Didyme
1'Aveugle (Paris: Beauchesne, 1910); J. Leipoldt, Didymus der
Blinde von Alexandria (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1905); and
William J. Gauche, Didymus the Blind: An Educator of the
Fourth Century (Washington: Catholic University of America,
1934). Other helpful sketches include Wolfgang A. Bienert,

a® und "Anagodge" Bei Didymos dem Blinden von Alexan-
drien (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1972} 1=-31; Louis Doutre=-

leau, Sur zacharie 1-128; Barbel Kramer, "Didymus von Alexan-
drien," Theologische Realenzyklopadie, vol. VIII (Berlin:

Walter de Gruyter, 1981) 741~-46; Johannes Quasten, Patrolo
vol. III (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1966) 85-100; and Frances Young,
From Nicaea to Chalcedon: A Guide to the Literature and Its
Background (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983) 83~91.
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childhood disease.24 Despite this setback, he displayed a
great facility for learning, and later in life acquired a
reputation for a prodigious memory. His education covered
all the major disciplines of the day: mathematics, geomegry,
astronomy, grammar, rhetoric, dialectic, and philosophy.
Best xnown for his understanding of Scripture, Didymus estab-
lished himself early in life as a prominent teacher in Alexan-
dria. It was in the wmidst of the Arian controversy that Atha-
nasius agpointed him to be head of the famed cathechetical
school, which by this time had lost much of the splendor agd
reputation it had earlier enjoyed under Clement and Origen.
There is no evidence that Didymus publicly lectured to fulfill
the duties of his post. More likely he taught from the priva-
cy of his own monk's cell. Nevertheless, his reputation
spread far and wide: by life's end he could number among his
students such noteworthies as Jerome and Rufinus.

During the course of his career Didymus dictated numerous
theological treatises and Biblical commentaries. Most signi-
ficant for the controversies of his own day were his doctrinal

24Palladius, Hist. Laus. IV; Jerome Chronicon, VIII;
Socrates, Hist. Eecl., IV, 25; cassiodorus, Historia Tripar-
tia, vIII, 8.

25See, e.g., Socrates, Hist. Eccl., IV, 25; Rufinus,

Hist. Eccl., II, 7; Jerome, Vir. Ill., 109 and Epist. 50, ad
Domnicnem.

26Rufinus, Hist. Ececl., II, 7; Socrates, Hist. Egel., IV,
25-26; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl., IV, 26.

27The date of his appointment has been widely debated.
Proposed dates range from A.D. 335, before Athanasius's first

exile (T. de Régnon, des_de Théologie ve
sainte Trinité, vol. III [Paris, 1898] 19, based on the testi-

mony of Rufinus, Hist. Eccl., II, 7) to A.D. 371 {(Carl Andre-
sen, "Didymos 3," in Lexikon der Alten Welt [Zurick: Artemis
Verlag, 1965] 732 33) See the discussions of Bardy, Didyme,
6; Blenert, " ", 5=6; Gauche, Didymus, 78;: Leipoldt

, 6.

28500 esp. G. Bardy, "Pour l'histoire de l'dcole d'Alex-
andria," Vivre et Penser 2 (1942) 80-109; Gauch, Didymus, 36~
70.

29See Jerome's Epist. 112, ad Augustinius, 4~6; Epist.

84, ad Pammachium et Oceanum; Rufinus, Apology, II, 12:; Hist.
Egeld., II, 7.



Methodological Problems /19

works on the Trin%ty (De gzinigggg)3o and the Holy Spirit (De
Spiritu Sancto). At heart, though, Didymus was a Biblical
scholar, having dictated commentaries on much of the 0ld
Testament and most of the New. In addition, some of Didy-
mus's students later published notes taken from his expository
lectures on yet other Biblical books.

Didymus is an important witness to the NT text pre-
cisely because of his historical context. He studied the NT
and guoted its text in Alexandria when the great Alexandrian
uncials were being produced. An aura of mystery has always
surrounded the Alexandrian text. Was an ecclesiastically-
sanctioned recension made there (in the 4th century? or the
2nd?)? When and how extensively did a strain of the Western

30See the recent critical editions by Jirgen Hénscheid
Didymus der Blinde: De trinitate, Buch I (Meisenheim am Glan:
Verlage Anton Hain, 1975) and Ingrid Seiler, Didymus der
Blinde: De trinitate, Buch II, Kapitel 1~7 {Meisenheim am
Glan: Verlag Anton Hain, 1975)

31886 Louis Doutreleau, "ftude d'une tradition manus-
crite: Le 'De Spiritu Sancto' de Didyme," in Kyriakon: Fest-
schrift Johannes Quasten, ed. Patrick Granfield and Josef A.
Jungmann, vol. 1 (Minster: Verlag Aschendorff, 1970) 352-89;
and idem, "Le De Spiritu Sancto de Didyme et ses éditeurs,"
RechSR 51 (1963) 383-406. The text can be found in Migne, PG
39, 1031-86.

32Doutreleau gives the following as Didymus's commenta-
ries, acknowledging that "cette liste est sans doute incom~
pléte": Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Job, Psalms, Proverbs,
Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, Isaiah, Final vision of Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Danlel, Hosea, Zechariah; Matthew, Luke, Jchn, Acts,
Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Hebrews,
Catholic epistles, and Revelation. Sur Zacharie, I, 17-18;
119-26.

33This is to be inferred from the character of the Eccle-
siastes and Psalms commentaries discovered at Toura, as dis-
cussed below, pp. 26-27.

34See the discussion of codices X and B in Metzger, Text,
7-8; 42-48.

35This view was popularized by Wilhelm Bousset, largely
on the basis of his analysis of the Alexandrian fragments
commonly designated by the sigium "T": "Die Recension des
Hesychius, " tis t en zum Neuen Testament (Leip-
zig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1894) 74-110. Bousset's position has
been discounted by a number of scholars, most recently by
Gordon D. Fee, "P75, P66, and Origen: The Myth of Early
Textual Recension in Alexandria," in New Dimensions in New
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text enter the Alexandrian tradition?36 Were there two
streams of transmission there, one early and one late? Oor
were there two roughly contemporaneous streams? Were ele-
ments of a proto-Byzantine text found in Alexandria already by
the fourth century? Did the Caesarean text ultimately de-
rive from there? Scholars have addressed many of these
issues by analyzing the second- and third-century Alexandr%an
witnesses, viz. the earliest papyri, Clement, and Origen.

Testament Study, eds. Richard N. Longenecker and Merrill C.
Tenney (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1974} 19-45.

36As early as the third century, Egyptian witnesses such
as P29, P38, P45, P48 preserve elements of the Western text.
See Metzger, Text, 214. Gordon D. Fee ("Codex Sinaiticus in
the Gospel of John: A Contribution to Methodology in Estab-
lishing Textual Relationships," NTS 15 [1968-69] 23~44) shows
that in John 1:1-8:38 codex Sinaiticus is a leading represen-
tative of the Western text.

37This view was popularized by Westcott and Hort's dif-
ferentiation between the "Alexandrian™ and "Neutral” texts
(The New Testament in the Origjnal Greek, 2 ([Cambridge:
Macmillan, 1881] 126-32, 164-72). See also the discussion of
Carlo Martini, “"Is There a Late Alexandrian Text of the
Gospels?" NTS 24 (1977-78) 285-96.

38This is the position advocated by Martini in the arti-
cle cited in the preceding note.

395ee the list of papyrus-supported Byzantine readings in
Harry A. Sturz, The Byzantine Text-Type and New Testament
Textual Criticism, 3rd ed. (La Mirada, Cal: Biola College
Bookstore, 1980) 107-222, and the conclusions drawn there.
See also C. C. Tarelli, "“The Chester Beatty Papyrus and the
Western and Byzantine Texts," JTS 41 (1940) 253-60, and

Gunther 2Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition Upon
the Corpus Paulinum (London: Oxford University, 1953) 55.

4oThe origin of the Caesarean text has sometimes been
traced back to the text Origen brought to Caesarea when he
moved from Alexandria. Thus Robert P. Blake, Kirsopp Lake,
and Silva New, "The Caesarean Text of Mark," HTR 21 (1928)
207-404. See Bruce M. Metzger, "Caesarean Text of the Gos-

pels," in chapters in the History of New Testament Textual
Criticism (Leiden: E, J. Brill, 1963) 47, 62-67.
41

In addition to the works cited in nn. 35, 36, 33, and
40 above, see especially P. M. Barnard, The Biblical Text of
Clement of Alexandria (Cambridge: University Press, 18%9);
Gordon ). Fee, "Origen's Text of the New Testament and the
Text of Egypt," NTS 28 (1982) 348-64; M. Mees, Die Zjtate;
Calvin Porter, "Papyrus Bodmer XV (P75) and the Text of Codex
vaticanus," JBL 81 (1962} 363-76; Reuben J. Swanscn, "The
Gospel Text of Clement of Alexandria" (Ph.D. dissertation,
Yale University, 1956).
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Now another link in the chain can be forged by studying the
writings of Didymus, a fourth-century Alexandrian church
Father.

It should be noted that two previous scholars have
analyzed Didymus's text. The first was Wilhelm Linss, whose
doctoral dissertation is rendered virtually useless by its
methodological inadequacies and by the publication of newer
discoveries since its completion in 1955. More recently
Carlo Martini probed the issues raised by Didymus's text as
preserved in the Toura commentaries, but did not provide a
thoroughgoing presentation and analysis of the data. Both
of these former studies will be considered at appropriate
junctures in the analyses of Chapters IV and V below.

In addition to the complexities inherent in all Patristic
sources, as already discussed, the citations of any particular
Father will pose unique difficulties for a text-critical ana-
lysis. For Didymus, additional complexities arise from the
circumstance of his blindness and from the problems of deter-
mining the authenticity of various writings attributed to him.

Didymus's blindness poses obvious problems for the analy-
sis of his HT text. Whereas other church Fathers frequently
chose to quote Scripture from memory, Didymus always did so
out of necessity; whereas others could check their citations
against Biblical MSS whenever they wished, Didymus never
could; whereas others learned Scripture by reading available
MSS, Didymus did not. Didymus went blind before he could
read, so that his vast knowledge of Scripture came by memori-
zing what was read to him. Since different ones of his early
teachers presumably used different Biblical MSS, each with its

42 with the exception of Zoepfl's edition of the Exposj=-
tio in septum canonicorum epistolarum (see n. 47 below), Linss
had access only to Migne's uncritical edition of Didymus's
writings. Just as importantly, the authorship of most of
these works has since come under attack, as will be discussed
pelow. Furthermore, Linss sought to establish Didymus's
textual affinities largely by tabulating agreements in varia-
tion from the TR. Thus Linss's study provides incomplete data
drawn from an uncritical edition of writings that may well not
be authentic.

Martini, "Is There a Late Alexandrian Text?"
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own textual peculiarities, Didymus would have learned an
"aclectic" text at the very beginning of his life. Further-
more, as an author, Didymus could not have written any of his
treatises himself, but would have had to dictate them to
various amanuenses. It is not impossible that different
amanuenses recorded Didymus's Scriptural citations, not as he
gave them, but in the form of text they themselves had
learned. It seems reasonable to assume that this would have
led only to minor modifications of the text. But if such
modifications did occur, then even before Didymus's works were
released to the public, his citations of Scripture differed
from the text as he had it memorized. Taking all these
prokblems into account, it looks as though the task of estab-
lishing Didymus's Gospel text is very great indeed, perhaps
insurmountable.

on closer examination, however, these problems appear no
greater than those that obtain in the analysis of any other
Patristic writer. Yes, Didymus would have learned Scripture
by memorizing passages from various MSS. But, presumably, so
too would have most Christians in his day. Furthermore, how~
ever "mixed" the resultant memorized text would have been, it
would have been a text with its various constituent parts
coming from fourth-century Alexandrian exemplars. It must be
borne in mind that an analysis of a Father's text is concerned
primarily with the date and location of the data, not simply
with their source. Yes, Didymus would have been forced to
quote from memory. But so too did most of the Fathers. And
on this score Didymus could perhaps be said to have an advan-
tage, given his reputation for a superior memory. Yes, Didy-
mus would have used different amanuenses who could conceivably
have changed his quotations of Scripture before they even came
to the page. But this in no way affects the analysis of Didy-
mus's text, since, again, changes of this sort would neces-
sarily represent readings found in fourth-century Alexandria.
Thus the problems deriving from the circumstance of Didymus's
blindness should have little bearing on an analysis of his NT
¢gquotations and allusions.

Somewhat more complicated is the issue of the authenti-
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city of the various works attributed to Didymus. Clearly if
Didymus's text is to be analyzed, only his writings can be
studied. But since the publication of the commentaries dis-
covered at Toura, Egypt in 1941 (see below)} the authorship of
virtually all of the theological and expositional works pre-
viously attributed to him has come into dispute. The history
of the attribution of various writings to Didymus is inter-
esting but involved. Here only a brief sketch will be pro-
vided so as to show the rationale for reigricting the present
investigation to the Toura commentaries.

By the early eighteenth century, three works were com-
monly ascribed to Didymus: Jerome's Latin trans%gtion of a
treatise on the Holy Spirit, De Spiritu Sancto; a little
tractate directed against the Manichaeans, Contra Mani-

chaios; and a commentary on the seven Cgtholic epistles,
Expositio S em Canonicarum Epis arum. Then in 1758 J.

Mingarelli discovered a three-~volume work on the Trinity.
Some eleven years later, in the preface to his edition of the
work, Mingarelll argued for Didymian authorship on three
grounds: (1) the early church historian Socrates (ca. A.D.
440) knew of a three-volume work con the Trinity by Didymus;
{2) the author of the work makes several references to his
former treatise on the Holy Spirit, presumably De Spiritu

44The following survey of research is particularly in-
debted to the discussion of Bienert, "Allegoria”, g-31. See
also ggasten, Patrology, III, B86-83.

See note 31, above.

46Preserved in Latin translation with only fragments of
the Greek text extant. See Migne, PG, 39, 1085-1110.

47Cassiodorus states that Didymus‘'s commentary on the
Catholic epistles was translated into Latin by Epiphanius (De
Institutione Divinarum Litteratarum, 8, in Migne PL, 70,
1120} . But already by the early eighceenth century some
scholars guestioned whether the extant document is this trans-
lation, or whether instead it represents a commentary crigin-
ally written in Latin (and hence not Dldymus s). See espe-
c1a11y Dom R. Ceillier, Histoire générale des Auteurs Sacrés
et Ecclesiastiques, 2nd ed. vol V (Paris, 1860) 739-41. The
text of the commentary can be found in Migne, PG 39, 1749~
1818 or in the critical edition prepared by F. Zoepfl, Didymi

s _canonicas brev {Minster:

Aschandorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1914}.
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Sancto; and (3) a number of formal and material parallels can
be found between these two works. Mingarelli's position was
widely accepted among scholars for nearly 200 years.

In the late 13th and 20th centuries other works were
attributed to Didymus, largely on the basis of formal and
material parallels to i . Thus Pseudo-Basil's
Adversus Bunomium IV-v, Pseudo-Gregory's Adversus Arium et
Sabel%%um, Pseudo-Hieronymus's On_the Vision of t -
ggimés the Pseudo-Athanasian Dialogues, and Contra Monta
nus, were all assigned to Didymus at one time or another.
Even before the Toura finds, none of these attributions was
universally accepted. But with the discovery and publication
of Didymus's 0ld Testament commentaries, a cloud of doubt was
cast over the authorship of De Trinitate, and consegquently
over all other writings attributed to Didymus on the basis of
similarities to it.

In August of 1941, a crew of Egyptian workers, digging
out a grotto for use as a munitions depot in Toura, Egypt
{twelve kilometers south of Cairo), unearthed eight ancient
papyrus codices, totaling some 2000 pages. When the codices

48Mingarelli‘s preface to De Trinitate was reprinted in
Migne PG 39, 139-216.

49Firs1: attributed to Didymus by F. X. Funk, "Die zwei
letzen Bicher der Schrift Basilius' des Gr. gegen Eunomius,"
Kirchengeschictliche Abhandlungen und Untersuchungen, II
(Paderborn: F. Schéningh, 1899) 291-329. For the course of
the subsequent debate, see Bienert, "Allegoria", 10-12. The
strongest case against Didymian authorship was made by Chr.
Bizer, "Studien zu den pseudoathanasian Dialogen, Der Orthodo-
xos und Aétios" (Dissertation, Bonn, 1966) 213ff.

50. Holl, "Uber die Gregor von Nyssa zugeschriebene
schrift 'Adversus Arium et Sabellium, '™ ZKG 25 (1904) 380-98.
Holl's arguments were rejected by several subseguent scholars.

See especially Bardy, Didyme, 17ff.
51W. Dietsche, Didymus von Alexandrien als Verfasser der

Schrift lber die Seraphvision {(Freiburg: Blumer, 1941). For a
contrary view, see B. Altaner, "wer ist der Verfasser des
Tractatus in Isaiam VI, 1-7" ThRev 42 (1943) 147-51.

stee especially A. Glinthor, Die 7 pseudoathanasianischen
Dialoge, ein Werk Didvmus' des Blinden von Alexandrien (Rome:
Herder, 1941) 23ff.

Ibid., contra Bizer, Studien.
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finally reached the hands of papyrologists, it wasszealized
that a discovery of the first order had been made. Along
with copies of several works of Origen were sixth or seventh-
century fragmentary copies of commentaries on Genesis, Job,
Psalms, Ecclesliastes, and Zechariah. The attribution of the
Genesis, Job, andsgechariah commentaries to Didymus came al~
most immediately. Within segeral years the other two works
were likewise assigned to him. These attributions, which
today are accepted by virtually all scholars, were based on
the following considerations. The Genesis and Job commenta-—
ries contain numercus linguisic and material parallels to the
expositigns preserved in Didymus's name in the Medieval
catanae. The extent and character of these parallsls leave
little room for doubt as to the authorship of the commenta-
ries. The commentary on Zechariah was attributed to Didymus
largely on the basis of Jerome's testimony. In the preface to
his own commentary on Zechariah, Jerome stated that Didymus
had previously written a five-volume commentary on that book

54The first notice of the discovery was made by O.
Guerand "Note préliminaire sur les papyrus d'Origéne décou-
verts a Toura," RHR 121 (1946) 85-108. Shortly thereafter a
number of brief appraisals of the find were published: B.
Altaner, "Ein grosser, aufstehen erregender patrologischer
Papyrusfund,” ThQ 127 (1947) 332-33; O. Cullmann, "Die neues-
ten Papyrusfunde von Origenestexten und gnostischer Schrif=-
ten," ThZ 5 (1949) 153-57; J. de Ghellinck, “Récentes décou-
vertes de littérature chrétienne antique,™ NRTh 71 (1549) 83-
86; E. Klostermann, "Der Papyrusfund von Tura," ThLZ 73 (1948)
47-50; H.-Ch. Puech, "Les nouveaux écrits d'Origene et de
Didyme découverts a Toura," RHPhR 31 (1951} 293~329. The best
discussion of the find prior to the publication of any of the
texts was by Louis Doutreleau, "Que savons-nous aujourd'hui
des Papyrus de Toura," RechSR 43 (1955) 161-93. Doutreleau
updated this discussion twelve years later with the assistance
of Ludwig Koenen, "Nouvelle inventaire des papyrus de Toura,"

RSSS (1967} 547-64.

Guerand, "Note préliminaire," 90.
Doutreleau, "Que savons-~ncus,” 167-68.

57Doutreleau and Koenen, "Nouvelle inventaire," 551, 561;
Bienert "Allegoria", 23-24. As A. Heinrichs has shown, some
of the Job catenae preserved under the name of Nicetas (ele-
venth century) actually derive from Didymus, and these also
find parallels in the Toura commentary. Didymos Der Blinde:
Hiob Kommentar, I, 14~15.
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at his raquest.58 The Toura commentary comprises five books
and shows numerous similarities to Jerome's work. In the
opinion of L. Doutreleau, the parallels demonstrate not only
that Didymus authored this commentary, butgthat Jerome made
extensive use of it in producing his own.

The authorship of the Psalms commentary proved somewhat
more difficult to establish, since very few verbal parallels
exist between this exposition ang the catenae fragments of the
Psalms that bear Didymus's name. Nevertheless, extensive
material similarities do occur between the two expositions
and the vocabulary and style of this commentary conform
closely to what is found in the three already attributed to
pDidymus. These considerations have led a number of scholars
to conclude that while the catenae fragments and the Toura
commentary both derive from Didymus, they represent
different expositions, or, possibly, different stages of the
same exposition, the text of the catenae perhaps representing
a later redaction of Didymus's work. The Ecclesiastes com-
mentary was obviously written by the author of the Psalms
commentary, as is shown by the remarkable similarities in
vocabulary and style of exposition. Furthermore, it likewise
conforms in outlooké4theology, and style to the three other
Toura commentaries. It should be noted that of these five
commentaries, those on Genesis, Job, and Zechariah appear to
represent actual literary productions, dictated and revised by

B

;;See Migne, PL, 25, 1486,
Doutreleau, Sur Zacharje, 129-37.

60See the detailed comparisons and discussion by Adolphe
Gesché, La Christo e du e Psaumes'
couvert a Toura (Gembloux. J. Duculot 1962) 327 51,

61See the discussion of Aloys Kehl, ed. Der Psalmenkom-
mentar von Tura, Quaternio IX (Kéln: Westdeutschen Verlag,
1964) and, especially, that of GCesché, La christologle, 222-
417.

5250 Bienert, '&ilegorla" 27. See the discussion of
possible alternatives to this view in Gesche, La Christolegie,
347-50,

63 ;
64Bienert, "Allegoria", 27-28.
Ibid., 28.
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Didymus with the intention of publication, while those on
Psalms and Ecclesiastes appear to have been produced by Didy-
mus's students from lecture notes taken while sitting at their
master's feet. Interestingly, in these latter two works the
textual exposition is periodically interrupted by a student's
question which, along with the teacher's answer, has been
dutifully recorded.

In a landmark article written some sixteen years after
the discovery of the Toura commentaries, L. Doutreleausge-
opened the question of the authorship of De Trinjtate. with
the authorship of the Toura commentary on Zechariah so firmly
established by the testimony of Jerome, Doutrelasu asked how
this new evidence affected the earlier conclusions of Mingar-
elli. Doutreleau argued that the two works could not have
come from the same author, largely because of their irrecon-
cilable expositions of Zech. 3:8-4:10¢. The differences ex-
tend to the style, diction, and especially the content of the
expositions. A glaring inconsistency, for example, comes in
the interpretation of the "mountain" of Zech 4:7: in the
Toura commentary it signifies the Redeemgr, while in De Trini-
tate it is sald to represent the Devil.

While Doutreleau's arguments were not persuasive to all
scholars, they did clear the way for a reexamination of the

Ssee especially the discussions of Gerhard Binder and

Leo Liesenborghs, Didymos der Blinde: Kommentar zum Ecclesias-
tes 1:1 (Bonn: Rudolf Habelt Verlag, 1979) x~xiii, and Aloys
Kehl, Der Psalmenkommentar, 39-43.

66"Le 'De Trinitate' est-il l'oeuvre de Didyme
1'Aveugle?" RechSR 45 (1957) 514=-57.

575ee De Trinjtate II, 14 (in Migne PG 39, 701A-708A) and
ZeT 54:9-75.

68Espec1a11y unconvinced was Ludwig Koenen ("Ein theolo-
gischer Papyrus des Kélner Sammlung: Kommentar Didymos' des
Blinden zu Zach 9,11 u. 16," Archiv fir Papyrusforschung, 17
[{1960] 60~105), who dates D Trinitate ca. A.D. 395-~that is,
some eight years after the Zechariah commentary. Xoenen argued
that the two works were not only written at different times,
but also in radically different contexts (De Trinitate was
written during an Origenist controversy)} and for different
purposes (only De Trinjtate was written for publication}.
These factora, Koenen maintained, could easily account for any
exegetical discrepencies. See the discussions of Bienert,
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evidence originally set forth by Mingarelli. 1In 1963 L.
Beranger showed that when the author of De Trinjitate mentioned
his prior work on the Holy Spirit, he did not refer to another
treatise, but to his discussion earlier in the same docu-
ment. Furthermore, it is now generally recognized that the
parallels between the De Spiritu Sancto and the De Trinitate
derive from a mutual depenggnce on the same sources, rather
than from a common author. More recently W. Bienert has
argued that Mingarelli overlooked one major tension between De
Spiritu Sancto and De Trinitate that renders the view of
mutual authorship doubtful: whereas Didymus explicitly states
in De Spiritu Sancto that no pagan could understand the things
of the gpirit without the witness of the Scriptures, the
author of De Trinitate uses numerous pagan authors as corol-
lary witnesses to the truth of his doctrine.

It is not the purpose of this brief overview to determine
whether Didymus wrote the various works sometimes attributed
to him. A perusal of the Patrologies and secondary literature
shows that no consensus has emerged. This situation is not
in the least surprising, given the uncertainty of the author-
ship of De Trinitate. But now the question naturally arises:
which writings should be studied when analyzing Didymus's
Gospel citations? Surely there is no methodologically sound
alternative to using only those works that are universally

YAllegoria", 16~20 and Hoénscheid, De Trinitate, 5-7.

69"Sur deux enigmes du 'De Trinitate' de Didyme
1'Aveugle,¥ RechSR 51 (1963) 255-67.

7%hus the use of Isa 6, John 12:40-41, and Acts 28:25-
27 to establish the Deity of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
in both works had been appealed to by L. Chavoutier ("Querelle
origéniste et controverses trinitaires & propos de Tractatus
contra Crigenem de Visione Isaiae,™ VC 14 [1960] S5-14) as
proof that Didymus wrote De Trinitate. But this view was
discounted by M. Tetz ("Zur Theologie des Markell von Ancyra
I,% ZKG 75 (1964] 217-70) who showed that this concatenation
of pagfages wag first made by Marcellus of Ancyra.

Bienert, "Allegoria", 19.

7zsee, for example, Altaner, Patrology, 324-25, Bienert,
"Allegoria", 8-31, Quasten, Patrology, 86~92, and Young, From
Nicaea to Chalcedon, 85.
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assigned to Didymus and that are found in critically reliable
editions., Of what value would this kind of analysis be if it
were later discovered that some of the evidence did not derive
from a fourth-century Alexandrian but a fifth-century Caesa-
rean? Or how could reliable results be obtained by consulting
editions which had not removed scribal corruptions of this
fourth-century text? Thus, despite the natural urge to extend
the data base as far as possible, the present study will not
take into account the works whose authenticity has not been
decided with reasonable certainty. Essentially, this leaves
the critic with Gontra Manichales, De Spiritu Sancte, the
catenae fragments, and the Toura commentaries. Of these, De
Spiritu Sancto exists only in Latin translation, which,
coupled with the complexities of Patristic evidence generally,
virtually nullifies its text-critical value. The Contra
Manichaios is extant only in a late sixteenth~century MS, and
no critical edition exists. Furthermore, the catenae, with
thelr incredibly complex history of transmissicn, are at best
of secondary usefulness for textual criticism. This leaves
the critic with the editions of the Toura commentaries as the
only reliable sources for recovering the Gospel text of Didy-
mus.

73Even the critical edition of the Psalm catanae by

Ekkehard Mihlenberg (Psalmenkommentare aus der Katenenilber-
. 3 vols. [Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1975-78}) is

of little use for the present study, in view of the problems
of the catenae generally: the medieval scribes normally
would have used late MSS of Didymus's writings in compiling
the catenae, so that even if the attribution of various
comments to him are correct--of which there can be little
assurance-~his NT citations will have suffered during the
course of transmission. As to the problems concerning the
relationship of the Psalm catenae and the Toura commentary
generally, see above pp. 26-27.




Chapter II
Introduction to the Text and Critical Apparatus

One methodological issue not yet considered involves the
presentation of textual data once they have been collected
from a Patristic source. When a Father's quotations of the
Bible are frequent but sporadic, as is the case with Didymus's
OT commentaries, what is the most effective way to set forth
his Biblical text?

A commoh approach to this task involves listing all
textual variants found among representative witnesses in pas-
sages quoted by a Father. The value of this system lies in
its manageability: it allows the reader to see textual align~
ments at every point of variation while conserving space by
not citing the author'’s text in full. Yet this advantage also
proves to be the system's greatest flaw, since a listing of
variants can indicate points of disagreement among witnesses
but not corresponding points of agresement. This drawback can
be readily illustrated. Were Didymus known to cite a verse of
twenty words in which variation among representative textual
witnesses occurs only in one verb tense or in the substitution
of a synonym, a notation of the variant and its supporting
documents would not inform a reader either of the length of
Didymus's citation or of his extensive agreement with all the
witnesses. As a result, still other MSS could not be compared
with Didymus's text per se, but only with his text at one unit
of variation. The situation would be even worse for the por-
tions of text in which no variation is found among the wit-
nesses consulted. Here a reader would not know even that
Didymus gquotes the passage.

This inadequate manner of citing textual variation can,
in cases of textual reconstruction, actually prove to be
deceptive. As already observed, a reconstruction must be
based on every available citation, adaptation, and allusion.
Each reconstruction is more or less tentative, of course,
depending on the extent and reliability of the evidence. But
when variants from a reconstructed text are presented apart

30
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from a full listing of the relevant data, a reader is misled
into thinking that the Father's text is unambiguous when in
fact it is not.

In view of such problems, Gordon Fee has issued an urgent
plea for critics to present all the relevant data when setting
forth the text of a church Father. This Kind of presentation
involves listing all of a Father's Biblical citations, adapta-
tions, and allusions, and providing a critical apparatus which
shows every variant found among the representative textual
witnesses. Only when such a procedure is adopted can other
critics collate additional witnesses against the Father's
text, evaluate the adequacy of the occasiocnal reconstructions,
and detect errors in the analysis. This, therefore, is the
mode of presentation used in the following chapter. The
purpose of the chapter is twofold: (1) to give in its entire~-
ty the Gospel text of Didymus as preserved in the Toura com=-
mentaries, and (2) to provide a critical apparatus of repre~
sentative witnesses for every portion of this text.

The Presentation of the Text

All of Didymus's Gospel references are listed and classi-
fied with respect tc their verbal correspondence to the Bibli-
cal passage. Citations, indicated by [C], consist of more or
less verbally exact quotations; adaptations [Ad] comprise
greater or lesser modifications of a passage, usually, but not
exclusively, in view of the syntactical or material context;
allusions [All] represent distant echoes of a Biblical text
which nonetheless contain conceptual and verbal affinities
with the passage. Normally the first hand of Didymus's Toura
commentaries is cited, except in cases of editorial correc~
tions of itacism and nonsense readings. Restored lacunae are
placed in square brackets [].

As suggested earlier, the problems arising from Gospel
parallels occasionally make it impossible to determine the

inThe Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A
Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of
Patristic Citations," Bib 52 (1971) 358-64.
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parallels occasionally make it impossible to determine the
source of Didymus's quotations and allusions. In a similar
vein, Didymus not infrequently creates a complex conflation of
passages in which the individual components cannot be reliably
discerned. Whenever the source of a quotation or allusion
cannot be ascertained with confidence, the relevant texts are
listed separately in the appendix at the end of Chapter III.
In rare instances a complex conflation preserves a variant
which must have been derived from the MS tradition of only one
of the Gospels. In such cases the reference is given both in
the appendix and in the appropriate critical apparatus.

The Gospel references are given in their canonical se-
quence, with a critical apparatus provided immediately beneath
those passages for which Didymus's text can be considered
secure. Citations of a passage are listed first, followed by
adaptations and allusions.

It would obviously be of little help to cite all variants
from Didymus's adaptations and allusions, since these do not
represent his Gospel text per se, but only give clues as to
what that text may have looked like. Some means was needed,
therefore, to indicate which of the looser references were
determined valuable for establishing Didymus's textual consan-
guinity. The procedure that was used in making this determi-
nation is as follows. For each of Didymus's Gospel refer-~
ences, including even distant allusions, all the representa-
tive documents were collated against one another. Wwhenever
genetically significant variation was found, Didymus's refer-
ence was consulted to ascertain whether it supports one of the
variant readings., When it does, a critical apparatus that
indicates the variants and their supporting documents is pro-
vided, just as is done for all the citations. Adaptations and
allusions thus found to support one variant over another are
marked with an asterisk (*). Hence [Ad]* and'[All]* indicate
adaptations and allusions which support a reading for some or
all of the units of variation listed in the critical appara-
tus. Other differences between Didymus and the representative
witnesses are not listed. Consecuently, adaptations and allu-
sions not marked with an asterisk have been judged to be of no
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help for establishing Didymus's textual alignments. In every
instance this is either because no variation was found among
the textual witnesses consulted, or because Didymus's refer-
ence does not provide clear evidence of his text at this
point. 1In either case Didymus's reference is deemed of no
text-critical significance.

Didymus sometimes refers to a text in a way that seemsg to
support a variant of the tradition, yet the guotation departs
so radically from the original wording of the text that its
witness to the variant in question is vitiated. such adapta-
tions are not marked with an asterisk, but a critical appara-
tus is provided to show that the vagaries of Didymus's refer-
ence disallow his apparent attestation of the reading in
question.

Occasionally Didymus cites the same passage in several
slightly different forms. Rather than making a reconstruction
that reproduces one of the citations verbatim, the citation
taken to be as representative of Didymus's text is marked
with a double asterisk ([C}*#*). When none of the references
appears to be representative, a reconstruction of Didymus's
text has been attempted. Such reconstructions are based only
on the portions of text preserved in the extant references,
emendations heing restricted to the fairly logical reversion
of syntactical adaptations~~the shift of genitive absolutes
back into finite clauses, the change of verb tenses, etc. As
a result, the reconstructions will sometimes be incomplete,
with lacunae occurring in the middle of the text. These
lacunae will not be taken into account in the collations. In
the layout of the text, reconstructions will be given after
the list of quotations and allusions.

Didymus sometimes makes a solitary loose reference to a
passage, thus disallowing a reconstruction. When such refer-
ences show his support for a variant reading, but in a slight-
ly modified form, they are marked with an asterisk, and the
critical apparatus cites Didymus's support in parentheses.
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The € ca s

The critical apparatus lists all variants uncovered in
the collations of the representative documents. Only those
variants previously adjudged to be genetically immaterial are
not included: nu-movable, oltw/o0tws, nonsense readings,
itacism, and other minor spelling differences, including,
normally, the spelling of proper names. Furthermore, Didynmus
sometimes cites a passage which is preserved in shorter and
longer forms in the tradition. When the additions or omis~-
sions occur at the end of such a passage, and Didymus seems to
cite the shorter form, his witness normally cannot be used.
Instead of preserving the shorter text, he may simply have
guoted a portion of the passage germane to his discussion.
Only when it seems natural to assume that Didymus would have
included the longer text had he known it can his testimony be
given in support of the shorter text.

With the exception of such unusable readings, all vari-
ants are given in the apparatus in the order of their occur-
rence in the text. Those supported by two or more witnesses
are cited first, followed by a list of all singular variants,
including those singular to Didymus. Any witness which clear-
ly supports a variant reading, but in a slightly modified
form, is cited in parentheses. The abbreviation "vid® (=
videtur) is used with MSS that are partially fragmentary at
the point of variation, but that nonetheless appear to attest
the reading in question. In the first unit of variation of
each text, all supporting documents are cited in full. 1In
subsequent variants, the support for one reading is normally
designated by the abbreviation "rell" (= reliqui). The appa-
ratus designates the witnesses which are lacunose for each
passage with the abbreviation "Lac." Witnesses partially

2One notable exception, occasioned by textual alignments
which suggest a genetic significance, is the epelling of Beele-
BoUX in Matt 12:24 and Luke 11:15.

3See B. M. Metzger's trenchant criticisms of Boismard's
proposed reconstruction of the text of John. ™"Ppatristic Evi-
dence and the Textual Criticism of the New Testament,”™ NTS 18
(1971-72) 387-95,
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lacunose are placed in parentheses.

For each unit of variation, Didymus's reading is given
first. Occasionally Didymus's witness will be split--i.e. he
sometimes supports one variant, sometimes another. When, as
a consequence, his text cannot be determined with certainty,
his support is listed for both variant readings and is tabu-
lated as agreeing with each set of witnesses against the
other.

The 0ld Latin evidence is always difficult to interpret.
In some kinds of variation, such as the presence or absence of
the article, its testimony is mute. In others, such as word
order, its testimony may be helpful, but is often ambiguous.
In still other instances, such as the inclusion or exclusion
of words or phrases, its testimony is uneguivocal. O©Only when
the 014 Latin support of a variant iz judged to be relatively
certain will it be included in the critical apparatus. W®hen
the textual tradition splits three or more ways the 0ld Latin
is sometimes found to support either of two variants, but not
a third (as when two of the variants differ only in the pre-
sence or absence of the article). 1In such cases the 01d Latin
MSS are cited in parentheses for each of the two possible
variants against the third.

The following witnesses were chosen as representative of
the major text-types in each of the Gospels. Commonly
accepted designations for these groupings (Farly Alexandrian,
etc.) will be used here as a matter of convenience. As can
be gseen, in addition to the representative MSS, the texts of
UBS and TR are also cited.

%See the discussion in Metzger, The Te the New
Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 2nd
ed. {New York: Oxford Press, 1968) 36-66, 212-18.
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Matthew 3
Early Alexandrian: UBS «x B
Late Alexandrian: C L 33 892 1241
Western: D a b e k
Caesarean: € fam 1 fam 13
Byzantine: TR A E W A 11 Q

Early Alexandrian: UBS3 R B

Late Alexandrian: C L A ¥ 33 579 892 1241
Western: D W (1:1-5:30) a b e k
Caesarean: @6 fam 1 fam 13

Byzantine: TR A EI1 @

Luke 3 75
Early Alexandrian: UBS P X B
Late Alexandrian: C L W (l:1-8:12) ¥ 33 579 892 1241
Western: D ab e
Caesarean: 6 fam 1 fam 13
Byzantine: TR A W (8:13-24:53) A I R

Early Alexandrian: 0553 PGG P75 N (8:39-21:25) B
Late Alexandrian: C L W ¥ 33 579 892 1241
Western: ¥ (1:1~8:38) Dabe

Caesarean: & fam 1 fam 13

Byzantine: TR A A 11 Q
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Abbreviations
[Ad] Adaptation

[Ad]* Adaptation that supports variation given in the
critical apparatus

[All]} Allusion

[All]* Allusion that supports variation given in the
critical apparatus

[C] Citation

[C]** Citation taken to be representative of Didymus's
text (and used as a base for collation)

1] Lacuna in the MS
Lac. Lacunose Witness
() Witness supports the reading, but in a slightly

modified form; or, a partially lacunose witness
vid. videtur. Witness appears to support the reading

rell. religui. All other witnesses support the reading

TR Textus Receptus
3 . C
UBS United Bible Societies' Greek New Testament, 3rd

edition



Chapter III

Text and Apparatus

Matt. 1:1
3u.Br[og velveocews Inocou Xpiotou (GenT 145:19) [cC)

3vBrog veveoewg [Inocolu Xpiotou uiou bauvid uiow APRpaop
{(2eT 103:25) [c¢]

BeBrog yeveoseswg Inocou Xpiotou TR UBS3 N BELWI{A)OR®

fam 1. 13 33 892 1241 alliber generalis {=.8kog noLvog?)
k

Lac.: A C D8 Dbe

Matt, 1:6

AxuLd e gyevvnoev tov fohapwvy  (EcclT 5:8-9) [C]

& UBS3 ® B fam 1. 13 k] 62 o Baocitheug TR C E L W A

M Q 33 892 1241 aV?

Lac.: A D8 (a) b e

Matt. 1:16

Ianwh be eyevvnoev [tov Iwolng tov avbpa Mapiag, €& ng
eyevvndn o Xpwotoeg  (PsT 153:5-6) ([C]

tov avbpa Maprag & ng evyevvndn TR UBS3 N BCELW
AR fam 1 33 892 1241] w uvnteuvBeroa nmapBevog
Mapwau eyewencev 8 fam 13 a (b)) (k)

tov(Z) relll) omit A

o Xpvotog] o Asvouevog Lpiatog fam 1;  Inooug XpLotog  kj
Ingoug 0 AEYCUEVOG XPLOTOS rell

Lac.: A D e

Matt. 1:17

GO HEV TOou ABpadi ewg TOU Acuud 1w OvIL YEVEQL SERQETETOAPES
1oLy (PsT 304:4) [Ad]

uev tov ABRpaap €wg toul ABpoau swg TR UBS3 ¥ B CEL

WA O e fam 1. 13 33 892 1241

Tw ovit] omit rell

38
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Matt. 1:17 {cont.)}
eLoctv bl omit rell

Lac.,: ADe

Matt. 1:21

oty autog ocwoelt ] TOVv haov QRO TwV QUARTLOV QUTOU
{(ZeT. 219:25) ([ad]

Matt. 1:21-23

SLa touto €TeExEV 1 Mupiw, onwg minpwdn itdou [ev ylaoipr
efet (EcclT 218:12-13} [all}

Matt. 1:23

vva #[An18n ovoua avtw ued’ nuwv o 8co0g.  TOUTO YOP
aroonuoivel ule8 lepunvevouevov to Euuavound (Ze?
102:13-14) [All)

TLg vap ouTw owlwv HIEL CWINS TOU %OOLUOU N 0 UES’ nuwv
feog Euuavounh (ZeT 219:18-19) [al11l]

Matt. 2:1-2

QLVLTTETAL 1T MANOLS Twv ano axvatoing uavev elfoviwv ano
auETolwy EML Ta I€pCI0AVUA TPOOHUVNINL Tk TexHeviy
enelL BaoiLAel, TOSNYOULEVOL UNC QJTEROS PAVEVICS

AUTOLS (ZeT 202:4-7) [All]

Matt. 2:11

BNAOUV OV APOONVEYHAV OL UAYOL Tw €x Tng Muprag TExSevTi
TaLHLw HETH XPUOOU MAL CUVPVRg ALBavoy  (ZeT 267:18)
(811}

Matt. 3:12

ou to mTwov v [tn xeulpt avi[olu xor drax[alfapier Tinv
aX Jwuva auTou xalL cuvafer Tov [ouLtov] €ug anoBnuny, 10
Se ayvoov ulajranauoet nupL aoBectw {JobT 157:2-6) ({C]




40/ Dardymus and the Gospels

Matt. 3:12 (cont.)

gitav E fam13 892 a bl cuvtov autoy TR UBS3 K pco
+
3

ml 33 1241
arodnuny  relll anofnunv aqutouv B BE L W 892 b
tov relll tov puev fam 13

Lac.: A DB e k

Matt. 4:1-2

EV Tw EPNHW ECTN YAVILXELMUEVOS &M Deftwy vrnoTEuavTl
TECUEPAMOVTIA NUELUS MHuL vurTtag Loag (ZeT 44:22)
[a11]

Matt. 4:4

ou...e1" apTw uovw ndetar avlpowtog, axx’ ent nlavty ]
oNUATL EUTOLEVCUEVW Ora otopaTog Beou  (GenT 71:16-18)
[c}

ev3pwrog TR EN & fam131241] o avpdwnog U553 R B C

DLWA®S faml. 33 892
ent relll ev C D faml3
SHROPELOUEVW Sita orouatos relll omit D a b

add’...880u relll omit in toto k

Lac.: A e

Matt. 4:9

TALTE LAVTE SwOW COL...€QVv RECHY TOOEHUVIIONS oL (ZeT
45:2) [c¢]

Tavia dwow oot ] goL mavie fwow UBS3 N B C W faml

33; mavta gou dwow rell

Lac.: A e



Text and Apparatus /41

Matt, 4:19

BEUTE . .. .ONLOW MOV, [MUL 70Lnow VLIS WJheEeig avBpwiwy
(EcelT 286:20-21) {c]

Sewte ORLOW HOU, ML ROLNOW LLEC drestg av@pwrwy
{GenT 61:15~16) [C]

upes TR UBSS X BCE LW 4N 2 fami.13 892 12411
uhag yeveodar D 33 a b k

Lac.: A B e

w

Matt, 51

o ovRR MTWYOGC Tw TVELUAT: €Y£L v Baotieiav touv Besou
(JobT 5:24) [Adlx

un YOp O RTWXOG Tw TVEUUITL OUM EXEi T3¢ ZAhag UPETIS
(PsT 186:25) [All]*

parasi ot ol wtlexl{or 1w avievpaty  (PsT 202:24) [C]

Ty BVEUMATL TR U883 N BCEWUATT R faml. 13 33 892
12411 nvevpaty D

Lac.: AL € e

Matt. 5:4

parapLos .. 0L nevBouviesg vlov], o1t aurol napaxininoouvial
(EcclT 198:6) [c]

vUv o 33 892] omit TR UBS3 N BCDEWABIIT X faml. 13

1241 a b k

Lac.: A L e

UGHAPLOL . ..0L IPAELS, OTL QUTOL HANPOUOUNTOUdL TnRv YV
{GenT 104:20-21) (]

LOMEDLOL OL LPAELE OTL QUTOL MANRGOVOUNCOoUdL Tnv YRwv
{GenT 218:10-11) (]

panac.or or woaswlg ored auvtol wilnloovounoouolr tnv ynv
{JobT 70:32-71:1) (c]




OTtL

fcl

fam1l.13 33 892 1241

(PsT 179:22)

2 fam1l.13 33 892 1241

42/ Didymus and the Gospels
Matt. 5:5 (cont.}
thv TR UBS® KB CDEW A SR fam 1.13 33 892)
omit 1241
Lac.: A L e
Matt. 5:6
HAMAEpLOL OL MELVEVIES Mot Stfovies tnv biuaLoouuny,
GUTOL xoptaslngovtal {(PsT 50:16-17)
Text: TR UBS3 N BCDEWABIIRQ
a bk
Lac.: A L e
Matt, 5:7
HAAAPLOL Ot E€AENMOVEG OTL autot ehrendnloovrtall
f[cl
Text: TRUB33NECDEWi§@ﬂ
{a) (b) (k)
Lac.: A Le
Matt. 5:8
we oot 1o wabapa woeodira tov 9eov [olpav patata =loiv

(BeclT 11:5) {a1l]

Cafapav exel HaedLav, OLTw XL NUTOV Tov BEov opav

Suvatar  {(PsT 83:17-18) ([Ali]

.0 MaBopa wapdiay nILG KAt

[a11]
maBapov o eywy opa fszov  {PsT 93:2)
waxlfaplior o waBapor tn xapbia

wadapo:r 19 walpblio oty

[c]

MOEHOO L0 Ot
{GenT 24B8:18}

uaxapLol oL naBapor 1[n] napdia

uaxapLot ot xadepoy T nopdia

HEBAOL TN MapdLa 9T

[c]

LHMADLOL ... 0L
(PsT 209:20)

Tov Beov Blemrce

{(EcclT 44:18)

auioL

(JobT 213:12)
{PsT 53:19)

aVTOL

{PsT 84:25)

[al1]
[ci

Tov Beaov cpovro

[ci
[ci

TV DEOV OPOVIAL



Text and Apparatus /43

Matt. 5:8 {cont.)

yangoeot . ..ot xaBapor ™ MapbLa, o1t quToiL tTov S£0v opovIaL
(PsT 240:16) [C]

paxaeLol oL vaBupor tn xapdia, oti autol Tov Becv ooviat
{ZeT 192:12) [cC]

Seav TR UBS3 X BCDEWAGS T @ faml. 13 33 892

1241 a b] Dominum {=mupLov) k

Lac.: ALe

Matt. 5:9

AEYEL TPOS ETEPOLS TOLS ELPNUONOLOUS URHADLOUTY £1wal
oTL uiLoL Beou eroLv  (PsT 227:18) [All]l+

HEHAPDLGL OL ELPNVOTOLOL, 0Tt VLol Bzou wAn8noovial
(JobT 306:33-34) (<]

ot N CDfaml3 a b] otTL auto. TR wes’ BEW A OO @

fam1l 33 892 1241 k

Lac,: ALe

Matt. 5:11-12

XULPETE HAL QGYQRAALATE OTav oveEldLIwolv vuag (PsT 277:22-23)
[ad]

OTE DUV 0L UTMOOTOAOL YOLPOUCLY My ayariiiwviar oveirdilouevolr
urep Xpuvotou  (PsT 318:10) ([All]

Matt. 5:13

UUELG E0TE TO aiag tng yng (EBEcclT 305:12-13) (cC])

xhag TR UBS® B C E 6 6 7 © fam1.13 33 892 1241]

AN NDW

Lac.: A L e

Matt. 5:14
VMELS £0TE TO Qwg tolL woopou (GenT 38:22) [c]

VuELS £0TE 10 Qg tobl xoopfoul (PsT 193:6) ([cC]



44/ Didymus and the Gospels

Matt. 5:14 (cont.)
UUHELE ETTE 10 DWE 10U HOOUOU {ZeT 305:17) [c}

vuelg €ote [10] ouweg t1olu nlooponw (ZeT 376:1) [C]

Text: TR UBS3 N BCDEWI{A}S8O2 fam1. 13 33 892 1241

a bk

Lac.: A L e

Matt, Sllé

L. 1NV OWTHPR, .. 0U AQUEEL Ta epya £uRpocbev twv av8putwv
cra pws  (PsT 24:1-3) [AlL}*

feigtr 1o Qwg auiavu Aapnely [y Irposfev twv avBowrwy v’
LBovieg exsivetr SofacwolLy 1ov Bzov  {PsT 189:28-29) [Axl]

AOpPETW. . . TO Qwg LUV evrpoolev Twv avlpwrwv, ofwg tdwiLv
Cuwv T uehy epya xoat SoLadwctiy TOV RATEPQ TOV €V TOLG
supavorg (PsT 231:24-25) ([C]

epya TR UBS3 K DELWZSADOIOR faml. 13 33 892 1241

abk] omt B

RYATEQPW] TATEPQ LEwv rell

Lac.: A Ce

Matt. 5:17

2 ghnavilewg Zetno TARCWONL TOV VOUDV ML 100G ToopnITag
{%eT 40:11) [a11]

o ganiufwg mNATPRIAL TOV VOUOV natL TOUg TPOPNIaS
(ZeT 372:19} [Alll
Matt., 5:19

0¢ av nownon Har HLOXEN Toug AVIPWROUS DUTOS KEYQS
uinBnoetal v tn Baolizia tTwv oupavwey  {(ZeT 183:26) [Adl=

outog TR U333 BEL A& SN R faml. 13 33 892 12411 sic

(= ovtwg) a {k); sic hic (= ovtwg cviog) b
0% dV...Twv oupavwy] omit in toto N D W

Lac.: A C e



Text and Apparatus /45

Matt. 5:20

EQVv Un TEELOJEVEL LHwv n Hiuaroouvn mnreov tlwv] ypauuatewv
nay @upLodatwy  (BeelT 43:6-7) [C]

EQV UM TEPLICEUOT Liwv 1 DLHOLOOUVY TAEOV TWY YPXUUXTEWY
way gapLooaitwiv]  {PsT 287:9) [Clxw

vimy 1 Sunratoouwvn U853 N BELWASIN R fam13 892

12417 n bdumaroouvvny vuwy TR faml 33 a b (k)
the(vdov relll minwva L
Exv Un...papLocatey relll omit in toto D

Lac.: A C e

Matt. 5:25

Lo8t guvowv Tw aviidluw 0OV Ewg OTOL EL UET QUTOU Ev 11
obw (PsT 212:20) [C]

et o auTtou gv oty odw UBS3 R BEDLWfaml. 13 33 892

a bl gv 1n cHdw pet’ wavtow TR E & 8 [1 @ 1241 k
otou relll ou faml3 1241; tou L
cow} oou Tayv rell
zwg relll omit D

Lac.: A Ce

Matt, 5:28

etfev TLG yuvaLua mpog =xnifupiav  (PsT 263:103 [all]

Matt, 5:34

o gtoLuag Wy Tpog 10 OsEaoBa Toug tou HEOV VOUQUSL oun
OUVUEL OAWG (PsT 69:5) [All]

7w ST AETw LMLV L ouooul ochwg  {ZeT 185:27) (cC]

Text: TR UBS3 K BDE(L)WA&B8ITOQ faml. 13 33 892

1241 a b k

Lac.: ACe



46/ Didymus and the Gospels

Matt. 5:41

gav TLg 08 evyapsuoetr MLALiov] ev, utave uet’ autlou &uol
{EcclT 123:26) ([c]

cav (K 4 33 892)] omit TR UBS’

1241 a b k

BDELWSIQ faml, 13

oe relll omit L &
11¢] ooTLg rell
svyapevoetr (or ayy-, or -on} relll] ayyapsvs. D

Lac.: A Ce

Matt., 5:42
tov 8elovia aro dou Saviocacdal un anecipapng  (JobT 139:2-3)
[c)
Tow Bgiovin TR UBS3 NBELWASGDNDR fanl. 12 33 892
12411 1w Beiovtiy D, (volenti) a b, (ab eo qui

voluerit) k
ano oouv relll omit D (k)

Lac.: A C e

Matt. 5:45

AVATEIMAEL Yap 1OV nAaLov wonep £n. avabolule (PsT 177:20)
fagal+

AVATEAAWY OU HOVOV el QYABOUS TOV NMALOV AAAD MUL ETNL
tovnpoueg (PsT 290:21-22) [All]*

TOV avaTEAAOVIX TOov nitov ent ayadoug [maiL movnpoulg nay
fpexovta €nL Duuatoug watr adruoug (ZeT 246:11-12) [Ad]+*

Recanstruction: QuaTerigr TOVv niitov enlL ayaboug HAL ROVHROUS
nae Bpexelr €FL Sixaloug xar aduxoug

ayaBouvg  waL Tovnpoug al vovnpoug war ayafoug TR UBS3 N

BDELWAGSTR fam1,13 33 892 1241 b k
UVATEAAEL TOV NALOV] TOV NALOY AVATEAAEL rell
niitov] nitov aviou rell
®ixt Bpexet...abixovg relll omit N

Lac.: A C e



Text and Apparatus /47

Matt. 5:48

OTAEV TLE YEVNTOL TEAELDG WC O TaIN2 O oUPAVLOG (PsT 68:19)
[AQ]~

HATE TO HeuTLxov Tou YEVECDQL TEAELOS wg O RATAR & BV
TOLE OURAVOLG TEAELOS £0tLv  (PsT 130:29-30) [Ad)x

yeveofe. .. Tleletol wS] © WATNL LUWY O OLPAVLOG TEXELOZ
go0tiv  {GenT 180:4-5) [C]

W UE53 XK B EL faml,13 33] worep TR D W & € 01 Q

892: wg wav 1241
SUDXEVLOG UBS3 K B FE LW faml., 13 33 892 1241 al
EV TCLG QUPAVSLE b k rell

FiveoBe] ececBe ovv uugig rell

Lac.: A C e

Matt. 6:1

CUTG ML Gt EAERUOCSUVIY TYREXOVIES neog To Seadnval totrg
avBpwroLg AMEXOUOLY Cautwy Tov uLodov, oudev ano Heou
exovisg (GenT 125:4-6) [Al1]~

CUY OUTWS 0! EAENUOTUVNV TMOLOUVTES Tpog 1o Beadnval uwn’
avBownwv eveoyYouoiy  (GenT 212:16-17) [Alll*

chenuaouvn TR E LW & © 1 9 faml3l 33 892 1241 k)
SiwaiLoguvy UBSY KR B D faml a b

Boafnvat  relll] un Beabnuar A

Lac.: A C e

Matt. 6:2

Rouketalr de Tov gireov unm peta olal Imwyolv yviveod Juu
{GenT 180:2-3) [all]

ou be [otav] moung cxcnuocuvny, un aladny Jong worep ot
urorpLtatr nloweuoly (JobT 37:18-201 f[agl

OU...ToLEY EXERHOCUVNY, un JaimiLong euipodBev ocov
(ZeT 238:8-9) [a4]



48/ Didymus and the Gospels

Matt., 6:5
agriwg 6e neplL [twv yloviwy €0TL PAVEL wg GYELITUEVRY,

ev o1g ol vmoupiLtetr e[0T MoTeg wpovsuYOVTAL
{ZeT 386:17) [All]

Matt. 6:14

EQAV APNTE TOLS AvOPWTNOLG TQ MHLUMTWUHATO QUTWY, WENOSL
HAEL LDULY © RATMP O OUPUVLOG TO TAPAMTWUATY wuwv {ZeT 126:14) {C]

ML vurv TR UBS3 N BELWARI @ faml.13 33
B92 12417 vty ot D b ks uuLv  a

oupaviog rell] ev toLg oupavorg € a b k
10 RAPOTNTwUaTa vpwv L faml3Jomit rell
v D L} eav yap rell

TaTne ] matnpe nuwev B onaTthg vpev rell

Lac,: ACe

Matt, 6:19

un 8noauvpulete uuLyv Bnoavpoulc emL tnle yng (PsT 276:25-26)
[cl

GnoauptLete TR UBS3 W BELWASHS® faml. 13 33

892 1241 a b k1] OBnoauvpLoete D
vty relld ev uvuev 4

Lac.: AC e

Matt. 6:20-21

a GgL CMOMELV TOUG TO @Vw BAEmoviag Toug Bnoaupirioviag
£v oupavorg  (EcclT 6:23) [All}



Text and Apparatus /49

Matt. 6:20-21 {cont.)

Broaup LOQVIES EV OULPAVOLY EMEL TNV HEPSLAV EYOUTLV
(EcelT 35:18-19)  [all]

owow ¢ 9noaupog, EUEL KoL N Hapdbia Cou 0Tal
(PsT 53:18-19) [ad]x

génoauplLleTte Bnoaupoug EV QUPAVW. ERSL Yap ONOU ©
Bnoaupog EXMEL MAL O VOUg EBOTLY xapdia ovolualfouevog...
(PsT 276:25-26) ([Ad]+

TWG YAP...EV OULQVN OHOLN Tnv xapdiav, un SnoaupLoag v
oup AV (ZeT 22:1-2) [Al11]

ev oupave Bnoalulproavites exer [tnv] xapbiov oxwuev
(ZeT 407:10) fa11]

xapdia covu UBS3 N B abk]xaodia vdwov TR E L W 4

2 & faml.13 33 892 1241
sal  relll omit B

Lac,: ACDe

Matt. 6:24

cubetg [Suviatar d{uoL xupLoL Jg BOUAEVUELV: N Yap 1OV €vy
prancer uar tlov eteplov aylarnnoel I i evog ovBefetat
®at Tou gtepou natolgpovnoew ]l ou S[uveoBle Bsw
SoulgugLv Mal Mauwvy  (GenT 175: 14-17) [C]

oubdeig Huvotar Buolv duplLorg Souigusuv  (PsT 84:4) |

b

¢

oubeLs TR UBS® K BEW O N @ fami.13 33 892 a b k]

ouvbgig owuetng L 4 1241
vyap relll omit b
Sew relll Domino (= HUPLw) K

Lac,! ACDe

Matt. 6:33

InteLte npwiov tnv Bactreralv] mar v Sixacoouvny, Mot
TAUTA Ravia tpodtelncetat uuilvy  (EcclT B4:16-17) [ad]



50/ Didymus and the Gospels

Matt., 6:33 (cont.)

Zinltevve...gpwtov tnv bixatoguvry {xar tinv RBacitierav tou
deov, wuatr noavila 1lavta mpootefnostar upey  (EcclT 193:
22-24) [adl]

Matt. 6:34

un uelpiplvinlonte [nlepr tng auvciov  (JobT 395:14-15)
[ada}l

um ablunouv TRUBS® N BELWA ST Q fam1. 13

33 892 1241 k
wepL ingl] €Lg 1Ny rell

Lac.: ACDe

Matt. 7:6

Borlw[v Ta oyt ly TOoLg nuotv oube TOUG WAPYEPL TAG
eunpoofev twv ¥{otpwv] (GenT 72:13-14) [adl*

%]
<

TO aytov MLOLy un Buboval unde Tag UEETERLTIOG XOLLOLg
napefarkecy  (2eT 276:27) [Aad]*

cutwg OLEE Yoirpovg mapafalieiv Ipoonxet toug Beioug
vapyaottag  {(ZeT 277:19) [aiil

Ln GwTE 10 QYLOV ToOLG HUSLV, unde BaAnte TOUS HAPYFAPL TG
EVvIpPOCEEY TwV XOLPWY, UNToTe groagevieg enfwory vualg]
roL vatangrtnowotv  {(EeclT 352:4-5) [C]

LN BaAnTE Ta yta TOLG HUILVY unde TOUg HAPYADLTAG UV
EURPOCHEY TWV YOLPWV. .. UNTOTE HATATATNOOVTLY QUIOUG
HAL OILAGEVIES pniwlLy LHAg {GenT 111:2-4) {cl

KN Bainte Ta ayia totg wuotLv  {GenT 196:7-8) [C]

Reconstruction: un OwTe TO aviov 10L¢ HLoLv unde Bainte
TOUG UMDYAPLTAS UMWV EUEPOTBEV TwV XOLPpWwY, WMNROTE
[MOTAn@TNCWOoLV/HOTATATACOUTLY ] auUTOUG HUL ATOXPEVIES
en&woly vung

watamatnowsiv DidPY TR B 4 0 0 faml 892 1241 a b k]
HATQLATROOUCL Y DidPt UBS3 B ¢ L W 8 fam13 33

onfwoty  relll pnEouvgiv 33 1241

Rainte relll Baiiete L



Text and Apparatus /51

Matt. 7:6 (cont.)
gutovg rell] autorg A
avTougl AVTOUE EV TOLG TOOLY QUTWY rell

Lac.: ADe

Matt. 7:9-10

TLg..,.E8 UHWY, CV TLTACSH O ULOG QUTOU ®pToVv, R AtBov
exybwost outw; 7 wxBuv [avinlon, un opiv entdwoet
[autlw; (BecclT 314:4-5) [C]

tvg B L 1241 bl Tig £01vv TR UBS® ® CEW A & 11 @
fam1l. 13 (33} 892 (a) k

gitnon {or -GgL)(l) UBS3 N B ()
arinon (or -csi) rell

& a bl (glav

n 892 a b k) Hav TR E L W A 97 r mar  rell

avtnon (or -aeud'2) UBs® N B C A fam1 33 892 1241]

{e)av gLtnon (or -ce.) rell
vpwy ] vpwv avBpurog rell
ov relll o faml3

(1)

avtnon {or -gegi) rell) avtnoerg C
W relll] omit k

Lac.: A D e

Matt. 7:11

ol aylaBa, @ 5.deCLV O TATNG TOLS ALTOUOLY 2UIOW
(EcclT 78:15) ([al1]

v SL80TAL mapa Beou autw avalBa, &Sibwowv e ayvaflwl oliulig
XLTOUOLY autov  {EcclT 293:14-15) [ad]

WupLog ayaba dwoel TOLE QLTOUdLY autov  (PsT 61:1)  [Ad]

LT ayada exerva, o dLdwalv 0 BEog TCOLG QLTOUCLY QLTICV...
(PsT 245:6) [Al1]

SwogL...o0vaba TOLS ALTOLUOLV autov  (PsT 101:9) [C)

Buwogr ayabo ToLg XLTOUCLY QuUIODV  {PsT 109:15) ([C)




52/ Didymus and the Guspels

Matt. 7:11 {cont.)

Text: TR UBS® N B CE (L} (W) & (8) I € fam1.13 33
892 1241 a b k

Lac.: A D e

Matt., 7:13

... TOLEL NS TAaTeiag odou, nTiLg EWL TRV ATwAELEV AYEL
(GenT 166:2) [Alll~

N AYWYR N MATA TOW MEQLYELOV TOROV ML T MOATY MOULAV
AEYETHL TAQTELE EL VAL ML ELOUXWEOS {PsT 141:27-28)
{a111+*

nofwg v Tw EUaYYEliw ROAAOL  ELVEL AEYOVIQL O 1INV
supuxwpov 0bov obeUOVIES, TEACS £XOUOAV AMWAEL IV
(Z2eT 211:13-15) [Aal11]

whateia [nwluin uar eulpu Jyepog 0b6og unapyovosa ToLg pauloLg
uat [pLAnldovorg, wg MOAAQUE AEpLRLTETELY tn altwlieLta
(ZeT 271:12-14) [a11d»

...INS mAaTerac war evpuywpou anayouonlsl edgl tinvy
alrwhevay  (ZeT 387:23) [Alllx

TAATELN. . . MAL EVPUYwWPOS N 080g N ATAYOLOE £1g TNV GTWAELAV,
MAL WOAAOL ELOLV OL E€LO0ECYXOMEVOL €Lg autnyv  (GenT 102:
20-21) [c]

mratera pidPt ® o a b Kk} miatsia n muin pidPt tr UBS3

BCELWAGIH & faml. 13 33 892 1241

ELCEPYCUEVOL rell] £L0N0O0EUOUEVOL fam ]l 1241;
epxopuever I faml3

gerovv relll] omit RN
evg avinvl &' aving rell

Lac.: ADe

Matt. 7:14
nat N odog, v N TUYYQVCUEY, Oisvrn €0tiv (PsT 142:2) [a111
OVTEP YOO ToOROV ToLg dixarorg otevn ecltulv i wuin uaw

tefAiLudevny i oBog Toi¢ £v tw opfwg melii Jteveofar
Intouoty tnv Jwny aiwviov  {ZeT 271:10-12y [aX1]+



Text and Apparatus /53

Matt. 7:14 (cont.)

TL Otevn n WLAN uer TeESAiuuevn 1 ofog 1 ATAYOUOA E€LS TNV
Twnw (GenT 102:18-19) [c]

tv UBST C E L W A (6) I Q faml. 13 33 892 1241 a b kJ
1L TR N B

n omuin relll] Tuan L 8 1241; omit a k

Lac.: ADe

Matt, 7:15

gEwBev pev npolBalrou dopuld nepiBaiicuevol, cowlev Se
owteg Auxor apreyveg  {GenT 125:19-21) [ALl]

ane tng fulting] wawiag xal unoupLTatr cuviol[Tlavriar
eowBev ovteg Auxot aprnayeg, €kwlev &€ npoBlata TIALVOUEVOL
(JobT 254:2-5) [All]

0UTw xa: oL GEUBOROOCenTatl bopav TpoBxtou wepiLBepanuslv oy
cowBev noav huxo: asraveg (JobT 401:19-22) [A11]

OLov 0L GEUBOTCOPNTAL AUNOL QONAYES HITI TNV YVWHNY OVTES
entigepovral bopav TpoBuTou, LV TPp0o3ata vouLoBwouv
(PsT 232:1-2) (f[A1ll

0 AUXOS 01 DOPOV TECLHELUEVOC TEORATOL ADOOELOLY T7
Xpiotou mowuvn  (PsT 274:20) [&aii]

Matt. 7:21

bouilog be eoriv o Bouvlsuwy Bew, © nol Hraledetr ML £0Yw
cpcAoywy TNy Secroterov, O TOLwv 1o GEAnpa Tou €YV TOLG
cugavoLg ratgog  {PsT 85:15) [Alll=

© TOLVUV OUTw HLPLOV INdouVv MAAWY Tw To DeAnua 1oV TaTQo0g
autou ToLeLy Tou oupaviou  (PsT 281:31) [A11l+

ou nlag] © AEYwWV UE MULLE, HUCLE SLUEAELCETRL ELg TNV
Bagtrgigv twv cupaveyv, axd’ © nfoliwv to feinua Tou
TATLO5 MOU 10U EV ToLg ouvpavels (EcclT 208:7-8) [C]

OU TOET...0 AEYWV WUE HUSLE, MUPLE, ELJEAESUCETOL E1§ TNV
SaoLieLav TV oupavov, air’ o Totwv 1o Beinfua T jou
ATQRTLOS MOL TOL v TOoLg oupavorg (PsT 229:6) [c1

OU TQC C AEYWV HE HUDLE XUQLE, ELOSAEULCETHL, ahd' © Toiwv
o JEAnpa TOU REATPOG kou (PsT 231:3) [cl
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Matt. 7:21 f{cont.)

k]
ToLs UBS™ R B C ® & faml 33 892] omit TR E L W & II
fam13 1241

del] pov a b x rell
10 Beinua relll tTa Beinuata R

Lac.: A D e

HORAOL €pOVUCLY UOL €V EXELVR TN nuepa- Kupie, Kuple
(psT 281:29) [C}

™ TRUBSS X BCELWOTMNS fam1.13 33 892 1241)

omit 4

Lac.: ADe

Matt. 7:23

ANOXWPELTE EQYATAL GVOHLAG- OUDENOCTE UMAG EYVWV
{GenT 194:17-18) [Ad]*

ancywpeLTe an’ suov, epyatal avoulialg+ oubemote uupag
eyvwyv  (JobT 383:6-8) [Ad)+

oubenote wuag eyvwv (PsT 281:29-30) {adlx

ATOYWPELTE QN EMOU, EPYATAL AVOHLEG® OUDENOTE ULUNG
eyvwv (Z2eT 177:19) ([Adlx

anoxwpeLTe TR UBS3 K BCEI(L}WATIQR fam1l 33

892 1241} avaywpeLte & faml3
guou  a k relll euouv mavieg L ® faml3 b
EQPYXRTAL QVOMLaS a) ot epyalousvol Tnv avopiav rell
vpag €yvww k) €yvwv vuag rell
ovbenote rell) non (= ou) ab
udag  relll autovg E

Lac.: A D e
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Matt. 7:24

o teug INCoU AQYOUS OHMOUWYV MOL ROLWY QUIOUS OLHLAV
owuchouEL ETML TNV AEIPAV (EcelT 310:23-24) {a11]

0 0uLxODOKWY TNV EQUTOU OLXidV E€TL TNV TETPAV
{EcciT 311:3-4) [All]

oTAV Yap Aeyn Tov Toug Inoou Aoyoug amnxOOTO HaL HETABxAoVIQ
€LC €0YX OLMODOUELV TNV EQUTOU OLMLAY ETL TNV NEIPAV
{EcclT 342:5-6) [(A1l]

0g av axoudn To[ug A0JYOoug MOU QL ®oLngh, oporc(g elotiwv
avbpy, ppoviuw, ©0tig wlxodlouncev tnv ouniav auisu €1
tny nerpav  [(JobT 147:15-19) [Ad]l*

ovrabouncalg BefJarov o gpovidog €nL tnv [tetpalv
gBouel Lwoevy (JobT 148:24-26) {all]

HETO TOW aQMOUOVTE Toug royvoug Inoou nat cuxodououvia tnwv
gautot ovuilalv 0 €01y Tou BLou QUM ETL TEIpAV
aLo@ninv, aAA’ €RL TOov Xouotov  (JobT 312:18-22) [Alll

o yap toug Inoou aroLIag MaL ELG £pra ueTafalwy QUTOUG
otuofcuEL oLMLAEY ETL TRV TeTpav  (PsT 145:1-146:1) ([a11}

ot...eLg npaferg uecafak o) vrteg tag eviolug Tou
Hoatouviog avtwy xat tatdevoaviolg wxobounoav
1oV RLoOV QUTWV 013 OLKOV ETL TNV TETpav Tov XpidTov
(ZeT 107:9) ([Ail]

.oucLwdnoeTaL avéor gpoviue  {2ZeT 183:22) ([C]

odocLwAnoeTaL UBS3 K B @ fam13 33 892 1241 a b]

opotwow avtov TR C E LW A T & k; ouocLwdnoetat autov
fam ]

iy ocuxiay auiouy TR E L ATl & faml3 a b k] guiou tnv
ovktav  rell

Lac.: A De

Matt., 7:25

oL AVEUOL HETE BPOYNS ot payloLwy TOTRLWY UVNHOVEUSYTOL
EREQYOUEVOL ERL T® TRPOTROOUTUAL KL SPpOdpwg WVEUTL TG
CLHLOG Twyv axoloaviwy toug Inocu rovoug (ZeT 31:7-31
[a11}

nat xatedn n Booyxn, E€AVELTOV OL QVEuCL, nifov oL ToTaLoOL,
xxt oum eoewoBn n oixy{al (JobT 147:19-22) [adl
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Matt. 7:26

0 INCOU TOUG AOTOUG AHOVWY HAL UN ToLwv napafaiietar avdpl
pwlpw] (EcclT 290:9) [Adl*

avBpL uwpw ouorouvufelvou, o¢ wuebounoev TNy owxftav] avicu
gn. tnv auuov (JobT 148:5-8) [adl+

TOU POUAOU €TL TNV auuov ovnodoucvvzog (PsT 146:1-2) [All]
HATAOTWVTES Triv oLxodOouNy 1oL GHOUCAVIES TOUS BeLoug

AOYOUG ML un TOLNOOVIE ENELTEL €Tt TNV QUUCY TNV
wonuida avtng matefareto  (ZeT 31:12-14) [AlLl]

0O axouwv...un ntowtwv TR UBS3

X BCELWADNGSR faml
33 892 1241 a b k} 00TLg aMOUEL...UR WOLEL

8 faml1l3

nv ouxlav wutou TR C E L & 1 @ fam13 33 a b k] outou
nv otxwav rell

Ltac.: A D e

Matt., 8:11
RQAAGL QRO avaTOlwv xay HLUOUWY fALCL NEOUTLY WaL avariLBn-
csovtalt] ev 1n Budiiseia Twv oupdvwy HETE Afpaau Mot
Towax nor IowwB  (ZeT 161:11-123 [C]

3

nivoul omit TR UBS NBCELWASGINQ® faml.13 33

892 1241 a b k
v 1 Baciiele Twy oupovwv] post lawwf  rell

Lac.: ADe

Matt. B:12

oL utoL g Boeovierag exBindnoecfe e1g TO OHOTOE TO
efwrepov (PsT 260:29-30) {adl~

oL Lot Tng BoaotieLag EEEAEVCOVIUL €L TO OMOTOg TO
ctwrepov  (PsT S$5:6) [C]

Baoitletag TR UBS3 N BCELWSDIDQ faml. 13 33
892 1241 a k] PBRaociierag auing A b

eferlevooviar  DidFt  x.  (exient) k, (ibunt} a bl
euBinBneovia. {-cecfe DidPt) TR UBS3 R C E L W 4 8
M @ faml. 13 33 892; euBanBnoovtaL 1241
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Matt. 8:12 {cont.)
o] ov b rell

Lac.: A D e

Matt. 9:33
exBaviceg tou daLpoviou £hainoev o uwpos (PsT 268:2) [adl*

enBinBeviog. .. Tou datuoviov €Aahnosey o  mwpog (PsT 267:33)
fci

Mwpoe TR UBSS K BCDEL WA 8 1 & faml. 13 33 8923 b
Moses (Mwongl) k

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 10:8

xaixov erg [tlag Llwlvag (JobT 138:29) ([C1

Text: TR UBSS REBCDELWAG®STIN S faml, 13 33 892
a b k
Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 10:10

afeog O ERYQTING INgG Ipoepng QUIOU (ZeT 317:93) [¢]

g Tpogng TR UBS3
iov piruBou {1 BSZ

AUICU U333 R B CL faml.13 892] qutou g0TLv  rell

¥ CDELWAB R faml. 13 33 k]
3

B
b
afiog] afiog yap rell

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 10:16

YLVECTE GPOVOLUOL WS OL OPELG HAL OHESQALOL WS AL TEpLITEQAL
(GenT 93:3) ({c]

yives8e k] yviLveoBe ocuv TR UBS3 K BCDELWAETNQ

faml. 13 33 B892 a b

weg oL {2%x) relll woer L
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Matt. 10:16 (cont.!
ot ogetg relll o ooLg R
axepaLal  rell] awmdovotaror D

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 10:28
un gofeiofe 1ToUg AMOKTEVVOVTAS TO Cwua (PsT 47:7) [Ad]*

LN @ofetoBe amO TWV AROUMTEVVOVIWY TO Swud, TNV GE Puyxnv
un duvausEvev aTOMTELVAL. gofnBnte be tow Suvauevow
HOL PUYNY AL Owla anoledar £v yeevvlnl  {GenT 56:5-8)
[C]**

un gofeLobe ano twv almolutevvoviwy To Owua (JobT 86:
29-31) [c1}

un gpoBlertofe alro twv anonievvovilwv 10] cwua, Tnv
6e dulyInv un Suvauevev anoxtelLv]al (JobT 347:
12-15) [c]

un @ofeLoBs aA0 TWV ANOMTEVVOVIWY 10 Cwuda tnw e duynv
wn duvaucuwy ITOMIEL VAL {(PsT 52:27-53:1) {cC1}

un gofevaffe ano Twv ATOKTEVVOVTIWY TO Cwle, tnv de uynv
un duvlauevwy anontleivey  (PsT 194:31-323 ({C]

SGANAnteE ouv Tov SuVAHEVOV TUYNV WAL Owld QRECASOOL €v
yEEVVN (PsT 209:16-17) [C]

poBeLoBe UBSY KX CE L A D fam13 ] goBnénte TR B D W

0 @ fam1l 33 892
poBnénte TR D E L 4 e¥id
rell

02 faml. 13 331 podgiofe

65‘2)] pariov L fam 1; &g padlov ab k rell
wor 37 relll omit @ fam13 a b

¢uxnv(2) reill]l v Yuynv E W A € faml?l

\
Dmua(“) rell] 10 owpa ¥ E W A & faml3
ev yeevvn relll] €i1¢ yeevvav D, {in gehennam) a b

anonteLva:. relll] opafar D

Lac.: A 1241 e
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Matt. 10:29

ouyt Suc otpouBliLla alooaloiou mwiettar; nat oulx] ev
faut Juv gprecertay v [nlayi[2a aviev tou nmatgeg
tou ev tlouls olupavollg (JobT 317:10-13) [Ad}*

muie.tar TR UBSS ® BCELW A SN R faml. 13 33
892] nwhouvtat D, (veneunt) a, (veniunt) b k

AVELU TOL TATPOS relll sine voluntate patris (=aveu
tng Boukng Tou TaTEOG?) a b

TOU EV TOLS oupavolLg 892 bl omit rell
a0saptov relll tou wooapLou D

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 10:32-33

talg ©g alv oporoynon €v EnOL eumpoddev twv avipwrwy,
oufodoy Inow wavlw] €v auTw, Hat TAC 05 AV @EPVNONIAL. ..
apvnoopatl Hayw avtov  (GenT 176:10-12) [AdJx

HAYw AUTOV UBS3 X BDWA O faml 33 a b k] autov

yayw TR C E L T & fam13 892

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 10:34
oux nMABov BareLv sienvny, ariy paywLpav  (GenT 98:26-27) [C]

U vopLanTE...oTL niflov eupnvny Baletv €rt Tng yns,
akia paxoipav  (ZeT 319:25) [c¢]

Reconstruction: un vwoulonte 0Tt nigov €ipnvny BarsLv
ENL NS YNNG, ovuu niBov BOAELV £LpNVNY, AA G HOYALDAV.

gLonvny BoleLv ® (k)] Barelv gvpgvnv TR U553 BCD

ELWABIDNDR faml,13 33 892 a b
BareLv gipnvny  rell) swpnvnyv Bareiv a b k
ns tnsl tnv ynv  rell
enL TN Yne rell) omit faml3

Lac.: A 1241 e
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Matt. 10:37

0 GLAWV TQTEPX N UNTEPX UNEP EUE OUX ECTLV WoU afiog
(PsT 112:8-9) [c]

TaTEPN. . . UNTESY TR UBS3 NBCDELWAS®TTQ
faml. 13 33 B92 a3 b} unieoa...tutepa kK

Lac.: A 1241 ¢

Matr. 10:40

o gue deyousvog SeyeTatr TOoV wiootsrigvia HeE  {ZeT 371:29-
37z2:1) ¢}

o TRUBS® BCELWA®IG faml.13 33 892]
o be N

Lac.: A D 1241 e

Matt. 11:12
Birootal tnv Bagiieiav aprnalouciy (GenT 166:7) [a11]
Rractal vap aprxiofvol]l tnv Bacticiav  (JobT 136:23-24)
[A11]
Matt. 11:18

£xABoviog yap Tou Iwavvou unbe eadioviog ENOE TLvOvIOg
(EcclT 73:10-11) [Aadlx

yap TR UBS® N BCDEWATNQ faml 33 892 a b k)

Yap mpog vuag (L) @ fam 13

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 11:20

nefato o Incoug averdilely tag nerellg ev wig £ lvyevovio
QL MAELOTAL HUVAMELS autou otu ou MleTevonoav]
{GenT 181:1-2) [C)*=

ToTe Incoug noiato OVELOLLELY TUG TOAELS EV QLG ETEVOVTIO
QL MAELOTEL OUVOUELE QUTOU, OTL OU METEVONTUY
(GenT 232: 15-17) [C]

o Incovg C L W 61 fam1.13 892] omit TR UBS®> N B D E

AR 33 abk
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Matt. 11:20 (cont.)
€yevovto relll yeyoveiroav D, (factae fuerant) k
autou relll] omit D

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 11:21

ouat aot Xopoaliv, ouvatr Cdou BnBoaidav, oti €L ev Tupw
L Zubove evYEvVOVTO oL BUVAUELS AL YEVOUEVAL EV O0L,
TAXTL AV EV JaxMw ML Onobw uetevondav (GenT 232:
15-20) [c¢1]

cuxtr cotv Xopaliv, cual 0oL Bn8oalda, ottt v &v Tupw
waL ZLHOVL EYEVOVTO oL OUVAMHELG, TAXEL aQV €V SAHHW
ral onodbw upetevenaoov (ZeT 202:29) [Cl*x

Xopaliv ovat oot TR UBS3 R BCELWAOGNSR faml.13
33 8927 Xopafiv xet D a b k

eyevovto relll eyevnénoav 33 892; syeyoveioav D

orobw relll owodw xaBnuevolr f(or -uevar) K C 4 faml
33 892

et relll] omit L
oot ] uutvy rell

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 11:28

BEUTE TEOC SUE ROVIES OL MOMLACHVIES HOL NEPOPTLOUEVOL ...
eYw YAp avanevodw vpas (EcclT 317:4-6) [Ad])*

SevtE...MPOS EMUE, avarauow yap uvpag (PsT 262:21-22) [ad)
ftavtalg epxouevous €yw VUGS avataudw (ZeT 406:3) [A1l1]
HEUTE IPOG EUE TAVIES OL HEMONwueEvolL (PsT 257:124~25) [C]

BEUTE WPOG ME, RWAVIES OL MORLWWIES HAL REPOPTLUUEVOL,
Kol eyw ovenaudw vueg (2eT 133:10) [cC]

GEUTE MPOS EME MGVTEG OL HOTMLWVTIES AL REPOPTLOUEVAL
(zeT 260:21) [C}

deute To0s [eue ulnyvwe avatauosw vuag (ZeT 260:29) [}
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Matt. 11:28 (cont.)

TEPOPTLOMEVOL TR UBS3 NRBCELWAOIDSR Faml.13 33

892 ] negoptLouevol egte D, (onerati estis) a b k

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 11:29

o uabwv mapa INCOL  OTL MPERULS ECTLY ®OL TANELVOS TN
xapbLa (PsT 265:21-22) [ad]

paBetwoav uno Inoou OTL TPAVG ECTLY MAL TARELVOS TN
napdLa, Lve ELPRILY QVORQUILY (zeT 12:6-8) [Ad]

..omapa Inoou OTL MPOUG MUL TATMELVOS T xapbia ECTLV
(ZeT 96:14-15) [ad)

efupn]JOETE. . . QVATQUOILY TQLG HUYALE UMWV (EcclT 319:12-13)

fc]

LafeTe an’ EUOU OTL MPAUG ELtuUl MIL TATELVOG in Mapdia
(GenT 71:1-2) [c¢]

GEATE TOV LUYOV MOU £ UNKG ®at MABETE QT EHOU OIL TPEUC
grul nfajl zTalrelitvog tn »upbLo HUL EUPNOESTE AVATAUOLV

taLg puyars wplwiv (GenT 189:1-4) [Clx«

MaBETE @n’ EMOU OTL TPAUG E€LUL MXL TATELVOS TN Hapbla
{GenT 212:22-23) [c]

pabete an’ EpOU, OTL TPAUG ELWL MXL TANELVOG TN HapdLa
{PsT B1:12~13) [cl

uafetTe an’ ERoU, OTL TPAUG ELkL {PsST 81:15-16}) [C}

uofete an' €pou, OTL WPOUG ELML HAL TATELVOG Tnp xapbdLa
{PsT 202:25) ({c]

paBete...an’ €LOU, OTL TEQUG ELUL MaL TARELVOS T HapbiLa
(PsT 246:13-14) [C]

ELpL HOL TaRELvVog T umapdia, nar eupnoete avartauloiv...]
(PsT 257:24-25) [cC]

Kol apate Tov Luyov xok padete ax’ gHOUL OTL MPAUG ELUL
{ZeT 133:11-12) [c]

UaBETE Qn’ €UOL OTL REAUG E€LLL HaL TATELVOG Tn xapbia

M@l EUPNOETE QVATAUOLY ToLg duyaig vuwv (ZeT 185:8-9)

fcl

’
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Matt. 11:29 (cont.)}

uadETE QN EUOU OTL WEIVE ELML MAL TARELVOS TN wapdia,
HOL EUPNOETE AVATOQUOLY TOLG puyarg vuwv  (2ZeT 201:
16-17)  [¢]

opate O Luyov uwou £¢° Upag, uar  uaBete an’  EROU OTL
MHAUC ELML HIL TINELVOG T xapdia (ZeT 220:19-21) (c]

HaL EUPNOETE QVERALOLY TALG $UXALG UU@V:  HOL GPATE 1OV
Tuyov uou €@’ uuag, xat uaBf{ete an’ ] guouv otL mpaug
ELuL MAL TORELvOS Thn ®oapbia  (ZeT 260:22-24) [C]

pafeTe an’ EMOL OTL NPQAUS ELMlL XoL TATELVOS TN wapdia,
HUL ENPROETE QVATAVLOLY TALG RUXALS Uuwv  (ZeT 306:3-5)

[ci

walBete an’ EUOU OTL WEQUG HXL TARELVOS €Lyt Tn wapdia
(ZeT 335:16) [C]

csupncete [avarnlavoiy 1lavg $Juxaig uvpwy  {(ZeT 406:6) ([C]

ar’ guov TR UBS3
a b k] omat R

BCDELWA®SN® faml. 13 33 892

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 11:30

o Yap LUYOG MHOU XpNOTeS ECTLV KAL TO DOPTLOV UOU EAXGROV
{PsT 262:22-23} (<]

o vap LUYDG LOUL XoNOTOg MAL TO $ORTLOV MOU EAAPLOV €0TiVv
{ZeT 220:19-20) [Clxx

o Tuvyog Hou yenotog {2ZeT 221:16) [T}

o yap Zuylog ucu XPNOTOg HaL TO GOPTLOV EAQPPOV S3TLV
(ZeT 260:24-25) [cC])

xorotog TR UBSS N BCDW A 8T Q faml 33 892 a b k)

xpLrotog E L faml3

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 12:24

[cJutog ocux exBalier ta Saitupcoviia] €1 un ev Tw RBecleBouir
(PsT 294:9) ([c]




64/ Didymus and the Gospels

Matt. 12:24 f{cont.)

Tw TR UBS3 R BCELWA®S9IQ faml.13 892 1241 ]
omit E 33

Beelefoud N B BelleBour L b k: Beeilefour a rell
exBairret  relll] =Baikier A

Lac.: A (1241) e

Matt. 12:33

TOLNTATE TO SEVSPOV HAAOV MOL TOUG MAPTOUC QUTOU HAADOUS,
N moincate 10 HevdboOv CORPCV ML TOUG MAPTOUG QUTOU
canpovs  (JobT 369:17-20) [C)

ro(Z) TR 0353 N BCELWAIQ fam1.,13 33 892]
Tov D &

TOUS MAPNOUS QUTOU MEAQUG. ..TOUS HAPTOUG auTOU
JUIPOUG aj TOoV MAPTOV QUTOU KAAOV...TOV MILTOV
qutou ganpov b k rell

Lac.,: A 1241 e

Matt. 12:35

gL 6 maxL[v rAeyvetar, oTL HeL] TA MAKE PUAQRTIELV,
exBairerv d5g Ta ayafae (BcclT 78:18-19) [Al1l]*

w'? TR x cLa Qfam1 33) omit uBS® B D E W 6 1

fam 13 892

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 12:36
TEPL KAvTOog apyou pnuatog Hflweerv] avBpwroug royow €v
neepa #pLoswg {(GenT 174:13-14) [Al1]
Matt. 12:37

EM TWV EQUTOU TLSE AOYWY HLMALOLTUL AL EM TwVv AOYWV
narabiualetar (GenT 88:27-89:1) [Aadl+

£X TV AoYwy caviou SimoLovtatr Tig, xal £x [twv Ao jvwwe
autou xatadbinaletalr (PsT 255:10) [Ad]**
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Matt., 12:37 {cont.)

EM TWV AOYWV TLG E0UTOU BLHELOUTAL AL £ TWV AOYWY AVTOU
waTaxpLVETOEL (PsT 272:22-23) [adl*

EAUTOU TLE HLMALOUTHAL ... QUTOU waTadLkaletal (or -mpLveTal)
ta) (bl)] ocou Otuugwencn...ocu watantxaobnon {or
-xpLBnon) TR URS® K BCDELWAOINR® fami, 13
33 892 k

gt rellln D a

rotedinacdnon  (-Tetat Didpt) rell] nataxpL8non
{~vetat DidPY) L @ 33
gn Twv A0YwVv Job  rell] omit a

(2
kowka‘> rell] Loyov epywy 8

Lac.,: A 1241 e

Matt, 12:40

OTE D Jwine NUEAAEV £1¢ TOV HATaYBoviov TOTOV ONLEVAL
ev tn wapdra tg yag  {EcclT 92:9) [alll

worep vap lwvag guevey [gv tn ®IoOLALY TOU HHTOUG OUTWS. ..
ev tn napldia TIng YNS TPELG NUEPES AL TPELS VUXTAS
(GenT 189:19-21) fad}

Matt, 12:43
otav to awaBaptov...[nlvevua gEeibn arne tov avBpwnou,

SGrgpyetar B avelpwv ToTwv {NTOUV AVATOUCLY KAl
oux supLoxer {JobT 398:21-26) [C]

otav L] otav g TR UBS3 XK BCDEWA®SIN® faml, 13

33 892 a b k

Lac.: A 1241 e

Matt. 13:11

ayvnv exel xapbiav, ..o Ta pugIneLa Ing 3A0LAELRS EV
guxn Aapwv  (PsT 75:9) [ALl]*

vuLy dedoTal yYvwval TR UUCTAPLA ThS BROLAELAES TwV
oupavwy (ZeT 147:27) [C]

unlvy Sebo Jrtor yvwuat ta puotnola 1ng Bactielag Twy
oupalvwv] (ZeT 162:28) [cC]
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Matt. 13:11 (cont.)

T MuotnpL® TR UBS3 ¥ BCDELWABNQ faml. 13

33 892 1241 b el mysterium (a}), sacramentum (k)
{= Tov nuotmpiLov) a k
Twv oupavwy relll omit a b e k

Lac.: A

Matt. 13:17

TOAMOL EPOPNTAL Hal Buxairor enefupndav Ldewv o BleneTte
xat oux eubov  (PsT 247:4-5) [C]

wat oux €idov TR UBS3 K BCELWASGIMN® faml. 13
33 892 124} bl moL oux nduuvn8noav Lbeiwv D: et
non audierunt {= uaL cuw nxoucav) a k; omit e

nay Sitmxator relll omit B

Lac.: A

Matt, 13:23

o uev yoap exatov, o He €fnxovia, 0 HE IPLOUMOVIA EMAPAOPOPNORV
(EcclT 146:1) [Ad]

Lve MaPTOQopNnan exatov, eEnuovii{a, tpralxovia (JobT 152:13) [ad]

EUANTOPOPNCEY N1 £L 5 EXATOV ML EENUOVTA HOL TPLEHOVIG (PsT
67:28) [a11]

Matt. 13:24

ouotwdn uata sulayIlyerlinlov outog o avBpwrnog r Baoitlie Ja
Twh] oupavev ev tw aypw tn eauifov] napbia ocreipuwv
JobT 152:9~13) [Ad]

Matt. 13:28

£x8p0o¢ av8pwrog Toutsc €rotnCev  (GenT 164:23-24) [C]

Text: TR UBSS R BCDELWA 8T  faml.13 33
892 1241 a b e K

Lac.: A
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Matt., 13:38
to xarov onelpula uice tng Baoiieiag siowv (JobT 156:2-3) [Ad]

orepua k) omepuax ouior TR UBS3 x BCDELWABINS

faml. 13 33 892 1241 a b e
0] to 8e rell
utortl ol wior  rell
ULOL TNG BaOLAELEG ELTLv] €LoLy ULdL Tng Baotieiag rell

Lac.: A

Matt. 13:43

OL EHAQUEIAIVIEG WG O NAwog v 1n BadLlela 10U RATROG
cautwy (BcclT 195:11) [Ad)+

EHAQRTWY WS O NMALOS £v Tn BAOLAELQ Tou IAINOG
(JobT 178:24-26) [Adl+*

enmiauPpovorv. ..ot dexfaro]l lwlg 0o nhiteg g€v Tn BaotisLa
10U AYTRPOS QLTEV {(BcelT 46:8~9) [Clxx

EMNOLPWILY. . .OL BLuaLoL wg oL nALog  (EcelT 163:4-5) [C]

EMAQUDWILY WG O NALog €v TN BACLAELI TOU TMQUTPOG QUTWV
(EcclT 194:18-19) (<)

EMAQUPOVALY OL HLualoL w¢ © nhiog v tn Baciieia tloul
TRTPOS eauTwy  {(GenT 39:9-10) ({C]

oL Sumartol exAaudouoLy WS N NALOST gv Tn SACLAELY TETLOG
eautwy (ZeT 375:21) ({cCl}

exAQUPpOUOLY oL DHixaLol Didpt 1241) o BuuuLoL

exhaupouoitv pidPt TR UBS3 K B C (D) EL W &4 8 1

@ faml, (13) 33 892 a b e k
exiaupouvoty  relll hapgouoiv D faml3, (fulgebunt) a b e k
10U TOTpog auitwvy  relll Twvy oupavwy & fam 13

autwy relll mex (uou) e

Lac.: A

Matt. 13:45

TOUS OUTw TLUXAQETSTAT{OU ]S HOAOUG HARPTYRACOLIAG OUS C© TNng
Baollerag eunolpols Intet  (ZeT 278:6-7) [All]+*
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Matt. 13:45 (cont.}

HRAQUG uapyapLtag TR UBS3 N BCDELWAMOBIOR

fam 1. 13 33 892 1241 e k] bonam margaritam {=xaiov
papyapLinv) a b

Lac, 3 A

Matt. 13:47

noyap TAoMn 1ng fsi1ag raLdrucswg Mol TNS EUAYYEALMIS
Suvbaonaiiag cavnvr £otvv Bandewoa evg tnvy Balaooav
HoL GTO navMIog YEvoug ouvayel {BcclT 228:7-8) [Alil+

yevoug TR UBS3 N BCDELWABTIN R faml. 13 33 892

1241 k1] genere piscium {=yevoug uvyxBuwv)] a b e

cuvayel ] ouvayoudan 85 guvayouoiv  L; guvarayouon A,
ouvayayouvon rell

Lac.: A

Matt. 13:52

O MATA QAANV TapafcAny TOU SLAYYEALOU TEOPEQPWY £X TOU
dnoavpou vex xialr [ntalovia  (BeclT 65:18) [ali]

o...%pogepwv ] ocotig mpogepet faml, proferit (a) b
{e) k; ootrig enParirer TR UBS? N BCDE L W A 5}
Mmae fam13 33 8%2 1241

Lac.: A

Matt. 14:21

Tou yap owinoog [tougl mevie aptoug mAaosaviog, €& [wv]
EMOPEJEV REVIAMLOYXLALOUG avdoag O SLAYYALATNG XAEOUVN =
[uoviesuel reywv, XWPLS YUVALMOV KoL TALBLwy (JobT 31:
25-29) [All}*

YovaLHwy xal roLtbiwy TR UBS3 B CELWAISNfaml3

33 892 12411 natbiwv xar yuvarxwy D (8) (faml) a
b e
neldiwv relll noatbwv © faml

Lac.: Ak
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Matt. 15:6

AMUpOVTES TNV €viIoAny Tou 8zou Six tnv eniBraBn
rapabooLy abTwy (ZeT 309:5) [All}«

Ty gvioAnvy TR E L W {(4) 11 & faml 33 1241) tov koyov
UBS3 B D 6 892 a b @+ Tov wouov KR OC faml3

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 15:8

G AQOE OUTOG TOLS XSLAEILV UE TLEd, n o8 ®Hapdid autwy
ropow anexsl an’ eusu {ZeT 309:2-3) [C]

CuUtTog UBS3 N BDLG® faml3 33 892 a b el

o Aa0g
EYYLLEL HOL O AWOS OUTOG Tw OTOUQATL QUTwV mxar TR
CE W (A} T (2) 1241: o raog outog €yyviler uol
fam 1l

TOLG XELAEOLY HE TiLux relll] omit W Q
angyer relll eotiv D ab e

UE iy rell] gutwv TLuwoe pe 1241
autwy rell] autouv @

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 15:5

patny 8¢ cefoviatr ue didbaonovieg sviaipata xat SLdaduai,og
avBpwrwy {ZeT 309:3-5) [Ad]~*

eviaiuata wat didaoxeAtag] SLdaowaiiLag eviaiuata TR
UBS3 N BCDELWAG®TI Q fami. 13 33 892 1241;
doctrinas et mandata (praecepta e) (=bLdaonwal.ag
HAL SVvIoAuaTxt a b e

ue relll omit A

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 15:13

ut' eumetvnv yivoupeveg tnv putliellav, nv {0] natng oux
EQUIEVCEV, NTLS Hat exnplLliudnosta (JobT 223:33-224:1)
Lag]
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Matt. 15:13 (cont.)

enxolnTov] maocav QUIELAV NV OUMX EPULTEUCEV O CUPAVLOG
ratne (ZeT 80:14) [ad]

Matt. 15:14

, augote[por evg]l BobBpov necouvtlial]

Tuphog TLUPAoV Eav ofnyn
[C]

{(EcclT 301:9-10)

zav obnyn TR UBS3 XN BC(D)ELWATNGQR faml 33
892 (1241) a el obnywv cpainostar wot € fam 13

erg relll evg tov O faml3
Ro8pov D fam 1] Bofuvov rell

£v¢ BoBpov {or 3oBuvov) (eulrzecouvial TR UBS3 ¥ BCEW

ATl Q 33 892 a el (ep)negouvviar et1¢ Rofpov (or
do8uvov) rell
teoouvtar  relll sumegouvial D W

Tuphog] TuE DS Yap 1241 tugplog B rell

Lac.: A Db k

Matt. 15:19

cowBev ex Tne uaeldiag cEepyovialr diak]oyLouol Tovnpor
{Eccl?T 280:20-21) [Adl}~

Ex vop Tng mapdias sEepyxovilal ] Srakoyiouor tovnpo.
(JobT 217:32-33) [cC]

vYap TR UBS3 BCDELAG®GINQRX faml,13 33 892 1241 a e

omit N W (homeoceteleuton!}
cEepyoviatr relll ekepystaLr W

Lac.: A b k

Matt., 16:16

OuU EL O XPLOTOG ¢ uiog Tou Beou tou Jwvrog '(GenT 11l4:
14-15) [c]

tou Lwvitog TR UBS3 R BCELWA®OGIIQR faml. 13 33
892 1241 a b e] tou owlovtog D

Lac.: Ak
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Matt. 16:17

capf xayr aipa oux arsxeiuvdev aultw] tov viov, arx' o
yevvnoag avtov cuplaivitogl matne (EcclT 331:13)
{ad]

ML wg Hetpog &L To OTEPPOV TNG TLOTEWS NG EOXEV TETSAS
nakovuevng napwvouasdn fletpog (BcclT 355:24-25r  [All]

ouv gL Herpog malL 1L Tovin Tn wetpe ovxoedbounlow] uou nv
SHMANTLOV, Hoi Tukdt abou ou uaTioyusovdiy auling]
{GenT 114:15-17) [CI#*

...0L5e nudal abou HATLOYUOUOLY auIng {GenT 195:6) [C]

ou et Metpog, ®at ewxi tautn tn neTpa ollxo lbounow uou
TNV EXKANOLAV (JobT 148:1-3) [C]

ou e Metpog, ML €11 TR In TETEA OLMOdOUNOL UoU Tnv
exuminotav  {JobT 312:23-25) [C]

ou el MeTpog, WAL EFL TAVIN TN NETOX OLxodouUnodw pou 1RV
SEHUATIOLAYV, MOy Turiol abou QU [N RQTLOYUVOOUOLY QUING
(ZeT 107:17-18) [C]

uou Inv emminciav TR UBS3 NBCELWA®TDNG faml.

13 33 892 12411 1nv euming.av pou D a b e

tautn Tn wetpa  relll tn wetpa tautn E o tavutn nmetpa 95
Tautnv Ttnv Tgtpay D; tavinv tn teipa 4

HATLOYUOOUOLY relll natioxvousiv 4

Lac.: Ak

Matt, 16:19

ot wro Incou AaBOVTES TUG HAELG TNG BUOLAELRS TWY QUOXVWY
(ZeT 187:4-5) [Alll#*

wheltg 3TR € D E & 72 fam 1. 13 33 892 1241 mreiboag
UBS N BLWES

Lac.: Ak

Matt, 16:27

L. aunbLdovINg TE EMIOTW ®ATa Tnv npafiv. .. {ZeT 78:18)
[B11]*
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Matt. 16:27 {(cont.)

v tpagrv TR UBS3 BCDELWAGSGINR fam13 33
892 1241 el Tu epynx K faml a b

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 18:3

0 JTOQPELG HMATE TNV UPNYNOoLv InCou ®aL YEVOUEVOS ®¢ 1d
TLdi, EMELVOS EV aMaMLE YEyovev (PsT 91:5-6) [A1l]

Matt., 18:6

o¢ sav onavldlariton evia twlv HiKpwy TOUTWY Twy KLOTEVOVTWY
ELC EME, OUUPELEL QUTW, &L uLAOg ovikolg wp leuaoBein
TEQL TOV TLUXTACY HMAL uaTaiovIiLodeilrn €v Tw NEAYYEL Trg
Baraclonlg {BcclT 306:3-6) f[adl+

ODATE U1 OMAVBIXLONTE EVE TV HLMPpwV TOUTWV Twv TLITEUOVIWY
evg eue  (PsT 194:26-27) [Ag]*

TEQL 1OV Tpaxnhov UBS3 X B L 33 B92] gig tov tpaxniov
EWA®GID& faml. 13 1241, (in collum) e; &1L TOV
Tpaxniov TR D in collo {(=ev Tw tpuayxniw) a b

Yurog ovimog relll AiBog pulinog L

Lac.: A& C k

Matt., 18:7

oual Tw avipwnw 2 ou 1o awavbakov cpyxetar  (EcclT 113:3)
{cl

avlpwnw UES3 ¥ DL faml 892] avBpowntw €xeLvw TR B E

(W) 4 80 % faml3 33 1241 a b {e)
1o groavbarov relll] 1o oxavbara fam 13; omit &

Lac,: A T k

Matt. 18:10

nat ot ev otn exuinlolia uiupoL exouvdiv ayyeioug Biefoviag
S5ite alaviog] tc wocowmnov Tou TATEOL {EcclT 344:22-~23)
[a11}



Text and Apparatus /73

Matt. 18:;10 {cont.)

wG AYyYEAOL HLe mavioes BAETOVIES TO TOOCWNOV TOU £V
ouoavoLg RaTPEOg  {(GenT 89:15-16) [adlx

Ol YAR AYYEAOL OUTwy HLY WAVIOY BASOUILY TO TPROCWROV
TOU RATPOS Nuav Tav €V Tolg cupavorg {(GenT 194:26)
{ad)>

o
-

QCYYEAOL TwV €v TR EXUANCOLA 10 IQOSWAOV SLa Maviog
AREWOUOLY TOU SY TOLE OUPEVOLS 1atpeg  (ZeT 194:13)
fadl*

auTtwy Ffaml el auvtwy g2v oupavoLg TR Unsj R DELW
& 08 0 & fam 13 {892) 1241 3 b £v 1w oupave B
(33)

- . Pt ; L Lpt 3 P o

Toug Did D 33 8927 omit Did TR UBS K B EL W
4 8 N R fam 1. 13 1241

Matt, 18:20

oty ote owupwvol £voiv ot dulo] exouairlv 10lv swinpa
peogov afuvtwv] (EcclT 127:6) [All)

{ou vyap gLovv duoln tperg CuvnyYuEVoL, 7w exel etuli]
(BcclT 127:6-7) [Aadlx*

oU YAR ELOLV...EWEL TR UES3 N BELWABSBINORX faml,

13 33 892 1241 a b e OUM £LOLY YAP...RHEP  OLG OUM
O
n relll omit «

ener, relll omit e

Lac.; A C Kk

Matt, 18:21

TOOHKLE AUALTAVEL; AEYEL EWE ERTa; (PsT 107:21) ([ad]
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Matt., 18:22

U AEYW CJ0L €wg EETQ MOVOV, aiha xatr €BSounxovTamnLg
enta (PsT 107:21-22) ([adl+

enta'?) TR UBS® K BEL WA @ & faml.13 33 892

12417 entaneg D, (septies) a b e

Lac.: & C k

Matt. 18:35

OUTW MAL UHLY O TAINPe TMOLNJEL IV MY GPNTE €HACTOS AN
e HapdLag DHWY TOLG CPsLAouTLY vbulv  (ZeT 126:23-24)
{ad}

Matt. 19:12

Sra tnv torautny otetolwoliv [xlar o evvoulyiolbeig ovu
S5ta Tnv Bactievav twy [ovpalvwv... {(ZeT 398:16)
[a11]

Matt. 19:28

waJLOEOBE MAL UVUELG EV TN RXMLVYEVEOLX ENL Hpovoug
Swbena (PsT 225:14) [Adl*

ouiol & ELOLV 0y BV TN TAALYYEVEOLE TN HATE TRV
AVATTATLY Twv VEMPWY HABNUEVOL TPO IPOOWTGU TOU
oRWINPOS, XOLTow MAL BASLASWS OVIOS, MPLVOVIES TOg
dwdenn purac tou Iopanh  {ZeT 56:8-10) [ALL])*

Ha9NCedBe malL vucts ent bwhena Gpovoug MELVOVTES 1dS
bwdena guiag touv Iopank  {JobT 327:12-15) [cC]

Reconstruction: €v Tn TOALVYEVEOLX...HUBNOECSBE KOl
vpuelg €1y Swheuxa Gpovoug upLvovieg tag Swheny pulag
tou Iopani

VELS TR UBSS B C E W 4 8 11 @ fam13 33 1241 a b e)

AUTOL K D L faml} 892
wabnoeole (or wab.oeabe) rell] woleoBnocofe faml

() relll denabvo D

Sdwdena
tag rell] omit D

Lac.: A K
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Matt., 20:32

Ti BEAETE Lva moinow upiv  {(GenT 54:9-10) [C]

vva L 8921 omit TR U583 N BCDEWS S fam i, 13

33 1241 a b e

Lac.: A R Kk

Matt. 21:2

t{nv] EMHELUEYNY IPOPNIELAV TNETARPWOBaL DACLV OL SUUYYEM~
LOTaL uno Touw Incou snLBEANKCTIOg OVOU MAL TwAou
AUBEVTWY MAL EVEXBEVIWV EX TNg HETSVIVIL HWUNS
(ZeT 218:6~-8) [All]=

HATEVAVTL U883 K BCDPL @ fam13 33 B892] arevavit TR
E W {A) N Q faml 1241

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 21:10
wg 9€ niBev Inocoug gvg Ilepooolivua, £oev0bn nace n
10kt ¢ {(GenT 180:25-26) [Ad]
Matt. 21:19

QU UNMETL eX JOU HAPTSS YEVRIAL £4¢ TOV QLwvl
(GenT 85:27-86:1) [C]

ov B L]} omit TR UBS3 NCDEWABIIR faml. 13

33 892 1241
yevntay relll yevorto R €

Lac.: Ak

Matt, 21:31

QL ROOVAL ML 0L TeAwval RPOAYOUSLv Luag v In BagtieLn
(PsT 55:2-3} [cC]

AL TOPVEL MOEL OL TEAwval a b el 0. TElwvalL Mol oL
mopvar TR UBS® KRB CDELW & 611 8 faml. 13 33
892 1241

ev 1r Raoitiere {in regno) a b el sug tnv Bagtiswav
rell
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Matt. 21:31 (cont.)

tpoayoudiy relll mpoaywoiv &

Lac.: A K

Matt. 22:13

WG ML EV EVAYYEALW TWEPL TOU DedeEVIOG MOOLV HAL YEPOLV
watr PAnBeviog sig 1o ouotog 1o ciwteplov to] nroLpac-
uevov Tw SLafCAw AL TOLE QYYEAOLS QUIQU, EHEL EUTHL
o MAguluog xay 0 Bpuynog Twv oboviwv (PsT 247:7-8)
{adl*

Reconstruction: 8&nogvieg autou 1odag wal xswpasg Pfalere
(ouTou?) LS 10 OMOTONS TO SELWIESOV, EMEL £0TXL O
whavduog xar o Bpuyiog Twy ofoviwy

Snoavieg aviov 10dag HAL ¥ELRAS UES3 N B L & faml. 13

892] apate auTov modwvy uel YeLpwv D a b e; Hnoovieg
auTtou modag ML XELPOG APHTE AUTOV Hay TR C E W &
n o 33 (1241

BareTe D faml13 1241 a b e] snbarets rell

10dag MatL yeipag relll] xsipag xar nobug 1241

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 22:19

ENLSeLEQTE uoL 1o vouwopa {2Z2eT 309:10) [T}

oL TR UBS® X BCDELWAGTI 2 faml. 13 33 892

1241 a el omit b
vouLopa relll denarium (=3nvapiov) e

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 22:44

YEYEL HUpLOS Tw HupLw pou  (PsT 7:23) {C]

wupiog UBS® X B D) o mugiog TR EL W A & T 2 faml. 13
33 892 1241

Aeyer ] ettgev rell

Lac.: AL K
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Maty. 22:45

€L EV MVEUUGTL QYL@W XUPLOV QUTOV €LREV, MWS ULOG FUIoU
ectiv  {PsT 7:23-24) [Ad]l*

et €v mveupat. (tayte Did.) D A @1 faml3 a bl e
TR UBS3 N B E L W Q faml 33 892 1241 e

Lac.: AC Kk

Matt. 23:2

exs Tng xafebpag Mwoswc exadioav 0L YPAUUATELS
{JobT 327:15-17) [C]

wa8ebpug Mecswg D 8 faml3 a b el Muoewg nabedpag
TR URS® K BELWATNQ faml 33 B92 1241

Lac.: A CKk

Matt. 23:14

HASLETE TNy Baciiceirav Twyv OupaveY, aUIsL OUM £.0epYecHe
CUDE TOUG ELOERXOKEVOULG a@LeETE £LoerBetv  (JobT 322:
28-31) [ad)

Matt. 23:25
TQ oLIA OVTO TOLS TAPOLG HATY YAANRYOOLGV TOLS efwBev

HEMOVLQUEVOLS, EOw8eEv YEROUOLYV TaAONG AMPACLag
(ZeT 88:22-24) [Alll*

amgaciag TR UBS3 N BDLAGSGT faml., 13 33 892 1241

a e)] abinrag C E R; ampaorag adiuiag W

Lac.: A b k

Matt. 23:27

T QUTA OVTO TOLG TaPOLS MOta xAAMYopLav ToLg eEwbev
mEHOVLIQUEVOLS (ZeT B88:22-23) [all]

TL TmacoUoLaleTe Taeolg xexovi[aplevoigs eowbBev YEuoUOLV
OUTEWV vErpwv Hatr naong axablaploiag  (GenT 125:21-23)
[c]

racouoLalete TR UBS3 XK CDELWAOITSR faml13 33

892 1241171 cpovalere B faml
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Matt. 23:27 {cont.)
L] 0TL  rell
ceowbev]) gowlev bg rell
yepovoly  relll vyepelr D

Lac.: A {b)

Matt. 23:30

€L NHEV £V TaLg NUELIELE TV TITELWY NHOV, oOUX av NUeba
HOLVWVOL QUTwY £v Tw CLUXTL Twyv tpogntwv (2eT 82:
20-22) [c]

quevy TR W Il & faml 33] rnueba UBS3 N BCDELASG®

fam1l3 892 1241
nuefa relll nuev TR W @ faml. 13 33

oL VvievoL autwv  relll auitwv xHoLvwvoL UBS3 B D faml, 13;
moiLvwvolr  ©:; {xoiv. &. post mgopntwv) 1241

'

ouX av...TpoenTwy a b relll omit in toto e

Lac.: A Kk

Matt. 23:31

WOTE URGTUPELTE OTL ULOL ECTE TwY XTOMTELVAVIWY TOUG
nocopntas {(ZeT 82:22-23) (c]

WAPTUPELTE] UADTUPELTE EQUTOLE TR UBS® R BCDEL W

A 80 8 (fam1l. 13) 33 892 1241 a b e
QATOMTEVAVIWY ] QOVEUdUVTIWY rell

Lac.: A Kk

Matt. 23:32

MANPWOXTE OUV Hat UMELS 10 METPOV Twv MITEPWY UMWV
(ZeT 82:23-24) I[c]

TAnpwoaTe TR UBSS KR CEL W A 8 0 © faml. 13 33 892

1241 a b} minpwoete B e; erinpwoate D

ouv} omit rell
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Matt. 23:32 (cont.)

wat UMRELC] ante RAnRPpWOMTE rell

Matt, 23:33

ogelg yevvnuoeta extdvav  {(GenT 96:19-20) [C]

ogelc TR UBS® X BCDELWA € & faml. 13 33 892

1241 a e] omat b

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 23:35

o vyap naing tou Ramntiotcu Iwavvou Zayopirag uue Bagayiag
0 TOUTOUL YOVEUS npoonyopsuovie {!) {(ZeT 2:5-6) [ai1ll+

uLou Bapaytow TR UBS3 BCDELWASNL faml. 13

33 892 1241 a b e] omit X

Lac.: Ak

Matt. 23:37

nocaxi g NBeEAnca ERLOUVEYAYELV TH TEMVA OOU, OV TEOTOV
QEVLS ETLOUVEYEL TX VOOOLA UTO tag TTEpUYRS ki OUX
ndeinoate {(GenT 171:25-172:1) [C]

QOVLS EMLOUVEYEL 0853 X BDL® faml.13 33 892
a b el entovvaye. opvig TR C E W &4 1 & 1241

voogia BJ voooia (eravtng rell
TTepuyag relll wxtepuyag auing A a b e

Lac.: Ak

Matt., 24:3

TL TO ONUELOV TN TEPOUOLAG HOL TUVIEAELAG TOU QLwVOg
toutou (EcclT 87:4) (cC]

TOTe TALTQa e0toL, xut 1Tt 1o onuel{ielv 1ng ong mapovoiag
ML CUVIEAELNC Tou xwwvoes (GenT 73:20-22) [C)*+
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Matt. 24:3 {cont.)

Q faml 33 892] 1ng

SUVTEAEL @G U853 €
& T fam 13 1241

guvieietxg TR %
rote relll] 1o1e C
ong mapouctag relll napoudiag cou D
naL(2> a b relll] omit e
Tou aLwvog relll omit e

Lac.: A k

Matt. 24:5

sat

TOAXOL EAEUCOVIAL EV TW OVOUQRTL Mou AEYOVIES: Eyw supt
o xpLotog (GenT 221:5-6) [C]

tordoL] moAdoL Yap TR UBSS R BCDELW ABS T Q
fam1. 13 33 B92 1241 a b e

ev] ent  rell
reyovteg relll xeyovreg oti C

Lac.: Ak

Matt., 24:12

OTE MANOULVEL, YuYOMEVWNE [TINg 1wy TOMAWY CYANNG, CUVIEAELQ
cotal  {CenT 44:16-17) [All]

Sira 1o mAnOuUVEnvVaL TNV OVOoULaY GUYRUETAL N YA Tww
noiiwv {GenT 193:3-4) [cC]

mAnBuvBnvar TR UBS? K BEL WA © 1 @ fam1, 13 33
892 124171 minfuvat D

Lac.: AC k

Matt. 24:14

SelL mNouUXENVAL TO EUAYYEALOV TOUTC TnNg RBaOLXAELQRE EV
OAWw T HOOKW €L4 HAPTUPLOV TaACLVYV TOLG EBVESLWV
{EcclT 357:21-22) [Ad}x*

Tactv TR UBS® ® BDEL & @M © faml.13 33 892
1241 a b e] omit W

Lac.: A C k
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Matt, 24:22

. un exoioBwlnoav aL NUERPIL €HEL VAL, OUK av €0wBn rnaca
capf {(2eT 73:1-2) [cC]

Text: TR UBS® K BDEL WA B I & faml. 13 33 892

1241 a b e

Lac.: A C Kk

Matt. 24:29

cufSews UETE TNV BALdLy TWVY NUEPWY EMEL VLY O NALOC
owoteobndetal, woL n geinvn ou DwoEL Qwg QUTNG
(PsT 14:24-26) [C]

csuBewg al euBewg S TR uss3

fam1l. 13 33 892 1241 b e

R BDELWAGSGDNDGR

pwg] To geYYOT rell

Lac.: A Ck

Matr. 24:30

gluviar ogovrlat tov uiov tofu avipwroul EPYOMEVOV €TL
Twv vepeiwv Tou [cupalvou ueta duviauewlg war dofng
toling {(ZeT 375:2-4) [C]

it dofng moxing TR UBS3 R BELWASGITSR fam 1,13
33 892 12417 moxing wat Soing D oa b e

guAxl ] noooL L PUARL TNg Yng, wav  rell

Lac.: A C k

Matt. 24:36

TECL TAG WPAG MaL TNg nRuUeEpag exeivng ouderg oLdev, ourte
oL GYYEAQL OLTE O ULOG, €L Un o watnp povog (ZeT 377:
17-18) [Aadl*

TG wpeg oLl ket {1tng) wpog post exelvog TR UBS3 R B

DEWA®SHNGSR faml. 13 (33) 1241 a (b} e; omit L 892
g wpaeg TR 8 faml 33] wpag rell

wae relll n 33, (vel) b
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Matt, 24:36

oute {or oube}) © viLog UBS3 XN BD®6 faml3 a bl

negue filius hominis (= oute © uvLog Tou avipwrou)
e; omxt rell
tetne relll) matnp wou TR E W 9 1241

Lac.: A C k

Matt. 24:40

[sule evviar ev] tw [aylpw, eva naproauBavoulelvov xay
[elva [alelileluevov] {EcclT 346:15-16) [Ad]=

Reconstruction: U0 E0OVIQL EV Tw QYpw, 0 £L¢ TEPohau~
BaveTaL HAL O ELS APLETAL

Buo sooviar TR UBSS DEL W & 8 1 © faml. 13 33 1241
a b el ecoviar duo N B 892

Lac.: A C k

Matt. 25:1

ToTE ouotwlnoerTal 1 Baoiiela Twv oupavwev dexe napdevolLg
(ZeT 197:14) {[C]

ouolwBnoeTat TR UBSS X BCDEL A 6 I Q faml.13 33
892 1241 a bl wpoLwdn W

Lac.: A e k

Matt. 25:3-4, 10

aL be un Aafouocol gAaLov €v TOLS QYYELOLG...aRNABav
AYOPOOUL ML OUMETL EUPOV Toug nwiouvtag (EcclT 349:
20-21) [Al1]

Matr. 25:6

LETOV VUMTOS HPALYT YEYOVEV: nxBev o vuuple Jog, eberbate
eLg unavinoiy  {EceclT 349:18-19) {[adJ+

cfepxeofe (Did.) TR UBSS KA B C (D) EL W 4
e faml3 33 892 1241] eyewpeoBe B faml (b}

yeyovev relll eyeveto B

Lac.: a e k
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Matt. 25:15

Se[Swinev exactw Twv douiwv cutou Ta [Onltixa autou
aypLpLe exaotw xata [TInv tBrav SuvauLv, Tw HEV
tevie, 1w be duo, Tw &g ev  {(EcclT 164:18-20) [A11l}+

emactw [vlata Tnv LOLIV BUVAHLY...nalL Tw uev debwHev
revie, Tw de duo, Tw bg ev  (PsT 251:15-17) [Ad]*

LBLav Buvaply TR UBSS R ABCEL W A O & faml. 13
33 892 12411 Suvapiv gutou D

ev relll eva D

Lac.: a e k

Matt. 25:16

0 1a REVIE kafwv TAAQVTL SLOYACHTO EV QUTOLG ML
edlxhacLacev avtotg  {PsT 251:17} [ad]+

cv TRUBSS RN ABCDELWATEG  fam13 33 892
12411 ex’ 9 faml
Lac.: e k
Matt. 25:18

O to EV AGPWV MOL €LE TNV YNV QULTO HATAHPLYPRS oUSE
ELPYRTATO €v QuTw oube wmebwusv TOUOUS, OQUTO eLg Tny
v xatenpupev  {PsT 251:18-19) [Al11l]
Mate., 25:25
1 exeng tomov (PsT 251:21) [ad]l

poBnBerg expupa OOU T APYULLOV EL

S IV YNy, Hoi oudevt
aulto ebwlna (PsT 251:22-23) [ad]

Matt. 25:31

otav MaBion en. Bpovou HoEng autou (ZeT 178:1) [Ad]

Matt. 25:32

tavia ta efvn napacTaBnoetal eniapogfev Tou BaOLAswg TOU
EPYOUEVOU OWINEOG, WITE QQONLIAL JUTOV TAG E0.POULS
gno Twy tpofatwv (EcclT 321:25-322:2) ([All]
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Matt. 25:33

koL Ta MEV moofata £x defLwwv otnon, Ta de epipLa £F
evwvLOLwy {EcclT 322:2-3) [Ad]l*

bev TR UBSS R ABELWA S N O faml.13 33 892 1241)

omit D a b
SeELwv N A] befrLwv autou rell
gsuvwvulwy relll] gVwVULWY QUTOU 24

Lac.: C e k

Matt., 25:41

AMOUEL TR EQPLOLE: UNOGYETE €L 1O 7UP TO QALWVLOV
{EcclT 322:4-5) [Ad]

[to] nrtolruaouevoy tw SLaBolw ual ToLg QYYEAOLS QuTou
(PsT 247:7-8) (c]

£L¢ TO TLP To nroluacuevolv Twl diraforw xaL TOLE AYYEAOLG
avtou (ZeT B3:14-15) [c]

MOPEVETDE OL HEXQATNPAUEVOL, €LC IO TUP TO QLWVLOY, 1O
NTOLUACUEVOY Tw OLafohw ML TOLE AYYEAOLSG auiou
{(ZeT 178:6-8}) [Cl*~*

3

oL TR UBS™ ADEWAGTNR faml. 13 892) omzt X B
L 33 1241

10 nToLuacuevoy rell) o niolpaoey o nainpg kouv D faml
a b

nopevecBe ] unayvete an’ Eusu R TOPEVECBE an' £poU
rell

HEXQTNPAUEVOL ] XaTnpapevor rell

Lac.: C e k

Matt.26:15

TL ferete ot Gouvol, Hayvw napadwow UPLY QUTOV
(PsT 93:15-16} [Adl*

TL uoL Berere Souval, Hayw TapadLdwul UULY GULTIOV
(PsT 293:21) [Aadl*

T oL Berete douvalr, nayw UMLY quIov nopadwon
(PsT 294:4) [Ad)+
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Matt., 26:15 (cont.)

Tapabwow TR UBS® N ABDEL A 8 7 Q faml. 13 33
592 1241 a b) napabw W

Lac.: C e k

Matt. 26:31

TaTafw TOV TOLMEVE ot HLaouopmicinostar Ta xpoBata
(zeT 354:16) [c]

EiLnomopnLoBnoeTtay, TR D E W A 81 & faml] Suaowopnio-
fnoovrar UBS3 N A B C L fam1l3 33 892 1241 a b

Lac.: e k

Matt. 26:52

TAVIEQ Ol AGBOVTEG MAXGLPAV HAXALON QTOAOUVIQL
{PsT 85:25-26) [C]

MavTES oL AXBOVTIES UAXALPAV HAXQLP! AECAQUVIOL
(PsT 247:28) [C}

mavteg al navreg yap TR UBS*R ABCDELW 4810 Q
faml, 13 33 892 1241 b

wayatpnl v ueyalpn UBS3 K ABCEUL® 33; ev payawpa

rell
axorouviat relll] ancBaveouviar W 4 & faml1l3 1241
raBovteg relll xaufavovieg faml

Lac.: e k

Matt. 26:53

n OOMELS OTL oLM ESUVIUNY NAPAHAAETUL TOV MUTELH HOL HOL
edwuev av poL nretotg dwbema AeyLwvev XYYEAQVY
(GenT 225:18-20) [adl*

boxeig otL ou duvapwy (Did.) TR U553 N B
(C) DEL W &8 T Q fam(1). 13 33 892 (1241))] ou
Souerg ottt Suvopxt a b

Somstg rell) douel cot CVid faml 1241

cHuvaunv.. .ot ] Suvapae. .. uoL 90T UBS3 (®) B L 33
B92: Oduvauol apti...pot rell
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Matt. 26:53 {(cont.)
por  relld poL wbe R @ faml
niglovg relll wieiw uBs® ® B D
bwdena UBS® R BD L @ bl n dwbena rell
AEYLWVOV ay¥Elwy K A C L B faml3 33] reviwvev

ayyeroug 4 i heyewvag avyelwv rell

Swoenn] XIT milia (=bwbena xiradeg) b
Lac.: e k

Matt. 26:55

uab " nuepav dLbaoxw €V Tr CUVAYWYN HOL VUV @S ERL AnCTNV

nibate (PsT 294:5) [Ad]

Matt. 27:3, 5

DGty &1v G 2

eL8wg. ..ot Hatenptdin alnerbwv anny[Eato] (PsT 293:30)

Matt.

4+

Matt.

el

[A11}

27:25

nuag 1o alua oLToL wat ert Ta TeEMlva nluwv
{ZeT 161:25) [Ad]

27:40

vLog L Tou Beou, uotaBndL ame TOU OTaupou  (ZeT 341:8)
{c]

Mate.

€L Tou feocu TR UBS3 N ADELWA®GIUZ®Q faml. 13 33
892 1241} Beov v B ab

3

Beou relll Bcou oL UBS™ XK A D ab

Lac.: C e k

27:52-53

ToAhOUG, AEYEL, EBEWPNOAV EV TN TYLX TOAEL (PaT 186:28}

[a11]
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Matt., 28:19

ONEP Ot HAMOPLOL OQROCIOAQL MENOLNKAOL QANOCTAXEVIES
ula@ Intevoar navra ta £9vn  {(JobT 402:38-403:27 [Al11l]

nopevulevies padntevoate navia ta €9vn  (Z2eT 263:17) [C]

topesuBevieEg TR UBS3 N ABEWASIINQ faml. 13 33
892 1241 a b] 7#opeuecBe D e

uabntevonte ¥ A EQ fam13] vuv wualnievoate D a b
cuv uaBntevoate rell

Lac.: C L kK

Matt. 28:20
LBou £vw eoopal ued’ upwv  {(Eccl239:263 [Ad])
cwg OUVTEAELOG ToL &Lwvog Toutou (EcclT 87:3) [adlx

vhou eyw ueED’ VLWV TROXSC TAS NUELAS EwS TNS CTUVTEREL g
tou arwvog toutou (EcclT 239:17-18}) [adlx

ZWE OUVTEAELAC ToU atwvag toutou (PsT 12:7) [Aadl+

toutoul omit TR UBSS

33 892 1241 a b e

K ABDEWOGGONQ faml. 13

Lac.: C L Kk
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Mark 1:15

LETAVOLETE ML TLJOTESUETE EV Tw EUXYYEALw (PsT 157:30)
[c]

Text: TR UBS3
8%2 1241 a b

N ABDELWAGITI Q fam1l. 13 33 579
Lac.: C ¥ e k
Mark 3:17

TAUITNG TNG RPOoving nxowocay ot aude 1ov Tanof xo. lwavvnv-
expnuaTLoav yag wLoL Bpoving (EcclT 355:23) [Al1l}+

nar Iauwfov tov tou ZeBebuaitou matr lwavvny tov abelgov
Tou IanwRov #oL enefnxev autotg ovopata (lawxoB...
Bpoving Did) TR UBS3 N A(B) C(D)ELABSIDNRS
faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a bl noivwg be autoug
genarecev W e

Lac.: ¥ k
Mark 4:10
lovnov epwltwlouiv] mepr twv 1acaBorwv {EcciT 10:3)
[a11 ]+
TS TAPAPOIGS (pid) UBS3 N BCLA 892]

v napafoiny TR A E 1 @ faml 33 57% 1241;
tig n rtapoBcein autn D W B faml3 a b

Lac,: Y e k

Mark 4:11

otav heyn tag nocafolog tolLg €fw. otfe oum] enmAnoialel,
TotTe MatT 1HLav TtoLg LHLOLG AaREl AL AEYEL IO HUGINELOV
Touto guot el toitg €fulou (EcclT 5:26-27) [Al1])*

ou Aeverg toug pal®Intag Incou v Tolg OxAoLg ToLg €Ew
tapeLval ote at rapaBolag ereyovto (EcclT 10:1)  [All]~*

Aohelr Tag napaBolag TOLg MOAAOLE TOovg €fw (BcelT 7:23)  [All]=

O puotnpLov TR UBS3 XK ABCDELWA®S®ISQ faml3 33
579 892 a bl ta uuvctnera faml 1241

efw relll efwBev B

Lac.: Y e k
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Mark 4:28

AOWICYV TP XOPTWHES €0TUL TO PUOMEVOV WG XL O SwIne
ongLv. .. ELTEV otayxuy  (GenT 104:2-3) [al11]*

evtev {or eyta) oraxuv TR UBS3 ABCDPDELWABIDNR

faml.13 33 579 892 1241 a b e] omit N
oraxuv relll ctayvag D; otayuve:r W

Lac,: ¥ Kk

Mark 4:34
elneJhvel tag nagpafolag evbov TCLG UABNTOLE ELOWIEDL MW
royw (EcclT 7:24) [A1l1
Mark 7:6

o raog outlog 1ovle xetAleoity ued tiun, 1 & umachLa
topew ansectiv alt epovul (GenT 176:18-19) [cC]

o raog outog B D bl outog o hang TR U553 X AL I

W AN Q faml. 13 33 579 B92 1241: o Aaos a
Tipa rell] ayara D W a b

aregtiy L € B92]1 est (= €o0tiv) a b; agectneev D
EXEL  W; amsgtn 4; aneyer rell

tn 5e wapbial n & wopbLa autwv rell

Lac.: C V¥ e K

Mark 9:49
rag RwupL ahioBnoetar  (ZeT 207:6) [C]

mag rupL aiiofnoetar (ZeT 358:25) [C]

mog (a)lrmag yoo TR UBSS K ABC (D) EL W AGINYQ

faml. 13 573 892 1241 (b)) (k}
rag {(yao) {(ev) nmuptr relll nreca vap Auvoia axt D a b k
nupt  relll ev nupL R C
areofnoetar reill aritoynnogtar W avoiwbnoetor 8

Lac.: 33 e
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Mark 11:2

YCAQETAL TECL TOU QMO TNg HATEVAVTL HwUNG AuBewTog fwhov,
tva mpog tov Inoocuv ex9n, £inuepwdnoolpsEvou EXLBavTOog
aUTwW TOU ZWTINPOS* ELONTAL YOP OTL OUMNW TOTE £xadLoev
en” autov avBpwiwv tig (ZeT 221:21-24) [Alllx

outw UBSS K B CL WATNY fam13 892 {adhuc b)]
twroTe A 1241 {b): omit TR D E & ¢ faml 579 a k

enabiosvy relll] wewaBiwev TR A D E I Q faml. 13;
ETLHEXABELHEY W

Lac,: 33 e

Mark 14:33

npEato youv Inooug Boaupfelobal natr abnuovelv  (PsT 282:3)
fagl=

npEate BauBelrcfar xyy, abnuoverv  {(PsT 43:20) [C]
npboto QauBeroBar xaL adnuoveirv  (PsT 222:10) [c]

nokato. .. 8auperoBat way abnpovery (PsT 293:7)  [c]

SouBeLobar ] exBauferocBar TR UE53 R ABCDELWA

6N Y QR faml3 579 892; ivmeioBar faml; gRuucsioBat
1241
nokato a b k relll] nefavico L

abnuovetv relll aunbeucveiv D

Lac.: 33 e
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Luke 1:2

ot axr’ ®PXNS QUICHTIL AL ULNPEeETal touv doyou (ZeT 329:23)

fc}

ot TR U553 ¥ ABCDLWABSIHOY¥ Q faml 33 579 892

12411 omit fam 13
urnpetal ] UTNEETAL YEVOMEVGL b e rell

Lac.: P a

Luke 1:15

obTwg nNAfov KeETa 1ou Beov 0 eXeLv wg o Iwgvvng. 10 £7TL
RANOBNOETHL CU AEYETAL YOP TO £TL XEQL Touw UNd™ olwg
eoxnxotog {PsT 31:22) [al11r]

KoL MVEUHATOS Q@YLOU TAROHNOETEL ETL €M MOLALAG UNTHOQ
autou (PsT 30:9} [cC]

€% MoLAiog TR UBS3 XN ABCDLASBSBIO Y Q faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 a b)) ev votiia W e

ety relll omit b
Lac.: P75
Luke 1:17

rpoeiniufoTog evwniov Kuptou £v TVELUAT. MaL Huvgle:
Hivov (ZeT 68:1-2) [Adl+*

npoerevoetTal  (bid) TR U853 K ADWABSDVY faml. 13

33 579 892 1241 a b e] nwpocerseuceTtar B C L
wupgLov Al auteu rell

Lac.: P75 Q

Luke 1:28

XQALPE HEXAPLIWUEVR, © HUNLOG METIX oov {GenT 161:24)
[cl]

XXLPE MEXAPLTWMEVR TR UBS® X A B CDL WA O ¥
faml.13 33 579 892 1241 a el omit b
p75

Lac.: &
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Luke 1:32-33

srafev tov Bpovov AaULE TOU NATOOS auTou- LV’ ELS Toug
atwvaeg Boctigsun, tTng Badlisiag QUTOU OUM EX0UING
terog  (ZeT 109:4-6) [Ad)

Luke 1:34
udt moBev pouL tTowte, enel avdpa ou yivwouw (ZeT 179:22)
[ad]*
Twg E€0THL WOL TOUICG, EMEL ovbpa ou yuyvwouw {GenT 118:1-2)
[cl
uo. B fam1l.13 33 892 1241] omit TR UBS® ® A B C D
LWaDhV¥a579 ae

yivworw relll] uetexw 579

TwG. .. YLYVwoxw rell] omit in totc b

Lac,: P75

Luke 1:35

BuvaLLg NV VPLTTOU, DUTDG EC0TLV, ERETHLICEV TMv Mapiav
(PsT 5:14) [aal

n Mopig CUVELATIPEY TOU MVEUMOTOS TOL aYLou e€mrerBoviecg
e’ aLINV H4L TNg SUVANEWS TOU UBLOTOU ERXLOMLAONG
agutnv  (PsT 29:21-22) {Ad]

RVEURATOS ayltou £Xeidoviog v ot Mapia, HoL 118 TOL
upitatou duvaule Jug entoniacaong qutn  (PsT 285:9-10)
[ad]

ahr’ EM RVEUMATOL aYLO0U €REABOVICS T TUpHevw TN neELpav
avdpog oux ExOUdR HaL N n Tou vditotou duVALLG ETNECHMLOACEV
WG AYLOV XPauRuTLoaL 1o Yevvn€ev aveu yapou {(ZeT 41:2-5)
{a11]

cRe)BOVTOg TOU QYLAL TVELUATOS ETL TNV ayLwixtnve napbBevou
MaptL o, TNng Tou LUHLOTOU SUVOUEWS £ OMLAJEoNS quiny
{ZeT 166:20) ([Ad]

TVELUE OYLOV ENEAEVOETEL ENL OE Hol OUVAMLG UPLOTOU
getLonadet got.  {JobT 215:29-31}) [C]

rlvelupa ayrov erghevoETaL ENL U€, MaL n Suvaulg LBLOTOU
ETLOMLQACEL O0uL, $L0 TO YEVVWHEVOV €V 0OOL QYLOV
wAnenoetoL uitog Beov  (JobT 274:18-22) [C}
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Luke 1:35 (cont.)

TYEUME MUPLOU ENCASUTETAEL ENL CTE...wa: SUVAMLC LULLOTOU
{(PsT 18:20-22) [cC]

IVELUD AYLOV EREAEUCETAL ETL OF, HAL HUVAULE LPLITOU
entonLaoet cor  {(ZeT 68:4-5) [C]

510 e] 6o mar TR UBS® % (A) BCDL (W A6nYe

faml. 13 33 572 892 1241 a b

S5to reill] SroT. A W

v aJoL] €x oou C & faml 33 aVId e; omit rell

Lac.: P73

Luke 1:38

LOou n SOUAN HULLOU- YEVOLTO HOL MHETQ 10 ENUA dou
(EccliT 236:20) [C]

téou. .. bofukn] wup.iou: yeEvioitTo WOl HMOTIQ IO Onug ooU
{PsT 295:29) [C1]

Text: TR UBS® X ABCDLWAGTY Q faml.13 33
579 892 1241 a b

Omit in toto: e

Lac.: p°

Luke 1:44
xaL lwovung €V YadTOL T1S UNTPOG OHLSTWY HAL QYXAALWUEVSS
(JobT 57:25-27) [All]
Luke 1:53

ELRNTAL YOUV EXL T® TOMETW tng MocLag wg €veEmAnadnoav
ayaBev 0L meotepov htuwitovifegl (2ZeT 258:10) [Ali)

TELvevIag EVERAncev avadwv xalr [TJioudtoug €EUNECSTELAEV
ugvoug (PsT 196:18~19) [C]

rhovoLag] mioutcuviag TR uBSS X ABCDL WA 8 ny¥eQ

faml.,13 33 579% 8%2 1241

Lac.: P75
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Luke 1:68

EUVACYNTOC HUpLeg O Beog Topank, 0¢ €XEOMEPEIC waL E€TOLNOEV
Autpworv  (ZeT 220:14-15) [C}

®upLog TR U553

K ABCDLAENVY R faml, 13 33
579 892 1241 e] omit W a

b
o¢ {gui) el otv rell

Beog] Beog Tov rell
ereonedpaTo Har relll omit e

Lac,: P75

Luke 1:69
NYELDEV HEQQG CWINELAG NUiLV €E oituou Aquid (ZeT 105:29)

NYELPDEV HECHS CWINPLAEG NULY €V Otuw Adauld (ZeT 220:15-16)

[Cl*x

ev UBSS R BC DL W faml.13 33 579 892 12417 ev 1o
TR AL ETYQ

Lac, 975

Luke 1:78-79

avatein gf ugoug EmE@aAveV TOLS EV OuOTEL MAL Oxia Bavatou
{PsT 323:221 [Ad]*

avatokn ef vgoug ERtraubar TOLS €x OMOTEL HUL Ixia SavaToL
waBnuevoitg {zeT 57:17) [Adl*

ENEQAVEV TOLG €V THOTEL xaL Oxia Bovatou xabnuevoig
(ZeT 105:20) [ag)+

enipaval {(Did) TR UBS® x ABCL WA BN ¥ g faml. 13

33 579 B892 1241 a b e)] emuvavor pwg D

Lac.: P75

Luke 2:11

€TEXHON UHLV ONUEPCY OWINP...0¢ E0ILV yPLOTOG HupiLog, €V
nokel Aauvit  (ZeT 22:3-4) ([C]
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Luke 2:11 {(cont.)

oriuepov ocwine TR U883 N ABDLWA

&N V¥ & faml. 13
33 579 892 a b el cwinp ONUEPDV 4

241

¥PLOTOS MupLog relll wupLog xprotog W, Christus Iesus
pominus {=xp.0108 Inooug wugLog) e

P75

Lac.: C
Luke 2:14
bofa ev vPLOTOLG Bew uaL eni yng £ionvn  (PsT 20:8) [C]
Text: TR U553 N ABDPLWASNY @ faml. 13 33 579 892
1241 a b e
Lac.: P75 C
Luke 2:34

Léou ouTog MeELTaL €ug TTwolv wat aviaotalouv [mod hav
(zeT 392:1-2) [(c]

wai TR UBSS N ABLWAGOGNYO faml. 13 33 579
892 1241 a b e] noL €1¢ D

75

Lac.: P C

Luke 2:35

ML oL QuIng TNy Fuynv dlerevoetar poupura (PsT 41:26-27)
c]

gou B L WVY¥ 579 bl cou 8¢ TR UBS3 X ADAOBGIOR

faml.13 33 892 1241 a e

Lac.: P75 C

Luke 2:36

Avva n mgoenTig, Lnoaca ueta avbpog €1n ERTA N0 Tng
napBeviag autng (ZeT 154:21-22) [cJ

ugte xvdpog €1 ENTA UBS3 K B L W48 ¥ fam13 33
579 B892 1241 a {(e}] e1n ueta avdpog €nta TR £
faml (b); e1n exta peta avboog & DO

avboog relll) vire suo (=avbpog autng) b e
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Luke 2:36 (cont.}
Inoaoa relll xnoevoaca K

Lac.: 975 c

Luke 2:37

SLUUELVACH €NL TOXU XNPE Ewg £Twv oybonuovia Ts0oapwy
(ZeT 154:23-24) [c]

cwe UBS? X A B L Y 335791 wc TRWA G Q fami. 13
892 1241: omit D a b e

ovbonxovia relll eBbounxovia N

Lac.: 975 c

Luke 3:8

TOLNORTE Yap xaproug afLoug tng uetavoiag (ZeT 79:23)
[cl

wgprnovsg aftoug TR UBS3 N ACLAONVY Q faml. 13

33 579 892 1241 a bl wapnov afiov D W e; afioug
naprouvg B

yapl ouv rell

yap (ouv) relll ergo vobis (=ovv ceautoiLg) e
Lac.: P75
Luke 4:5

nayL OdeLEQS maocwg tag BACLAELAS TNRS OLMOUUEVNS Hal TAg
bofag autwv {ZeT 45:1-2) [All]=*

g oluoukevng TR UBS3 X ABLABGID VYR faml. 13
33 579 8921 tou moouou I 1241; 1tng yng W

Lac.: 975 C

Luke 4:9

Baie ocgautov cuteufey watw {(ZeT 44:25) {c]

wotw TR UBS? N ABDLWAGN Y Q faml.13 33 579
892 1241 b e omit a
P75

Lac.: C
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Luke 4:13

anedtn o SLaBoxog am’ aUTOUL...axplL matpov  (PsT 43:27)

[c]

aresTn aypl HxLpou  (PsT 44:14) [AQ 1>

anegtn o SiaBorog} o SiaRolog axeotn TR UBS3 NA
BDLWASGD Y R faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a b e
nxLpou relll] ypovou D

Lac,: P75 C

Luke 4:17

Hol €nedodn autw TO BLBALov Tou mwpogntou IoaLou
{PsT 336:20) [C]

to 579} omit TR UBS® X ABLWAG N VY Q faml.13
33 892 1241

Bifrrov Tou mpogntou Ioarou a b relll] Bifiiov Ioaiou
Tou mpopnIouv TR A A 1T © faml 1241 e; o mpopning

Hoavag D

Lac,: P75 o}

Luke 4:18

ToU £Anivfotog  mnpuEel eLYMOAwWIOLS apEcily (ZeT 11:25-26)
[Ad]

TVEURE HUPLOU ET’ E€UHE, QU SLVEHEV EXPLTEV UE, gLAYYEALouobar
Tlwyorg, unpuiol atyuaiwiots apscowv  (ZeT 38:2-4) (C]

TVEDUE MUPLOU EN’ EHE, CU E£LVEMEV EXDLIEV UE, evayyel[Loaoj8al
ntwyots aneotlaliunev ue, unpuial atx{uaxliwtorg ageoiv
Hyt Tu@holg avafiegiv  (ZeT 393:11-13) [C)

3
ua(e' uBs® R B (D) L W fam1l3 33 579 892 a b e) ue
LoaoBal TOUS SUVIETOLUMEVOUS Tnv xxpediav TR A A
80N Y Q faml (1241)

gvayyertoacBatr  relll svayyelifeobar TR
anesTaiMev ue relll arectTaluaL D
P75

Lac,: C
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Luke 4:22

watr ravieg efavlfuwlov en]r  tolig Aolyoig 1Ing
yap{L1o]g TOLT EUNOPEUOUEVOLS €M TOoL oTou[aticeg
autou (PsT 336:20-21) [C]

TAVIEG ] RGVIES EUADTUPOUV aUTw, uat TR U883 X AR

DLWASIT Y QR faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a b;
cum viderent, testimonium illis reddebat et {(=e1bovteg
EUHAPTUPEV QUTOLG ML) e

agtopatog rell] corde (=xapdLag) e

Lac.: P75 C

Luke 4:29

“at nyayov auvtov...elwg olgprog Tou opoug, OU N WCALG
avtwy wxobountoe {(GenT 180:22-24) ([C]

cwg UBS? X ABCLWAGR¥ @ faml 33 579 892 1241]
ewg TrNg TR D (fam 13)

qutwv wxoounto TR A C A 6 0 ¥ Q faml 1241 b]
wrobounto avtwvy a e rell

avtov relll omit R
opovg] opcug o’ rell
wxobounto relll ouxodountor D

Lac.: P75

Luke 5:10

arno tou vuv avBpwnoug gon Lwypwv (GenT 61:16-17) {C}

ano Tou vuv avBpwroug £an Zwypwv TR UBS3 X ABCL
WA ®DY @ faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a bl motnow vap
vpag aitetg avBpwnwv D e

Lac.: P

Luke 5:22

yvoug be o Incous toug Sitalofviououg outwv  (ZeT 178:16-17)
{cl
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Luke 5:22 (cont.)

yvougl emyyvoug TR UBS3 NABCDLWSALETD Y G
faml. 13 33 579 892 1241

7r
Lac.: p’°

Luke 6:21

Ev Tw BLw TOUTW ol MAatovieg [yJelaowoiv HETH TAUTE WG
HOL WOaMOpLOUOoL Tuyxaverv (EcelT 72:1-2) [Al1]

MORaploL Ot MAaLovieg vuv  (BEecclT 72:2-3) [C]

HAMEPOLOL OL KAWLOVIES Vuv, OTL Yeiaoovtaw (JobT 228:

13-15) {c]

REKAOLOL OL MAMLOVTEG vuv, OTL Yelaogovtal (JobT 228:
20-21)  [c]

UOHAPLOL .. .0l HAQRLOVIES VUV, OTt YeElaoovtaL (PsT 280:11)
[c]

yeiaooviar (W} el yelaoete TR UBS3 N ABLA®GIIYVY

Q faml.13 33 (579) 892 1241 a b
UOMAOLOL . . . YEAQUOVTXL] omit in toto D

Lac.: P75 C

Luke 6:35

XONOTOS ECTLY EXL TOUL QXUPLOTOUS MOiL ROVRPOLE
{PsT 251:11-12) [cJ]

GxapeoToug xaL Tovnpoug TR 0353 P75 X ABDLUW

Aen VY e faml3 33 579 892 a (b} e] rovnpoug xat
ayactotoug faml 1241
axapLotoug] gratos (=xapiLotoug) b

Lac.: C

Luke 6:36

ML TOLT OAROLG COLMTLOLWV YLVOUEVOG Hata Tov v t{oig
oJupavotg (PsT 290:20-21) [All]
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Luke 6:38

w HETPW METIPELTE avtileTpndnoetar vutv {(ZeT 83:7) [C]

) 3 _75vid
w (or tw) © fam13 a bl w {or tw) yop TR UBS™ P R
ABCDLWAINDVY Q faml 33 892 1241 e
id
w (yap) petpw UBSS PTOVMN B D L W (fam 1) 33 892 1241 e]
tw {vap) autw petpw w rell

gvtLusTendnostalr  relll uetpnbnoetoar B 33 b e

Lac.: 578

Luke 6:45

o...0[ylaBog avBpwnog ex tou ayad{ow ] Onoaupou [tngl naobiag
mpog [epell 1o avabo vl (JobT 339:13-14) [cC]

o aya[8Jog avEpwumog e£u Tovu avaBou Bngaupou Ing wapbuog
TpogeEpeEL 1o ayadov (PsT 331:16-17) [C]

o ayaBog TR UBSS P77 R ABCDLWABTNYSQ
fam1l., 13 33 579 892 1241 e] bonus enim {= o vyap
ayafiog) a b

wapbLag UBS3 P75vid X B 5791 uapdiag autouv (outou
ante Tng ®apdiag D)  rell

npopepeL  rell] 1poogepsr L & 579
70 relll} emit D W

ayaBov rell] bona (= ayaSa) e

Luke 6:46

TL UE AEYETE MUPLE, HUPLE, HAL DU ROLELTE A AEYW;
(EcclT 208:6) [C)]

TL ME AEYETE HUPLE, HUPLE, MAL OL MOLELTE & AEYwW;
(PsT 204:12) [cC]

TL HE AEYETE nupQLE, HUQLE, XAl OL TNOLELTE & Aevw;
(PsST 229:3) [<]

TL HE AEYETE MUDLE, XUPLE, HGEL OL [TOL]ELTE @ AEYW;
(PsT 281:30) [c]

MeyeTe DJ waherte TR UBS3 P79 4 A B CLWAONYQ
fam1l., 13 33 579 892 1241 a b e
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Luke 6:46 (cont.)
¢ relll o P75 B e

Tt] 1L &g rell

Luke 6:48

oUTWS 0 aYLog IwB ETL TRV OwINELOV TETOAV £XWV TOV
Geuedrtov  (JobT 27:20-22) (Ali]

.L..EMEL TOV BEUERLOV ETL TNV OWINPLOV TeT1pav TEBELHEV
(ZeT 31:11-12} [All}]

Luke 7:28

peLZwy gv yevvlnrorg yuviaiuwy Iwavvonr ovdleirg eotiv]
{(JobT 293:17-19) [c<]

e
YUVALHWV UBS3 P> x BLWI faml 33 579 a b e
YUVOELHWY EpoPning TR A D 4 8 Y Q@ fam13 (892) 1241

Twavvou UBS3 P7S X B L WY faml 579 892] omit 1241;

Iwavvou tou Barntiotov (- tou A) rell

ouBeLg oty rell] oudsrwg ante ueLlwv D: OUKM EO0TLVY
1241

Lac.: C

Luke 7:41

SUo YpECYELAETAL NoAV SAVELCIN EVL O £uS wreELlev SnvapLg
TEVINMOVTA, O ETEPOS REVIAMOoia (PsT 106:28-29) [Ad]x

etepoeg TR UBS3 N ABL W A80VY ®Q faml.13 33 579
892 1241 b el etepog dnvopLa D a

Lac.: 975 C

Luke 8:14

ate te [ox Jepua quTOoU TEAEOPOpELTAL .., (EcclT 324:13)
[a11]

Luke 8§:15

L. LURD EMELVIG TNG AEYOUEVNG ayafng yng waing mapding
evBa ncowv o INoou Onopog exaprcogopnoev  (BcclT 320:
17-20y  [A113%*
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Luke 8:15 (cont.)

i eotev n oavadn xal MaAn, NTLg dExOUEVN TO CREQMA
to Inoou © PBarier, wapmopope. {PsT 21:25-26) [Alllx

TOU HUPLOU ETTEYV N YN €XMELVN N xaedia 1 ouain ual aqyaln
n befoauevn ov eRfarev Ingoug onopov... (PsT 67:26-27)
[AL1]*

wahn war TR UBSS P/ N ABL W A GMNV Q faml. 13
33 579 892 1241] omit D a b e

uaoropopousiy relll] teleoggoccuciy L; pepcucity  fam 13

Lac.: C

Luke 9:23

gL TLg Oghetl oNiLow koU €hBelv, aRuEEvAOoOoSw EAUTOV ML
apaTw TOV CTAUPOV AUTOU, Ha. auoiouBeirtw uot xad'
nuepav {(ZeT 185:10) [Adlx

waf’ nuepav TR upg° p’5 & a B My faml. 13
5

33 892 12411 omit C D a @

Luke 9:30-31

L..vloug Suc eMAaBELV WAPECTINXOTAS Tw ®ULLKR TQONG ng
g, rtoug opbeviag ev HoEn upeta Incou ev Tw oOpeL
Mwuoea wat Hitav  (ZeT 77:14-16) [Al1l]

Luke 9:62

oubgeLg EMLBAlWYV TNV XELPE ET’ apOTOOV AL OTQUPELS ELG
Ta onmLow... (PsT 207:31) [C]

emifarev TR UBSS X B C AT ¥ @ faml. 13 33 579 892
1241) emiBadiav P75 A D L W O

3
XeLpa UBS” 273 B fam 1 a b) xe:pa auiou e rell

Mol CTRUGELS €16 TC onLow  89%2) xatr Brenwv ELg TO
onL ow rell

cubeLg encBaiwv...ual oTeapels {or Biremwv) €ig relll
oUBELS ELS TX ONMLOw PBAemwy xat entfaiwv D a (b} e
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Luke 10:13

er €{v] Tupw matr {ELdwv]lL evevnbnoav av Suvalueigl au
vevouevatl, nakar av [ev camIuw [xalr omobw nadnuelveon
uelte [volnoav {JobT 346:12-16) [C]

evewnBnoav UBSS P’° R B D L @ faml3 33 579 892
1241 a b)) eysvovio TR ACHW AN Y Q@ faml e

gL relll omit L
YEVOUEVAL ] YEVOUEVOEL €V LULV  rell

uaBnuevor relll omit e

Luke 10:19

nat efcudtav 500n nuLv REATELY EROVE OPEWY MUl OMOpTLWY
(EcclT 81:23) [alllx

0 AaBwv ELOUOLAV TATELV ETAVE OPEDVY MAL OHOPTLWV UL
ent wacav tnv Suvauiv {toluv ex8pov  {EcclT 323:19-20)
[aa]+

€EOUCLAV ELANQUACLY TATELY ETAVW OPEWV HAL OHOPTLwY Ml
€Nt Tacav tnv duvap.v...tov £xBpon  {CenT 61:18-20)
[ag])~

way torg aytoligd Sobnvall eflovorav mately [enalvw
cpewlv] mar omogcmiwv xale eln magav [tnlv duvaury
tou [eyxBpolu (JobT 63:13-16) [ad]*

[oe8]wney [e3E [ouotav tou matewv enal v opew vl ulaw
auoptiwy wor eryd tacav tlnvl 6luvaurv. ..l
{(JobT 130:17-20) [Aal*

5ledunlev efolvoliav natelv enalvw oplewlv] o] owopriwv
uetr [eni] macav tnv Sfuv]lauly tovu exfolou] (JobT 143:
31-144:2) [Ad 1+

€EOUCLAV TOLG QAAOLS DEBWMEV TMATELV UNGVE OQEWV HAL
guopmiwy  (PsT 5:23-24) [adl*

ov raPfovteg efoucialv ratelv] €nave OPEWV HAL THOLTLWV
(PsT 297:8-9) [Adl}=*

ELANPOTEG ELOUCLEV TATELV ENAVW OPEWY HYL OHOPTLEY MOL
ent naoav tnv duvapiv Tou g€xBpou...oudbev upog abixnoet
{ZeT 157:10) [ad]*

So8eLong eL0LOLOG TATELY ETAVW OPEWV MUEL OHOPTLWV HAL
Taong NG duvapsws Tov atava (ZeT 217:16-18) [Ad]l+
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Luke 10:19 (cont.)

HebwHA. . LUMLY RATELY ETAVW OPEWV AL OMOPTLWW HAL ETL
racav tnv duvauiv Ttou exBpou, wal oubev vupag ou un
adbiunoetr  (EocclT 319:18-19)  [C]

thou Bebwra peEV LHLY EL0LOLOY RATELV £T0VE OPEWV ML
CHOPMLWY, HOL ETL Tmacav Tnw Buvautv Tou exfpou
{GenT 96:28-30) {[C]

LSou Seduwxa LULY TUTELV ENMVE OPEWV HAL OHOLTL®Y HIL
et maoav tnv duvautv...touv €x8pouv  (PsT 78:11-12)
fcl

gduxa vpLy gfoudiav TRTELV...€TL Ta0av TNV duvauiLv tou
ex9pou, waLr oubsv upag abuunoer  {(ZeT 205:3) [C]

Reconstruction: 60ov Sebumy wpLvy £EOUTLAV RUTELY EROVW
OPEWV ML OMOOTLWY, Hal €T rooav tnv Suvauiv tou
cyBpouv, uat oudev upag [ou unl abiuncer

Bebwra UBSS P17 x am1l 579 892 1241 b e]

BCLWE
HBibwuyr TR A D A B N0 Y Q fam13 33
TateLv W faml] tou wateitv rell
ou pn DidP% re11] omit Dpid®t ® D
abLHNOEL N ADLG® faml 579) abuunon rell
cEouotav] tnv efouowav rell
CPEWV M@L JHOONLwy rell] Twv OfEwV MOL Twv OHOPTLwY D
v} omit 579
SuvapLv  relll duvapirv tnv B

Lac.: {a}

Luke 10:20

eV N XUOQTTOVIZL T& OVOMOTE Twv GT00TOA®LV €V TOLG QUPAVOLS
(EcclT 329:5-6} [All]*

ev oluplave evypaswalv (JobT 48:21) [a11]

twv 6 pABNTwy T OVOURTE EVYEYSXITIL EV TGLE DUPAVOLS
{(PsT 264:11) [Ad]*

U YOLPETE OTL T SaLuovLa UpLy UROTAOTETAL adli’ ot
TA OVOHGTE LUwY EYYEYPANTAL EV TCLG OURIVOLG
{(GenT 246:15-17) [Cl**
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Luke 10:20 (cont.)

XALPETE OTL TA OVOULTA ULWY EVEYRIPNCAV €V TOLG J2UCAVOLY
(ZeT 149:4-5) ([c}

Ty datpovia D faml {(e)] 1ta mveupata TR UBS3 P’ K
ABCLWAON ¥ Q fam 13 33 (579) 892 1241 a b

5
eyyeypantor UBSS P72 R B L faml 33 579 1241)
yeEypALTAL €; £ypapn rell

ToLg oupavotg reltll] tw oupuve D a b e
ULLv LRcTaocetalr  relll umotasceEtoy wULy L

aiX" ) axia yaipete Oz pagkiov  TR; wlia yaipetre de  rell

Luke 10:30
OLTW YOUV MaL O XaTaBag ano tng IEcoucainu TOUTECTLY
evg Iepuyw (PsT 202:5-6) [ail}]
Luke 11:13

€L QUV UUELE TOovneoL urapyovieg oudate avabo bSopota
Sdrbovar... {BecelT 5-6)  [Ad])=*

bwogl avevua ayrov  (PsT 109:16) [C]

3 L7t
unapyovieg TR UBS™ P 4 BC

33 579 B91 12411 ovrteg R

L A e Y Q@ faml. 13
D

o E

fveupd ayrov relll ayaBov Houa D b nveupa ayaBov  L;
Sopata ayafa B

Lac.: a e

Luke 11:15

ev PBesleBoul Tw wpyovit twv dorucviwy euBariel 1o Suiuoviw
(PsT 145:28) [C)

ev feeleBoud Tw aoyovit Twev dulLuoviwv exBaiiet 1o Sdalyovia
{(PsT 147:29} [ci

ev BeelefBoul Tw apyxovTL twv doLucviwyv euBailer Ta doLuovia
(PsT 369:32-34) ([C]

ev PBeefeBour Tw wpyovil twv [...] (PsT 304:19) [c]
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Luke 11:15 (cont.)

BeeleBour X B (579)] Reerlefour TR UBSS pP’/° A C
D (L) W&BNYQ faml. 13 33 892 1241 b

tw relll omit TR D A& @ faml

ta relll omit 579

Lac. a €
Luke 11:33
QUBELG. .. aPag AUYVOV ELS HPURTMV TLENOLV... (ZeT 65:

12-13)  [adl+

evg wovtnny UBST P7° X ABC DLW A G faml3 33 892
1241 (abellerg npuntov TR ¥ Q faml {(abe): omit 579
Luke 11:50

InlnBroetar zlov gLye SLHALOV EXMEXUHEVOV ETL NG YNg
aro 1lng yeveagl tavltng] (GenT 181:17-19) [Adl+

EQV OLUOe DLMALOV EMHEXVUEVOV £1L Tng Yne exduunbnaoetal
arno tng yevewg tavtng (PsT 70:14-15) [Ad]*

ano Thg yeveag TR UBS3 p75 N ABCLWAQODVR

fam1l. 13 33 579 892 1241] cwg Tng Yeveag D a b:

omit e
Luke 12:7
viwy Be atr TpLxeg Tng xeeaing nptdunvtal  (JobT 120:27-28)
[aadx
3 .75 .
notBunvrat TR UBS” P N ABLWADNDUVYG faml. 13
33 892 1241] npi8unuevag 1oty D @ 579
Lac.: C
Luke 12:8

talg o¢ alv ouUoXoYNon EV EUOL EUTPOG8EV Twv ovdpwiwv...
(GenT 176:10-11) [C]

TAS .. .0C €av Cuoroynan €v guol evipQdfev Twv ovipwlwv
(PsT 210:34-35} [cC]
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Luke 12:8 {cont.)

cav DidPt 8 ¥ 5797 av DiaPT TR uBs® p7° x B B

DLWAINQ faml.13 33 892 1241

cuohoynon TR UBS3 975 8 L W &] ouokovynoer rell

Lac.: C

Luke 12:18

webelw pou TOg anoBnmag uatr KeLlovag ownobounow
(JobT 101:17-19) [C]

waBehw uolul tag amodninlals xatr ) pevlovag olwwo Ibounow
{(JobT 396:14-16) [C}

wou TR UBSS P> KN ABDLAGINY R faml.13 33 579

892 1241 b e] omit W a

ueLfovag otxodounocw relll moLnow autag ueLfovag D e:
maiora faciam (=ue.fovag mowncw) b

owxobounow relll avoruobounow

Lac,: C

Luke 12:19
puyn, exeig ayvabBa molia, paye, nf{tle {(EcclT 37:6) [Adl*

duyn, €xelg ovafa €Lg £1N TOAXL, @uye xoiL Mie (EgciT 278:11)
[ad}*

[(Hav epwl tn Yuxn- dulxn, ) exeirg ayel(8a mok lra, ocave,
tLe, [evplpatvou (JobT 396:15-17) [adlx

goxn'?) TR UBSZ P7® X ABD LA ST Y Q faml,13 33

579 892 12411 gu duyn W; omit a b e
paye, nLe relll] omit D a b e
ayoBe mordal meila ayaba rell

Lac.: C

Luke 12:20

APpWV, TAUTH TN VUXTL ETALTOUTLY tnv [¢Yuy Inv COU %m0 JOU.
a S nToLuaoag, tuvi €0tar (EgelT 168:22-23)  [C)
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Luke 12:20

agpwy, TAVITN TN VUHTL QRALICUOLY tnv $uxnv OOV Q1C COU.
a de ntoruacag, Tivi €0tal  {EccliT 196:19-20) ([c]

QPPWN, TELTH T VUKRTL TNV Q:UXV‘;V TOU HLPOLOLY RO JTQoU
{(JobT 101:19-21) (C]

appwy, TAUIN TAR VUHTL ALEOUCLY Tny Yuyny Qo Jouw., a de
NTOLHAoAS Tivi eotat  (JobT 108:12-14) [C]

APoWY, TOUTN TH vuuTL a@aLpous.v tnv puyny oloul ane
gou  {(JobT 375:30-376:1) [C]

o nuprog autw rsvelv-  alepwv, tavin [tn] vowte encctlovodivy
trv guyx[nv] gov aro oou. o e nrowuaocag, tiivil eotar
(JobT 396:17-21) [Ad]l*

avpwyv, [Tavlty tn vuitl TNy guxnv gov arartovolilv amo
gou {PsT 238:34) (cC]

arattovoty DidPY TR UBS® R ADW A O T Y O faml. 13
892 1241, (reposcunt) a¥'9 (repetunt) bB] apaipouary
DidPt (auferetur e); aipoualv Djdpt; GLTOUALY P 5
B L 33 579

(amaLTouoLv) triv @uxny oou pidPt p 579) tnv Puynv oov
(amaiLtovciv} DidPt rell

66(2) relll ouv B a e

tivi relll tivog D abe

Lac.: C

Luke 12:49

TOU PWTOG TOU CUOAVLOU...QU niBev Incoug ent yng Balelv
Selwv ndn auto efaebnvar  (GenT 47:1-2) [AIll*

wug nifov Balerv xL Tnv ynv, €uvfe ndn avne8n  {(ZeT 207:2)
[agal»

Tup nigov Baierv ent thv ynv uar e ndn oawvnedn
{ZeT 358:24-25) f[adlx

tug nA[Bov Blairelv gaL tnv ynv wa. £.8¢ ndn avinesin
{ZeT 371:4-5} fadl+

Tup [nraBlov Bareiv enmy nv ynv xae {tv 8w, ¢ nEN
avneén  (JobT 346:18-20) (C]
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Luke 12:49 {cont.)

€nL UBS3 P75 N ABLW®BINY faml, 13 33 579 892 1241]
gvg TR D A &

Lac.: C a

Luke 13:11

QUTLHE YOUV EXELVYNV TNV EXOUsavV Tveupd acoBevelns oxTwxalSena
ETECLY AEYEL OTL CUVKHUDAOR NV KHEL KN GVEVEULOUCYX ELS 1O
tavieieg (PsT 264:6-7) {All]

Luke 13:27

oUK 0i1ba wuag TOOEV ECTE - ANOXWPELIE EQYATHL AVOLLAG
(GenT 194:17-18) [Agl+

oux ouba (upag) roSev eote Did TR UBS® 75 x AB LW
A BN Y Q faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a bl ouberote
eLd0v vuas D e

vpag  rell) omit P73 B L 1241 b

Lac.: ¢

Luke 13:32

nopeu [Bev]teg evnate T @hwlexwt Tautn  {(EcclT 96:1-2)
[c]

Tavtn TR UBSS P/ N AB DLW AGIN ¥ Q fami. 13
33 579 892 1241 a e] i1li (= exewvn) b

Lac.: C

Luke 14:26

€L TLlg Belher OnNLOw LoU €ABELV HOL MLJEL TOV TUTIEQQ
gautou  {EcclT 81:14) [Ad]=

€L TLe Beletl ORLOw HOL €ABELV MEL 0oU HLOEL TOV TATEPW
AUTOU HUL TOUC adelpoug wal Tag adedleac et1i OE Mot
TNy YUVOLKE xaL Texva, ou duvatar eLval Wou kwadnrtng
(GenT 209:13-16) [Ad ]*

CTRUPELS...0 INOOUS €LTEV TOLE OXAoLS- EL TLg Dexres
ONLOw HOoUL eABELvY, €Qv UN TLG KLONON TOv MATEPX QUTOU
HAL TNV UNTELR QUTOL KL TV YUVOLXYE xal Tous abeipoug
UYL TA TEMVA, OU Suvatol MOU €lval padntng  (PsT 112:
14-163 [Ad]+
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Luke 14:26 (cont.!

gtL Be maL Tnv eautou Yuynv uionoer  (PsT 112:24) [adl*

TUATEPT EQLTOU Didpt TR UBS3 P75 B L 892 {a b)]) natepa
autou DidPt ¥ A DW A @D ¥ Q faml.13 33 1241
(a b): natepa 579 e

Untepn outow DY UNTEPR  rell

ETL O ®aL relll €Tt Te nat UBS3 B L A 33; g1t uaL
P75 a b e

equTOU Yuxnv relll guxnv eautou uBs3 975 N B 579
(1241) a b e

Sival pou ualning p1aPt ups? ® B L 33 579 892 12411
uou evvar wedntng DidPY P75 ¢y ram13: uadning
Lou gLvatl e; uou pyubning eitvaLr rell

inv untepa relll untepa 579

Ta temva rell] temva 579

Lac.,: C

Luke 14:28

TLg €F UMwv og feiregl rupyYov olxodounoar coluv naBlulcalg
TPWTOV YNGLOEL €L EXEL TG UAPOG aRapTigHov {Z2eT 388:7-9)
{ag ]«

ta mpos TR & N fam1l eve UBST PP B D L W ¥ 579
1241; 19 =L1g R A A& & fam13 33 892

v relll omit L

Lac.: C

Luke 14:29

uln nmote Belviog auiou BeEHEALOV MaL un Loyvooaviog extelieloar,
apEwyTaL 0L DEWPOUVIEG EMTALTELY avtw (ZeT 388:9-11)
[ad]~

wal un Loyuoavteg (or Loyuovteg) extereodar TR uBs3 P75 R

ABL W A 811 ¥ Q fam1.13 33 579 892 1241 a bl un
tgxuvon otuobounocatr nat D e

Loyvoavtog L & faml]l Loxuovtog rell



Text and Apparatus /111

Luke 14:29 {(cont.)
apEwvtal...Aeyovieg (v. 30) (a b) relllushiouvoiv deyelv D e
Bewpovvteg rell) Bewpovvieg auiovw B B892

autw eunatferv rell] sumacZerv outw TR &4 2 fam13 33;
epnatlery ¥ 892; omit D a b e

Loxucavtog (or Loxuovtog) relll Loyuoviog aqutou 6

Lac.: C

Luke 14:30

Ae fyolvigg, outog © avBgwenog npfarto ocuxodoueLv, xay
oL toyuoev exterecdor  {ZeT 388:11-13) [Adl*

oLwobopsiy TR UBSS P’° N ABD L WA OOV @ faml. 13
33 8392 1241] owuuobounoatr 579

Lac.: C

Luke 14:34

eqav TO ahag pwpavBn, £€v TLvi agptulnostar {EcclT 305:13)
{cl

arag TR UBS3
1241] ara

ABLASBINVYQ faml.13 33 579 892
pIS NDW
apiulnoetal  rell] olioBnoetat  faml 33; aptucetar @

gav] gav bg TR p’3 AW A 2 faml 832 b e; sav He waL a
rell; ouv faml3

TLive relll Teve autou @

Lac.: C

Luke 15:8
n oexn Twy dexa Oplalyuwlwv] wiav ancrecuca yuvn c€Eefarev

T monpeLa €x tng owxt fag xail] nlulpev [tlo xpuBev
vouitopa {ZeT 404:9-10) [all]

Luke 15:17

eLg cautov be erBwv  (PsT 226:15) [<C)
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Luke 15:17 {cont.)

cautov TR UBSS P’> & ABDW & 81 ¥ Q faml.13 33

579 892 1241 a b e] autov L

Lac.: C

Luke 15:22

efeveynat[€ aultw Tnv rpwinv o1oinv  (JobT 262:18) [Ad]l*

cEeveynate TR UBSS R BDL WA ST ¥ Q faml.13 33

892 a b el eveynuate P75 579 1241: efevayxavieg A

tnv Tpwtny otoiknv  579) 1nv gteAnv trnv mpwinv TR P75
A @ faml, 13 33 892 1241 {a b e); otoAny inv fApwiny
(a b el rell

Lac.: C

Luke 16:8

ULOL TOU aLwvog To[L]ToU QPOVLEWTEROL ELOLY TwV LLWVY
10U QWIOE EV TN YEVEQ 1IN £auiwv  (GenT 163:24-26)
[ad 1+

gpoviuw [TepoL] €uvay ot urol Tou miwvog Tloutoul ev n
cauTwy Yevea (JobT 76:27-29) [ad]lx

gpoviuw [Telpous TOoUg LLOUG TOU GLWVDG TOUTOU EV 1N
vevea [aultwyv UTEs TOUG ULOUS TOU $wiog (ZeT 385:
20-22) [ag}*

. LDt
POOVIHWIELOL _OL ULOL Didpt N ] 0L ULOL...PPOVLUWTEPOL Dldp
TR UBS3 P7> A BDLWAGHNVY @ faml. 13 33 (579)
892 (1241} a b e

ot rell] omit 579 1241
yeveav tnv eautwv (Did) relll] yeveoav tawvinv exutwy N
gente hac (a), hac generatione (b) (= ygveav tavinv)

a b

Lac,: [

Luke 16:15

vEeLg...e0te [cv Suxmiouvieg] sautoug evipoosfev Ttwv
xvBpwrwv, 0 dg 8eog yYLyvwoxelr Tag xopbiLag vikwv JoTi
10 €v avlpwrolJg ugniov Bdeluyur xmape BEw €O0TLVY
(EcclT 297:7~9) ([C]
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Luke 16:15 (cont.)

UHELS E€0TE OL OLHOELOUVIEG €QUTOUS ELEPOTBEV Ty avEpwRwy,

o Be Beog yirvwouel Tog ®apdiLag vpwv, OTL T0 ev avlpwroLg
vpniov, Bbervyua mape tw Bew €0TLv  (ZeT 178:11-14) [CI**

Tapa tw few 5791 evwniov tou Beouv TR uBs? P7S X A
(By D LWA®OTIY @ faml,13 33 892 1241

cotiy TR @ fam 13 579 (892) (al (b) (e)] omit rell
gunpecBev] evwtiov  rell

avBpwnorg rell] avBpwrw B

ugniov  relll toyupov 579

tou Beov  (Tw Bew) rell] wupiLou B

Lac.: C

Luke 16:19-23

axxa xat AafZapog umlar o mioulorogewuev xaxonaBwv [o B¢
Twv e J1ta nAetLotng sunabeiLdg-~10 TWy QROPPNTwv 8£ou
nopLtplatwy anpl Peg csupepouvotyv  (JobT 68:19-23) ([All]

Toutou tapabeiryua Axlapoc eviauBa pev wioiwv Sra ing
waxonaberag, v 5 1015 moAROoLg ABpaou AVATAUOUEVOG.
o be whovoLOG YEAwvY 517 nbovng EMAUOEV €V HOAQOESL
BaouviZOUEVOG WLUPWS E€NL TW ELPNUEVEG YEAWTY
(JobT 228:28-32) [A1l]

Luke 16:19

0 ouv AGZopw UVNUOVEUOKEVOS eLgpaivouevos [ual’ nluepov

rautpws Bucocov xay nopgpupav evdibuonanevog {FcclT 106:

24-25) [adl=*

o ouv T Aalapw TAouoLog ual ' [nluepav €UPPEL VOUEVOS
raunlpwlg Buoocov te uall] mopyupav evid Jubuorouevog
{(JobT 108:4-7) {adlx

Thouziog TR UBS3 N ABDLWAEGNYSH faml. 13 %%
P

579 892 1241 a b (e}l niovoLog ovopatt Neung
way Bpuwocov  (Did) reli] omit b
Lac.: [od
Luke 16:20

(AaZapog) Rfpog Tw tuiwve avrtov efeRinto  (JobT 178:15-16)

[ad]
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Luke 16:22

o uelv Aalalpog eLg uoiinov AR Jpau afvatelirev, o &g
t[houorolg tn xollwaoler mapadeboltarl {(JobT 175:
10-21)  [AXlle

epeLg De MaL TEPL TOU AalapOuU TOU ELAMWHEVOU £¥oVviog
Jwpa otTL, OT€ Wernvexen evievfev uro twv aylyerlwv...
erg nokmoug yoluv toul Anpoap xorzov dietpLfev
(PsT 292:5-6} [All]

areBavev BE O TTIWXOS ML QUENVEXBN UNO TWV QYYEAWY E£LC
woAToug ABpaap (PsT 238:32-33) [adlx

eyleve 1o be elv] tw anoBaveiv tolv ntleyxov, [x]ar
aneveyBnvalt unle twv ayyelwv £1¢ woinolv A)Boacu
{JobT 376:3-6) {Ad]*

3

ev Tw anobaveLv P7SJ anofaveiv TR UBS” X A BDL

WaABT VY Q faml, 13 33 579 892 1241
ABpaau rell] tou ABpoaau TR W faml3
eyeveto be abe rell] uaL eysvero 579 evysverto faml3
arofavetv relll anobBavelv Aalapov b
URO TwV ayYEAwv...ABpaap relll Afpaap vio twv ayyeiwv D

Lac.: C

Luke 16:22-23

QUT MO YOUV © ZTAOUOLOG xat © AalapsC QUEOTEPOL YEYOVAOLV
¥ Tou Prou, EEW TOU CWHATOE YEYEVNRTIAL. ML @ HEV
TAouoLog, ate 8n uodLfbou meErAnpwprEVOg, Hutw nvexdn
€Lg TOV TOMOV 1TNg xOlaCJewg, ¢ d& Aafapog avw eywpnoev,
evBa o ABpaay (EcelT 92:1-5) [All]

Luke 16:23

QUTW YOUV MAL £V TOLG HOAMNOLSG ARPEOMY QVETNAUVETE TNV
avtnv... (PsT 217:5-6) [A&1l]*

TOLG MoOAmOLg TR UBS3 P75 X ABLWAOGED V¥ faml, 13
33 579 892 12411 tw MOATW D a b e

AVATQUOHEVOY [AVETAUETO) (pid) D @ b e] omit rell

Lac.,: C
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Luke 16:24-28

KoL Yap ¢ WAowoiLog o ueta Aalapou ovonafouevog [hoyiZoluevog
EAEYEV O ELPNMEV. 0OU AOYLOQUEVOS oTL xpnNletl natapuyxadog
Tivog [Hra Tnv arxyndolva I YAwtIin AUTOU TAPEHANEL
NEPL TAVUTW; OU royLLouewvog otr £xeil nevie [adslgoug]

Ev Tw LW TQ QUTH auTwe TEATIOVINS; HAL AOYLLouswvog
oun eitneve Aalapov [neugov evg autoulg; (EcclT 280:
591} [a111

Luke 16:25

arclaBeg 1o ayabBa oou  (EcclT 85:27) [C]

anelalfeg tal ayaBa cou ev in Twlnl oouv (EcclT 106:256-27)
{cl

anerades ta aveba cou [ev] 1n Cwn cou, xoir Aalapog ouLOwg
ta xaua (GenT 98:2-3) [C]

anerafeg ta avaba ccu (PsT 60:26-27) [C]

arerades UBSS P’® K B DL 6 faml3 579 a el anelafec

cu TR (A) W A 1T Y¥ Q faml 33 892 1241 b
cou(a) rell] omit a b e

Lac: C

Luke 16:26

xaoua uetalu peva ectnpixtar (GenT 20:24-25) [Ad]

Luke 17:5

nposfeg nulv wiotiy  {GenT 162:13) [C1]

Text: TR UBSS (P’%) X ABDLWAGINVY Q faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 a b e

Lac.: C

Luke 17:10

OTAV WAVTIA TOLNONTE, €LAATE: HOUAOL AXPELOL ECUEV, O
operroluey noinoar, nenovlnraulelv  (JobT 341:34-
342:1) [Ad}*
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Luke 17:10 (cont.}

TEVTA, & WPELAQUEV TOLNOAL, Terotnuauev (PsT 96:21)
[Adlx

revia TR UES3 P75 ABLWAO®IVYQ faml. 13 33 892

1241]) omit 579 a b e
Soukor A W Il faml a b el oti. Soulor N D rell
o relll] otv o TRWAB®INQ fam13 33
SouroL axpeiot relll aypetoir Sorior 892 1241

ot1av (wavta) wownoate relll nornoate ooa reyw D
omit ®

rtavia (rell)] mavta rauvia A
axpeLoL E0ueEv relll eouev wgperor D

o apeLiouev relll omit a

Luke 17:21
n BoolLAeLa TwyV oUpAVeY EVTOS wuwy £dTiv  (JobT 141:22-23) [Ad]

n Badiiera tou Beou eviteg uvpwv eotiv  (JobT 370:27-281 ([C]

Text: TR UBSS P’ N ABDLWAOTIY Q faml, 13
33 579 892 1241 a b e

Laec.: C

Luke 18:2

trva wovtnl{vl unde tov Beov eoBouunevov unbe avepwnlolv
evipenoulevelv {(BcclT 314:9) ([adl+

avBpwnov TR UBS® P2 R ABDL A6 01 ¥ Q faml. 13
33 579 B92 1241 a b el avBpunovg W

Lac.: C

Luke 18:3, 5

exbininlow avtnv ano tou aviedlixov avling, orwg BN EQXNTOL
ELG TO WOVTEAES Mat enwnialn pe (EcclT 314:1l-12) [All]
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Luke 18:6

[anovoalre Tv o upring tnlg) adumiag xeyer (EcclT 314:13)
[c]

@noucATE TR UBS® P AB DLW A BN Y Q faml. 13

33 573 892 1241 a b e] omit K

o)

r
2
L[¢]

Luke 18:7

Twy Bowviwv kpog autov nule lpag war wvouitog {(EcclT 314:
14-15) [c]

mpog wutov TR A W 4 8 1 @ faml. 13 33] autw upgd p73
R B L Y 579 892 1241 e; autwv D omit a b

NUELES MaL vuxtog relll] vuutog HaL nuepag D 1741
twv relll omit D

Lac.: C

Luke 1B:8

apa ex8wv 0 viog Tou avBpwnou eupnoet Tnv [rT]ioTiv ETL
ting ving (GenT 187:23-24) ([cC]

supnoeL TR UBS3 P75 N ABDLWABGIN V¥R faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 bl putas inveniet {(inveniet putas a)
{= vouLlerLg cupnoeL?) a b

apa €x8wv ¢ VLG TOu aVBprROL] opX © ULOG Tou avBpwiou
exBwv D a b e; © uLog tou avBpwrou eifwv wga rell

tnv  relll omit D

Lac.: C

Luke 18:14

nat1efn outos debinlurwlulevog) map”™ exevvov {(JobT 284:1-2)
[c!

rap’ EHELVOV UBS3 X B L faml 33 579] n exeivog TR W 6:
N oYyop enweLvog A AT ¥ Q faml1l3 892 1241; uaiiov
Yape €nELVOV 1OV fupeLoQLov Dabe

Sebumaropuevog ] SedLualopevog €L Tov OLKOV autou  rell

Lac.: P7D [
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Luke 19:10

O CWINP YOUV einiudev InInodl MaL Swodl To ANchwiog
(psT 267:18) [ad]l»

giniuBev Ininoat xar owoal 1o a[noiwlieg (PsT 286:25-26)

[Aad]x

ganiuvfotog Intnoal xalL Cwoal 1o aiciwhog {ZeT %26:25)

faalx

L. LnTNOOL MOL owool TO ATOAWACS (ZeT 38:21) ([C]

nifev ¢ vilog tou avBpwrlolu INiInoaL AL cwoal T aICAwlog
{ZeT 220:9) [C]

nABEv] MABEv yap TR UBSS & ABDL W A GN ¥ @ faml. 13
33579 892 1241 a b e

aroiwhog relll amoamolwiog K

Lac.: C

Luke 15:12

avBpwnog TLg euyevng £mopeudn €¢g xwpav Haupav, AafeLv

eqUtw Paotrigilay  (EcclT 47:2) ([C]

tig TR UBSS R ABDLAGNY Q faml.13 33 579
892 1241 al 15 nv Wb e

gnopevBn relll enopeuete D 579
cauiw relll omit D ab e

euvyevng relll] suyevng mar W

Luke 19:17, 19

n rapaBoin n ev torg gvayyeiiloLge [yivou €lnove Bemn
ToAEwV N REVIE {(JobT 71:8-9) [All)

Luke 19:21
0TL ovipwnog QUOTNPOS EL AlLpwv O oukn €Bnuag, Bepilav
o oux €omeLpag {PsT 251:22-23) [Adl*
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Luke 19:21 {cont.)
o1t avBpwrog TR UBS3 KABLWAGIDND VS faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 a bl avlpwrog yap D e
ARCINPOG €t rell] €L aquotnpoy D W e

.
Lac.: p’° ¢

Luke 19:23
Taviwg erlauBavov 10 £uov, €L ng auto Sebuwnuwg emL Tpanelng
Lva TOAURAQOLXCAn  (PsT 251:24-25) [All]
Luke 19:42

€L EYVWE MAL OU T Upog eipnvnv. vuv S eupuBn ano
opdaipwy oou (ZeT 326:4-5) [Ad])*

waL o TR UBS® N ABD LW AG®T ¥ Q faml.13 33 579
892 1241] ou a e

cLpnuny UBSs NBLE8Y 579] ewpnunv oot D faml3e ;
gLonvny gou rell

vuv 8 rell] omit a e
cou relll) omit XN a

vuv b2...00v relll omit in tote A

oeBoruwy  relll tev oeBaluwv @

Lac.: P75 Cb

Luke 19:43

eneicvooue[vo ]t yap e€x8poL cou cuveloudiv O£, XAPAMI OCL
repLBarovies {ZeT 326:5) [Adl=*

watr ovveEouvowy o {Did) TR UBS3 ABCDLOGON V¥ R
fam1l. 13 33 579 892 1241 al xnai ouvefouoLv X ; omit W e

oo, relll omit D ae
reprBarovarty  (Bid) TR A B W 4 I & faml. 13 892]
Barovoiry {ent ge) D; napeuBaioucty rell

5
P7,

Lac.: b
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Luke 20:24

TLVOG EXEL ELMOVE Hat entypapnv (ZeT 309:11) [C]

enLypagny TR UBS3 XN ABCLWA®IVY Q faml. 13 33 579

B892 12411 tnv exvypagny D

.
Lac,: P7J b

Luke 20:25

TOLVUV QRObOTE TO MELOMPOG MALOAPL HAL Ta TOou BECL Tw
gew (ZeT 309:13) [C]

ToLvuv anobote UBSJ N
anodote toLvuv TR A
anobote D a e

B L fam1l3 579 892 1241]
CWwaenve faml 33;
woaLoapl relll) tw Maicapr C D L fam 13 1241
naLoapes relll tou maigapeg D

75

Lac.: P o

Luke 20:35

Ot KETQ QUACTUOLY SLG @YYEAOL YLVOUEVOL, OUMETL YQUOUVIEG
n vaepufopevor (ZeT 53:23) [AYY1 1+

oute vaufovloiviv oute yaputZovrarl (EcclT 66:12-13) [C]

vapLlovial uBS3 N DL A faml 33 579 852] YapLOHOVIOL

B 1241; ewyouvonoviar TR I ¥ Q: exyautfovial, A W
© faml3

P?S

Lac.: C b

Luke 20:36
...ouneTL aroBavev duvapevol  {ZeT 53:24) [Alll+*

[...cube vap amoBavletv €1t Suvaviar (Eccl?T 66:13F [C]

€t. TR UBS® N ABDLW ABHNVY Q fam13 33 579 892
1241 al omit faml e

Suvavtatr rell] pEAROUOLY D W 8@ a e

oube relll] ov 892

p75

Lac.: C b
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Luke 21:20

OTAV YOQ...i0NTE TNV LEPOUCAANU HUHAOLUEVNV UTO OTPETOTEdWY,
YLYVROHETE OTL NYYLOEV n €pnuwotg auvtng (2eT 326:8)
[ad]»

3

Ty TR AL A €N Y @ faml. 13 33 892 1241] omit UBS
N BDWS579

{1tnv) Iepoucaini] post WUMAOUUEVAY D 579; post
groatoncedbwyv rell

YivwoueTte W fam1l] yvwoeobe D e: ywwie rell
nyyvoev A fam1l] nyyuxev rell
Lac.: P75 C L
Luke 21:2%
LEV TUEPE ULa cuuBnoETal PUYN KAt AXYOS AnoPuYOVIWV
T [v avBpwnlwyv Tpocdoxia Twv erebsopsvav SHLBpwiwlv Te

uat ) sntnovev, wlc 1o Bulayyeiiov &Layopeust
(ZeT 377:1) [(all]l

Luke 22:15

enLBupLa ETeBuuUnod TOUTC TO RNACYQ PaYelv MES™ ulwv
{PsT 9:12}) (cC]

Text: TR UBS? P'° X ABCDLWAGBTMT Y Q faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 a b e

Luke 22:30

eTL TNS TPOAMELNS HOU €v TN BaolAeLa twv OLPAVWV
(JobT 87:18) [Ad]*

ev Tn Baodtiera Twy oupavwv] Ev Tn BaciLieite Hou TR UBS3

P’S RABLWA®GSDNOVY faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a b:
ev trn Baovkeva D e; omit R

Lac.: C

Luke 22:31

Léou o0 catavag €intnoato nuag (PsT 43:29) [Adlx
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Luke 22:31 (cont.)

LBou €ENTNOQTo Luag o olata]vag TOUu GLVLOoAlL wg TOV JLTOV
{(JobT 7:24~26) [cl

tbou gEntnoato vu[ag ] O CATAVAS TOU OLVLQAJXL wg TOV GLIOV
{Jobr 90:17-19) [C}

vhou 6N TNoORTe LURS O CATEVES TOU OLvLAgOL wg Tov TLIoV
{ZeT 43:18) [cl

eENTNCATO UUDG O SOTaVAS Didpt] O catavag €EnTRUaTo
vpag DidPt TR UBS3 P75 X ABDLWAGIN Y &
fam1.13 33 579 B892 1241 a b e

tbov relll omxt b

Lac.: C

Luke 22:32

Hayw €9eENnONV UNEP LMRV...LVE U1 EXALREN 1 TLOTLg TJOL
{ZeT 43:19-20) [ad]*

EXALTN UBS® X B DL O Y faml 579) gxigrnn TR A
WA R fam 13 33 892 1241

Lac.: P75

~
“

Luke 22:33

ETOLUOGC ELUL HETZ OoU HEL €ug guramrny  (PsT 148:17) ([C]

ETOLHMOG ELUL UETH COL] UETX OOL €TOLHOG ELUL TR UBS3 P75V1d
R ABDLI{W) AEGD VYR faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a b e

e10LH0g rell] omit W

Lac.: C

Luke 23:21

graupouL, OTwLpou autov  (PsT 23%0:30) [cC]

TTAUPOL, CTAUPCU UBS3 P75 ¥ B D] otaupwoov, SIaupwoov

TR AL AGB I Y¥ @ faml. 13 579 892 1241; ocraupwoov
Wabe

Lac.,: € 33
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Luke 23:43
ONUESOV UETO HOU €0n ev Tw napabeircw {(ZeT 26:20) {[ad]
ONUEQRCV €0N HETA Hou eV Tw napabeLow (ZeT 368:29) [Ad]
gnuesov HET' Euou gan v tw Roepudercow  {BcclT 92:9)  [C]
ONUEPSY HET S €HoOL E0n €v Tw Tapabeiow {(GenT 108:9%9) ([C]

onuepov uet’ euou eon [elv Tw mapadsiow {GenT 110:12-13)

.

CTUELOV HET EUOU EQn €V Tw napadetow {(GenT 117:5-6) [cl

®

ONUERPOV MET" £UOL €01 &v Tw mapaberow (PsT 221:1) [C})

uet' guou eon TR UBS3 975
33 579 892 1241 a b e] gon pet’ sucu C
Luke 24:32

ouxt N HapdiLa MUWV XALOMUEVN NV, OTE SLNVOLYEV NHLY Tag
ypagag (GenT 196:3-4} [Ad]*

ovyt N xapbia nuwv nv walouevn v tn obw, nvixg binveuyev
nuLy Tag yeapas (PsT 274:10) [Adl*

npwv xaopevn nv TR UBS3 P75 N ABLWAGSGI Y G
fam 1. 13 33 579 892 1241 a bl nv nuwv HEXQAVULEYN
D {(nostrum fuit exterminatum) e

Sinvoryev relll nvciyev D

Lac.: C

Luke 24:49%

vuetg Se nabnoedgBe ev In RToAel, ewg evdéuonobe €& uvgoug
Suvaply  {ZeT 67:21) [cl

nore. uBs® P’ RBCDL ab e)] noier Tepovoainp

TR A W A B 11 ¥ @ faml. 13 33 579 832 1241

£wg] ewg otou D faml; ewg ou rell

3,75

££ ujoug duvapitv UBS” P X B C L 33 5791 buvauiv

€f uvgpoug rell

nafinogoBe ] uabioate rell

NABDLWAGBINY E fan 1,

[cl

13
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John 1:1
...] Tov Beov nv o rovog (PsT 302:27) [Adl*
oUtEG. ..NV Tpog Tov Beov, Beog Aoyog wv  (ZeT 94:22) [Adl*
ev apxn nv o royeg {EcclT 355:27) [cC]
MOl NV...0 ACYOg mpog tov Beov  {PsT 187:19-20} [C]

Reconstruction: €v apXn nv O AOYOG AL 0 AOYOS WV EPOG TOV
Qcov uai Beog nv o AoYog

geog TR uBsS pB6. 75
892 12411 o Beog L

N ABDASGTDVY faml. 13 33 579

Lac.: C W @

John 1:2

2 wv €V apyn wpog Tov Beov  (ZeT 253:13) ({Ad]

John 1:3
v ou tlal malvral (JobT 14:9) [all]
noavia 51’ QuUTOU €Lg ouoLav einiudev  (PsT 134:3-4) [All1]
&L’ avtou YeyYove Ta zavia  (2Z2eT 253:13) [Allrl

nalv]ite HL' QUTOU EYEVETO MOL XWPLS RFUIOL €YEVETO Oudev
(JobT 281:15-17) ([C}]

ravia &L auiov evyevetre {PsT 110:28) [C]

oubev P%% K D fam1] oube ev TR UBs3 P70 a B cVid

A6 Y faml13 33 579 892 1241

Lac.: W @

John 1:4

n Zwn nv 1o gws twv avlpwnwy (PsT 98:26) (C1

rv TR UBS® %% 7 N ABCD L AGON Y faml.13 33 579
892 1241 a e] est [(=eotTLv) e

Twov avBpwriwv rell] omit B

Lac.: W &
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John 1:5

[#laL 1o gwlg €lv 7 ovotia pawvlierd wav i onoltia aluto
ouv dateialfPev] {(JobT 352:3-4) [C]

.3 66, 75 ~ " N
Text: TR UBS™ F XK ABCDLABNY faml, 13
33 579 B892 1241 a (b) (e)

Lac.: W &

John 1:6

EYSVETO avBpwRTog, AaTE0TOANEVOG napd BE0U, OVOud aVTw
Iwavvng (PsT 30:9) ([cC}

gyevetao avBpwrog, oreotarlue Jvog napa Beou, ovoua nuTw
Twavvng {PsT 321:7-8) (C]

ovoua TR UBS3 P66‘ >

ABCLASMTY faml.13 33 579
892 12417 nv owous 'R

D

8eouv  a b e relll ¥upiLou D

John 1:7

Lwocvvng €iniuBev Lva yaptupnon TepL tou pwiog (PsT 82:2-3)
[AG]

oLTOC NABEY €1C MAPTURLAY, LVE UEPTUPNON REQL TOU QwIog
(PsT 321:8) [C]

Text: TR UBS3 P66' 73 N ABCDLA®GIVY faml. 13

33 579 892 1241 a b e

John 1:9

nivi 1o gwg to aindivov, 0 pwiulelr mavia avipwiwy
{EcclT 330:9-10) [c}

nv to ewg to ainSivov (EcclT 356:1) ([C]

nv...10 lewlg to [eanBuvelv, o pwrtifer navia avBpwiov
epxopevolv 15l tov nolouov] (GenT 6:4) [C]

[ewlteZer mavta avi8pwrovl (JobT 333:6-7) [C]

nv to pwe to ain®ivov (PsT 305:22) ({C]
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John 1:9 f{cont.}

e
v TrussS p%® 7P xaBcopbLAen Y faml.13 33 579
892 1241 a bl est (= €0TLv) e
gwTtiet relll inlumnabat (= €pwitile) b
Lac.: W ®
John 1:14

otav Beaowuele v Sofav autouv, &ofkav wg UovoyEVOUS RAPA
TATLOC, WANPRG xapttog ot ainBevag  (PsT 48:22-25) ([Ad]

YEVAKEVOG O 0 hov0g oapl AL EOMNVWOEV €V nuiv, woy ebocoacoyuedy
v DoEav autou {PsT 63:14) [ad]

otav be Tig Beaonrar Tnv Sofav gutou, HokLav wg LOVOYEVOUL
nape tatpog (PsT 63:18-19) [A4]

Tov Aovov uota petaBolnv ovoLag gapua yeysvnobal
{PsT 73:13) [adl

Beaontar tnlv 60f Jav cutou, S0Eav wg MOVOYEVOUG RApA TQTROG
{PsT 131:8-9) [Ad]

efeaonueda qutov, SoLav wg MOVOYEVOUS Tapa tatpo {(PsT 185:13-14) [Ad]

otav feacwuela tnv dofav avtou, dofLav wWE UOVOYEVOUG TLIAPO
TAIPOG, MAnens yaprtog xlav] ainBerag (PsT 327:17-18)
fagl

Bgacouevor yoap 1tnv Sokav aviovw dokav wg uevoyevoug (PsT
328:16) [ad]

Lva uETe tauta 098n n Soka ftou vioul A TATPOS, RNATIPNG
XApL1og Har aingerag  (ZeT 33:6-7) [all]

Beaoaafar nuag tnv Sofav QUTOU, WG LOVOYEVOUS TEpY TQIPOS
(ZeT 40:16-17) {[Ad]

feacwlvitaL tnv Sofav auiou, SoLov wg HOVOYEVOUG Tapd
TATROG, TANENG Xepetog wat aoinBeitag  (ZeT 315:6)
{adl

Yy aya80TnTog My TANPNG YapLTtog uai ainbeiag tTuyxavev
{(ZeT 366:12-13)y {[Al11]

uxt e€Beacauela tnv Hcfav autou, &oEav wg UOVOYEVOUG Tapa
RETPOG (PsT 86:23) {[C]

eBeaooueba tnv Sokav outou, BoELav wg UOVOYEVOUG TaAPX AATEOS
TANPNG XaptTog mal ainfecrag (PsT 103:16-17) [C]
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John 1:14 (cont.)

HOL © AOYQG O0pE €YEVETO AL ECMNVWOEV €v AuULy, wnat €8sacousda
v Sofav avtow, H0EaVv ®¢ UOVOYEVOUS TOPY RATEOGC
(PsT 149:28-29) [C]

0 A0vog capl €vEVETD...H¥t €feocauefa tnv HoEav autou, dHolav
wq UOVOYEVOUS napa natoog  (PsT 153:30-31) ([

eBeagapeba tnv bofav autou, Sclav wg UOVOYEVOUG TOgd TATpog
{PsT 221:19-20} [cl

HOVOYEWOUG TUpa LATPOG, TANPNg XopLIog WMol ainfeiag
{ZeT 32:13) [c¢]

o Acvos oapf eveveto xlar £ Jounvwoev v nuiv, xat efeacaucha
tnv Oookav afvtJou, SoEav wg povoyevoug Rapa TOTPOS, TANENS
xprtog [nlay axnBevag  {(2eT 249:17) [C]**

war TR UBSS %% 7 W AcpL a8 T ¥ R faml. 13 33 579
892 1241 a b el omit B

Tinpng relll minpn D

Lac.: W
John 1:16
OUTw HAL IO YOPLV QVTL XAQLTOg vonooucwv. .. (GenT 162:22-23) [Alll*

E¥ TOU RANPWHATOS quitouw AapBavoudiv...gAha TQVIEg €¥ IO
TAnpwua qutov  (PsT 327:2-3) [All]

ex tou miAnpwuatolg oluv [hoJuBavouoiyv ov aveor (PsT 327:18)
(a111]

X TOU TATPWUMRTOS auTov Nuglg mavieg cioBcouev  (PsT 134:16)
(cl

X TOU TANPWUATOS NUELC TAavTeg elaBousv  {(ZeT 70:24) [C]

Reconstruction: €M TOU TAMPWUHAETOYL QUTOU MNMUELG TAVIES
EAUBOUEY. . . XUPLY AVTL ¥APLTOG

Text: TR upss p°P- 7

° RABCDLAGINY R faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 a b e

Lac.: W
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John 1:17

noYapLg Yue oL i ain8ela wmapayivetar Sva Incou Xpuoitou
(PsT 155:26) [adl~*

n yaplils yap HalL n ainbera dva Inoou XpLoTou EYEVETO
(PsT 3:20) [T}

4
yap (autem a b e)] de 966 (a b e); omit TR UBS3 P 5 K

ABCLABGHNY¥Q fam1.13 33 579 892 1241
XgLotou relll omit ®

Lac.: D Q

John 1:18
Hovoyevng B8€0g © wv £Lg woiwov  {EcclT 356:1) [C)
Seov ovbeig swpamev mwrnote (GenT 216:22) I[C]

Seov oUBELG EWDAUEV TWROTE - HOVOYEVNRS 8€0G 0 wv €Lg TOV
HOAROV TOU tatpoeg £Enynoato {ZeT 365:16-18) [C]**

nwnote TR UBSS 2% 7% waBCcLs e N YR faml. 13
33 579 892 12411 umguam nisi (=710N01€ €t uUn} a b e
HovovYewng uss? pb®

Beog UBSJ P66' 73 XN B CUL 33] viog rell

X B C L] o uovovevng rell

o wv rell)l omit X a

EWPUHEY TWROTE relll nNwnole €wpaxev p’3
(8eog) vLog rell] filius suus (=uLog auiov) a
€1g relll omit a

TATPOG ] TATOOGC €UHELVOE rell

Lac.: D W

John 1:29
Sea TNV APALPECLY TNg GUALTLOS TOU Mogupou (PsT 5:2) [All}

aUVog EC0TLY TOU DE0U QLE®WV TNV QHAPTLAV TOU HOOUOL
(PsT 286:1) ([Ad]

YEYOVEY XpnoLuog n wpododia ey tw wpfnvar TRV AuapTLOv
tou Moouov (PsT 315:2) [All}
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John 1:29 {cont.)

€TUBN UTED TOU OPOL TNV AEOPTLEV TOU HOOUOL ¢ Tou f<ou auvog
(ZeT 252:10-11} [ag]*

OLoWY TRV QUEPTLEV TeU xoouolL (ZeT 60:8) [C]

L8 o auvog ToUu BEoCYU O ALPWY TNV QUARTLIV TCU XOJUOU
(ZeT 148:22-23) ([C]

L6 0 auvog ToUu BEOU O WLPWVY TNV QUARTLAV TOU HOOUOU
{ZeT 252:10-11) (<]

peou TR UBSS P8 7P W aBCL A AN Y Q faml.13 33
579 892 1241 e] Dei ecce {= 8eov 1de) a b

v apapTiay  rell] peccata (= Ta¢ apaptLag) e

Lac.: D W

John 1:30
oRLOWw WOU epxETaL avip {EcelT 73:%) {C}

ORLOW UOU EPXETAL QVNY OF EUTPOOBEV LOU YEYOVEV
(ZeT 23:15-16} [C)*x~*

ECYXETAL ONLOW WUOU avnp ©f eurnpodBev pou YEYOVEV
(ZeT 105:12) [C]

3 .66, 75

Text: TR UBS™ P K ABCLABTNVY R faml, 13 33
579 892 1241 a b e
Lac.: D W
John 1:47

16 avBpwrnog Iopaniiing, ev w bdorog oux uLRapxet (GenT
219:10-11) [ad}

avipwrogl aAnBwg TR U853 P66' 75
fam1l.13 33 579 B8%2 1241 a b e

N ABLABNVYQ

oux LEAPXEL ] oux £0T(v  rell
L8 relll ube gL 579

Lac.: CDW
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John 2:19
Auogte Tov vooev toutov (PsT 23B8:20) ([C}

AUCQTE TOV VAOV TOUTOV XOL EV TPLOLY NUEPALS EYEQW RULTOV
(ZeT 16:23) I[¢]

- o 3 66, 75 .
€v TR UBS™ P R ALOBITY Q faml. 13 33 579
832 1241 a b el omit B

Ltac.: CD W

John 2:21
VoG Yap TOU OWwINneog EuLpenTat To owua  (PsT 73:24) [All}
Touts OE EXEYEV TEpL TOU vaov Tev gwpatog {(PsT 238:21) {cC]
EASYEV TEPL TOL VHOU TOL CWUATOg autovu (ZeT 16:25) [C]

Reconstruction: 1outo 6 greveEv REQL TOU VEOU TOL JwildTOg
QUTOU

”
Touto} emervog TR UBS3 PBG' E ABLAS®IIYQ
faml.13 33 579 892 1241 a b e

autou rell) omit X

Lac.: CDNW

John 3:4

W duvatal TLg YEPWVY wv YEvungnuay n BEUTEPOV EiLg TNV HOLALAV
tng untpog s£toexferyv  {(JobT 104:8-10) [Ad]*

Twe duvatar avipwnrog yvevunfnval yepwv wv  {GenT 243:22) [C]

avBpwrnog yvevvndnvatr yepwv wv TR U853 975 AR LABDVY

Q@ faml.13 33 579 892 1241 a b} yeEvvnOnvar vat
avBpwRog YEQWY wV P55; AVEPWROS YEPWV wv yYEWVRONVOL
8 : homo denuo renasci cum sit senex {= avlpwnog
avwdev vevundnval, YEQWY wvl e

v moLtihitav  relll woitiiav  fam 13

Lac.: C D W
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John 3:5
tw teyf8noounevw €f ubatog xaL wvevuatog (PsT 56:23) [all]
®OTE AXANV AUTOLS Sovval YEVECLv Tnv £f udaTOog HAL TVEUUNRTOG
(PgT 225:11-12) [all}
John 3:7
betr uuag yEvvndnvair avwdev  (GenT 243:21) ([}

SeL vuag vYevvOnBvar avwBev  (JobT 104:6-7) [C]

Text: TR UBS3 PGG' 75

579 892 1241 a b e

N ABLA&BITY Q fam 1, 13 33

Lac.: C D W

John 3:13

oudelg avafeBnHeEV €1g TOV QUPAVOV £t UY O €M TOU QUPAVOL
watafag, ¢ viog tou avBpwnou {PsT 153:8-9) [C)

oubetg avaBePnxev ELg 1OV OUPUVOV EL BR © €X TOU QUPAVOU
xatafag, o viog Tou avBpwrou (PsT 234:23) [c]

Text: TR UBS3 PGS' s
579 892 1241 a b e

N aBLAENY QR faml.13 33

Lac,: CDW

John 3:16

oLTw Yap NYAENOCEV o HEOG TOV HOOUOV QUTOU WG TOV ULOV QUTOU
uovoyevn (PsT 221:21) [Adl+

oLtwg NYATNOoEV 0 8€0¢ TOV MOOUOV WITE TOV LULOV GLTOU 1oV
uoveyevn (psT 86:24-25) [C]

QUTWE NYATNCEV O BEOC TOV MOOUOV WOTE TOV ULOV QUIOU Tov
Hovoyevn £bwHEY, Lva MES O TLJTEUwY ELG QUTOV =xn Lwnv
atwvioyv  (ZeT 337:13-15) [CJ*~

ToV ULov gutou TR A L A 8 11 ¥ Q faml. 13 33 579 892
ab el tov uiov uss3 pob. R B

gbuxev relll ebwnev £1g 1oV noouov 33 (e)

gtg gutov relll ex’ autov p75 (LY ¥
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John 3:16 {(cont.]
edwnev relll omit N
o tivoteuwy  relll micteuvwvy 8
autov] outov un arointol oAr'  rell
omit in toto 1241

Lac.: C D W

John 3:18

o be un mioTEuwv NSn HEMPLTIOL, CTt Un LETLJTEUMEY EL§ 10
DVOMA TOU POVOYEVWOUC ULOU Tou Beou  (PsT 87:1-2) [c¢]

OTL Wn TMEMLOTEUMEV €1C TC CVOUY TOU KOVOYEVOUG wiow tou Beou
{(psT 221:22} [C}

2
o6e TR UBSS P%®- T3 A L A V¥ QR faml.13 33 579 892
1241 a b el o N B
Lac.: C D W
John 3:19

NYERNGOY Ot aVBPWTIoL ROAAOV TO OHOTOS N 10 ¢uwg (EcclT 47:29)
[cl

nyaanoagy ot avipwrotr AoV To oxoTog TR UBS3 P75 A B L
A BT Y Q fam13 33 579 B892 1241 a bl nyannoav Jaidlov
oL avBpwrolL to axotog P 6 fam1 e; ot avlpwrol
NYQENOAV TO JMOTOG HAAAov N

Lac.: C D W

John 3:20

TAS O TOVNPEUOUEVOS WLOEL TO ¢ws (EcclT 48:3) [Ad]

John 3:29

o EXwv TNV VUHONV VUUPLOG ECTLV. O be PLAOG TOU VUUDPLOL
yapa Yaipel HLa TRy Aohiav tou vuugLou  (ZeT 105:13) [Ag}

o exwv...tnv vouenv vuuellog esltev (EcelT 76:13) [C]
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John 3:29 (cont.)
o gxwv tnv voplenvl vuusiog [egti]v  (EcclT 66:29-67:1) [C]
0 EXWV TNV VouPnv vLupLog eotTLy  {EcclT 76:13) [

0 EeXwv Tnv vuupnv vuougpLog eoti[vl (EcclT 325:18) [C])

Text: TR UBSS %% 77 w aBoD LA O N ¥R fami.13
33 579 892 1241 a b e

John 4:13

o mLvwv...ex Tlou ulbatog toutou bupnoer maiiv  (EcclT
148:21 [C]

Text: TR UBSS P%% 75 K ABCD L AENYQ faml.13
33 579 892 1241 a b e

John 4:14

MLVWVY EX TNg Inyng xal tou uvbatog, ou Ingouvg SiLdwolv wal
ulever autw. exleftlyoap v £QUTL YEVOUEVNY €Lg Zunv
atwviov tnynv  (EcclT 164:26-27) [Aall]}

O EXWY €V EQUTW TNV Tnynv ToU vHATOS TOoUu LWwVvlog... (EcclT
361:26  [Al1l]

TLVOVTES EX Tou udatog [ov] Incoug RAPEXEL Twv HLUILwy,
o wat [elv avtorg yvivetar nnyn wvsaltole allouevou eug
Zwnv atwlvt Jov (JobT 140:8-12) [Ad]l+*

(0 WLaTEUWY ELE EHE, TOTAWOL €KX TNG MOLALOG QUTIOU DELUCUGLY)
LVAETOC AaAAOUEVOU ELS Canv dtwviov  (JobT 371:24-25) [AdI*

O mLvwv...EX Tou ubatog ou €yw dwcw, €fgl ANYNV AANOHEVRYV
ELg Zwnv altwviov {PsT $8:23-24) [Rralx

TOTHHOL 6 eLoLy OL EPOPNTaL OXOvieg ano [tng wnyng tTou
uldatog tou arhopeviov eLg Tlwnv atwviov  {PsT 310:15)
[A11]~*
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John 4:14 {cont,}

LMY HOL €M TWV aUTOU tpaxtTixwy duvoauswv nnyn Jwng avafn
udaTog AANCUHEVOUL E1g fwnv grwviov {ZeT 122:3-4) [All]

fog Bbel av min ex tou vbatog ou evw S{wolw auitw, yevioezan
ev aUtw [1nyn] uvdatog Cwviog gliouefvolu eLg Twnv atwviov
(ZeT 381:4-6) [Adl*

og He av nvn TR UBS3 P66' 75 ABCLAG®GIIVYQR faml.13
33 579 892 1241] o %¢ ®mivwv X D

EV aQuUtw 7nNYn a b e relll anyn v auviw Ps6
aXlopevou relll akiouevou Lwvrtog fam 13

Lac.: W

John 4:20-24
eavepov &' oTiL ToLg waTa 10 vontov louddioLg Toilg EV
TVELUXTL HAtL oanBeLo Tpodaxuvovatl tw Bew, oUM gv
Iepogodluuols 1 Tw Lauapttwv oper  (ZeT 196:19-21)
faill

John 4:20

...€v IepodoluLOLE NV* O TONOG OTOU TPOOMUVELV €BEL...
{ZeT 162:10) [Ad]*

npooKuveELy bei  {Did) UBS3 P66' 5k ABCDLY 33
892 bl D€L mpPOOMLVELY TR A @1 @ faml. 13 579
1241 a e

0 ToRmo¢ relll omit N

Lac.: W

John 4:23

£y, YOP MEOTMUVTITGL YLVOVIQL OL RVEUMATL ®aL aindeio
NEOCEPYOUEVOL Bew... (PsT 5%:15-16) {[Alll+

. LTPOCHUVOUGLY QUTOV €V TVELMATL Kai ainbeta toLg
ayyerotg {ZeT 103:29-30) [All]*

ovitwl] yap duvaTtov TEOCHUVATAL TVEUMATL xatl ainbeia
[tw BaloLler nUpLw mavioxpatopt (ZeT 405:5-6) [A1l]+
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John 4:23 (cont.)

nvevuaxtl TR UBS3 P66’ 75 N ABCDLAGINDV R faml3
33 579 892 12411 tw nveupat, faml

Lac.: W

John 4:24

rveuua o Beog  (GenT 8B:20) (C]

Text: TR UBS3 P66' 75 XABCDLASONY Q faml. 13
33 578 892 1241 a b e
Lac.: W
John 4:28

outwg eupLonelg #latl teplu ] tng ZapapiTidog YEYPAUUEVOV
foty MaL ] exeLvy apnuev tnv dpLav, v n ev[AInxubeL
apvoacBal ubwp, uaL alnniev tougl moruTalLg eauing
gixeLv... (EcclT 361:12-14}) [ALll+

aprev TR URS3 Peb' 75 RABCLAONVYQ
fam 1. 13 33 579 892 1241 al wrmuev n yovn
P be

tnv vdpirav relll véotav &

Lac,: W

John 4:29
deute Ldete avlpwrov, o0¢ evnev kot nav to aulaptnpal pov
(EcclT 361:14-15) [Ad]
John 4:32

€Yw PpwoLy £Xw GAYELY NV UdeLs oux ovbate  (PsT 315:25)
[c]

rext: TR UBSS P°® 7> K ARcCDLAOT YO fam). 13
33 579 892 1241 a b e

Lac.: W
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John 4:34

AeyeL TouTto Belnue auvtou ervlali 1o TEASLWTAL TO
8le JAnua tou matpog {PsT 286:30) [All]

Lve TLg moLnon 1o Behnua Tou matpog pou  (PsT 315:24)
1ad}
John 4:35

€TUPATE TOUG 09Baipoug vuwy wal Geacacfe OoTL ASUMAL ELOLV
oL ywpoalr {(EcclT 40:24) [ad]

[LHoU AEYW UULV, ERAPUTE TJOUG CPEANLOLSG VMWV ML
Segoaobe [tog ywpag, otL AELrOL €t Jouv npog BepLouov
nén (ZeT 18:23) [C]

vid 3 ,66. 75

tBou Aeyw univ  Did TR UBS™ P K ABCDL
& 8T Y 22 fam13 33 573 892 a b e] omit faml 1241
Lac.: W
John 4:36

L. ARE XoLpeL ORelpwvy ual BepLlwv  (EcclT 324:12-13) [All]
Lvd O ORELPWV aua yaLpn ot o Beptlwv  (EcclT 324:7-8) [C]

LVa O ORELPWV OMOU XmLpen el o Beoulwv  (EcclT 328:3) [C)*x*

Lva UBS3 P“' 7 BCLY faml 33 1241 e] tva uxr TR

R ADA&EB T & faml3 3579 8%2 a b

o BspLlwv relll] OgpLlwv P66 e

ouou yaiLpnh xoL o Bepilwv relll wor o Beptlwv oupov
Xewpn D

wat o Bepifwv relll cum eo gui metit (= HETX TOUL
feloviog) e

Lac.: W

John 5:5

exe Ta nmeplL [twv tacadulTiMwy €V ToLg EVQYYEALOLG E€LPNUEVA
sv MhLvn oduvng sueLvev © tprarovia xatr oxitw] eviavtoug
BeBanfuevog] (PsT 291:15) [All]
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John 5:6

Bexcig vyLng YeveoBaL; (PsT 132:15) [C]

rext: TRUBST PRS- TP N AaBCDPLA@N Y G faml.l3
33 579 892 1241 a b e

Lac,: W

John 5:8

EYELPE, QAPOV TOV »PafauIov JoU MIL REQLIATEL
{PsT 132:15-16) [C]

EYELPE, FOOV TOV HEaRaHTOV 00U MOL TEPLTUXTEL
{PsT 292:10) [cC]

5
gvysitpe TR UBS3 P66‘ 5o BCLAOBYQ faml. 13
33 579 892 1241] eyewpe nav A DI a b e

upafantov R ] xpaBattov {(or upaBRatov) rell
Tov HpafBaxtov couv  relll cov tow mpaBBatov 1241

Lac.: W

John 5:18

bra [tovlto efintouv anoxteirvor ] Inogouv, o[v] uovov oTL
civev To gaPfatov, aii’ ott wat watepa [L&Lov ereyev]

Tov [8leov, Loov gqutov 1oLwy Tw Gcw (GenT %:5-7)
[aa]~*

-
efntouv TR UBS3 P66’ & R ABDLWAOSTOVY 2 faml,.13

33 892 a b el zbiwxov or Ioudawor Tov Ingouv Hal
shntouv 579 1241

Lac.: C

John 5:19

a vap [av exetvog mouIn, THUTA HEL O ULDC OHOLWG TOLEL
{GenT 22:6-7) [}

YHQ av exeLvog nownp  {Did) TR UBS3 966‘ 75 R BWABOVYQ
faml. 13 33 (579} a3 vyap eusivog xoinon  (Did) D
yap €xeLvog morer A (LY [T 892 1241 (b} e
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John 5%:19 {(cont.)

ouoLwg motet relll moitetr ouowwg R D a b: noter e

a rellilo ®w

a Yap av  relll av yap 579

Lac,: C

John 5:29

eZereuoovial or ta ayaba nrpakfalureg £ug avaotagLy Twng, oL
H5€ TA QOUNE ELS AVIOToOLY uMpLuewg (PsT 146:16-17) [Ad]l*

£
gfehevooviar D W] suzopevooviar TR UBS3 PGG' 75 X AB
LASDY Q faml.13 33 579 B892 1241
cL & b rell)] et B a e: uaL oL 286 w

Ta gavia relll pauvra D

Lac.: C

John 5:37

oute pwlvInv avtou amunwoate oute [et )bog avtolv elwpanate...
{JobT 353:2-4) [Ad]+

e.Hbog auvtou TR L‘BS3 P66' 7 N ABDLA®NVY Q faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 a e] g1bog W D

lLac.: C

John 5:38

...0uTe tov rorvov auliolu exyete ev vulivl uevovra (JobT
353:5-6) [cC]

3
GUTE Tov Aovow gutou el way tov hoyov qutou ouxr TR UBS

p66. 75 x A BDLWAGEN YR fam 1. 13 33 579 B92
1241 a b

€V VULV UEVCVTO UBS3 Psb' 75 K BLWY faml.13 33 579
B892 1241 b] HeEVOVIN e€v LMLy rell
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John 5:39

w¢ COTPAXOV auTov NYnoacBal TOUG EPRLVAVIAS YPOPAS TAg
AP TUPOUOAE NEPL TOU QUTAS ELPNKOTOS IWTNPOS
{ZeT 308:23-25) [al1l]

EQAUVATE Tag YPAPUG oty auTar eroliv] aw HapiLpOLOAL TEPL
cpou  (Ze 384:13) [Adl*

agutar W el exelvatr TR UBS3 P66' 7 K ABDLOAGEGT

¥ Q faml.13 33 579 892 1241 a b

Lac.: C

John $:45

uln [volutonte oty egyw Matnyopw uuwy [xlplog] tov ratepa-
ECTLV O HATNYOPWY VLuwv Mouong, €Lg OV UUELS NARLHATE
(EcclT 315:14-15) [adl+

UT VOULONTE OTL €Yw MATNYOPNROW LUWV XPOL TOV RATEPR- ECTLV
Mwuong o MATNYOPWV UMWV ELS OV UHELG MATLOQTE (EcclT
351:5-7) [C]

1)
ey TR oBs® 2% x A B WA @0 ¥ Q faml.13 33 579 892]
viwy P75 L 1241 wuag D

voutronie] dousite rell
2
uuwv( nab el rell] vuwv mpog tov xratepo B

Lac.: C

John 5:46

torery [ta epya tlou Afpaou MoL mLdisuelv £i1¢ Mwoea
{EcclT 274:24-25) [all}

€L YGp ENLOTEVETE Mwoet, enLOTEVETE av €uol  (EcclT 351:7)
[cl

av EuoL TR UBS3 Pﬁﬁ‘ 75 N ABDLWABIHY R faml,13
33 579 892 12411 et mihi (= wat av guoL) a b e

Lac.: C
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John 5:47

€1 BE TOLS EMELVOU YPQUUAOLY OU TLOTEVUETE Twg TOLS EloLg
pnuact mrotevets {(BcelT 351:7-8) [C]

tiotevete 2 8% 75 5 17 niorevoete TR uBS® K A L ¥ @
33 892 a b e; Tmiotevonte D W A (0) faml, 13 579 1241

Lac.: C

John 6:27

epwTa AQBELV TtTng un anoliuUevng Bowlgwg HEVOUTNG EL¢
Zunv atwvtov (EcclT 283:20) [aill

i evepyalougvn Youv YUY TNV HEVOUOav ELg atwviou [§Jwwny
Roworv (ZeT 168:25-26}) [All]

epyvafeofe (un tnv Bpwoitv tnv anoJiivpel(vinvy, alla inv
Bpwotv tnv uevouoav [...] (EcclT 118:22-23) ([cC]
} 3,75

nv BmeLv( TR UBS™ P ABDLWAGBGIN Y Q faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 a b e] omit x

p66

n

Lac, c

John 6:29

vve [nvotleunte evg ov amMECTELX eV exeELvog  {(EccliT 118:25)
fcl

TLOTEUNTE UBS3 P75 R A B (L) &8Y faml 33 572 a b e]

TLITEUONTE TR D W A T @ fam1l3 892 1241

P66

Lac.: C

John 6:38

nwaxtaBefnua ano Tou oupavou oux tvlx] wolnow avBpwnivov
Bernua, akka TO TOU REWhAvIOG uwe {PsT 286:17) [adl»*

nataPefnua. . .0T0 TOL CUPAVOU OCUY Lva Tolw To BElnua To
euov  (PsT 29:19-20) [<C]

naTERERBNHO OO TOU QUPAVOL Lve ToLw To DEANUY TOU RERPAVTOS
HE (ZeT 38:20-21) [C]

Reconstruction: xatafefnua aro TOU 2UPAVOL OUY LVO TOLW
1o Belnua To gpov gAla to BEANUo TOu WEUPAVTOT HE
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John 6:38 (cont.}
3 .6 .

awo Tou ovpavou UBST P W e

f

S aB L am13 33 1241]
£x TOU oupavoy TR N D AT VY Q

s
aml 579 892

naTaRERNME OTO Tou oupavou ouy a b relll ou nateBefnua oAnoO
TQU CUPEVOU R {b) e

toww relll mowncw N DLW

10U neppaviog relll Tou weupaviog Tatpog D 892 a (b) e
#natoRednua relll satabn A

1o guov  relll guov 579

32D}
10 Beknua‘?’

75
Lac.,: P c

rell] omit a

John 6141

O GPTOS O €X Tou oupavou xatafug (PsT 237:9) [C]

EM TOU CUPUVOU HQT%BQE ¥ faml3 b e] wataBag €x ToU
supavou TR UBSY pB6. 75 w a B C DL WAOINSR faml
33 (579) 892 1241 a

o en relll en 1

nataBag relll mataBaivey 579

John 6:46
OUY OTL TOV WATEPE swpuxev T1¢ (GenT 216:23) [CTx*

oUY ©TL TOV BEOV EWPAHEV TLG, €L MM € @V TEPE TOU TATPOS
(ZeT 365:18-1%) ([C]

SWRAHEY TLG UBS3 966 N BCDLW® V¥ 33 579 1241 a b e]
TLS Ewpanevy TR A & I1 @ faml, 13 892

75

Tou maTpog N ] tou f@isou P (B) rell

nepad relll] ex  faml

P75)

Lac.: (
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John 6:47
O MLOTEVWY €1g €uE €XEL Lwnv awwviov  (EcelT 171:7) [C]
O MLUTELWV €1¢ gue exet Lwnv aitwviov (PsT 13:12-13) [c]

O MLTTEVWY ELS EME £XEL Zuwnv atwviov (ZeT 231:6) [C]

LG €pe TR A D AN VY Q faml.,13 33 579 1241 a b el
omit uss3 66 w B Cc L w e 892

Lac,: P75

John 6:51
galv] 1Tig gavyn tov aptov tng Clwngl tou wnapnl{ovl tou [Eurolu

g [LJung war tas olapnliag Inoouv... (BcclT 161:4-5)
[a11]

John 6:57
Cw bira tov wmatepa ulouv] (psT 2:7) [C]
Cw...5va tov wutepa  (PsT 147:13) [cC]

ws arelotleviev ue o Clwv natny xayw] Cw Sia tolv matepal
{PsT 298:11-12} [C]

Cw Sva tov mutepa  {(PsT 305:12) ([cC]

aneogTeEtAey TR UBS3 P7S N BCLW®WAGYQ faml 33 892]

aneotaixev PO® D NI fam13 579 1241
wou P75] omit a b e rell
wg ] nadbwg rell

Lac.: A

John 6:62

cav ouv Lbnte tov [uviolv tou avApwrou avaBaLvovia ONOU
nv to mpotepov (PsT 153:12-13) ({C]

6nte W] Bzwpnte TR UBsS P 881 75 v oo Lae MY Q

fam1,13 33 579 B892 1241
ouvv relll omit abe

onou ‘relll ou P66 D 8; mou A
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John 6:62 {(cont.)
avlpwuov relll omit 1241
avaBatvovta relll ante TOov ULovV N

Lac.: A

John 6:63

n capf...ocun wperetr oubev, 1o mveupa €oti 1o Lwomnloi louw
{GenT 153:10-11) [&ad]lx

to nvevue TR UBSS P°° SECc DL WA O ¥ Q faml. 13

33 579 8§92 1241) mveupa R

Lac.: A

John 6:70
ouxt toug Dwbena vuag €Eelefaunv; {(psT 322:1) [C]

ouxt toug duwdema vpac efeleBaunv; xatr euvs € vpwv draBolog
EOTLVY (ZeT 44:19) [cC]

3 ,66. 75

ouyt X} oum TR UBS™ P BCDLWAGBGIHI Y S faml. 13
33 579 892 1241
e1g €E vuwv Db (e)] €€ vuwv R ; €& vuwv €15 a rell

ouxt ] {(oun) evyw rell

toug relll omit K

Toug Swdewa vmaegl vuag Toug dwbexa rell
bwdena...enerefaunv rell) eEerefauny Swdeuna K

cfeleEaunv relll sEalefo A

Lac.: A
John 7:37
€0Twg o InSoug €HEXPOYEV Aicywv: EBEi tig &uda, epxeciw

wPOG HE MaL Wivetw (2ZeT 42:21) [Ad]*

ev wleav TRUBS® p%® 75 W BpD LA OGN Y Q fam1.13

33 579 892 1241
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John 7:37 (cont.)
75 66

rpog ue {a) relll mpog eue P B (a); omit P N Dbe
Lac.: A C
John 7:38

oUTOL BE €LOLY ©L HATA RVELUO PBLOV EXOVTIES WV EX TNG HOLALAG
CEUOLOLY ROTQUCOL Lwvieg (PsT 21:2) [A11}]

Lva DEXWVTAL TOUS NSTAUOUG TOLTIOUG TOUG EX TNG ®OLALQG
EMACTOU TWY TLOTY peEovTas {(PsT 68:14-15%) ([Aall]

O TLITEVWV €L EUE, ROTAUCL €1 TNS MOLALAS QUTIOU PELOOVOLVY
vdatog (JobT 371:21-23) [C]

0 TLITEVWVY...ELS eue, wabwg evnev {n ypagn, worauo L Ex
ng noLitag [autou pevloousiv uvbatog Twvtog (PsT
310:15-16) [Cl*x

0 mLoTELWV E1¢ eue, xabwg evmev n ypaon, ex tng woiiliag
autou ] pevoousivy motauol vdatog Lwviod (ZeT 381:6-8)

[ci

pevgovoly TR UBS3 Pbs' 75 KBDLW®®IY Q faml. 13

33 579 892 1241 a b el psvowsiv A

Lac.: A C

John 7:39

TOUTO BE EAEYEV TEPL TOU LVELUATOS oL [eEpeirov xau JPavetrv
oL weotevof{vregl (PsT 310:16-17) {[C]

eleyev 966 X ] eLmev TR UBS3 975 BDLWAMEBIN VY Q

faml, 13 33 579 892 1241

TVEVUETOG oW relll mveupatog o UBS3 P75 B

oL ELOTEVOVTIES relll] oL NLOTEUCAVIES UBS3 Pb6 B L W
omit b

epellov AauBaveiv a b e relll exoupBavov W

75

Lac,: (p } A C
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John B:3-11

PEPCUEV OLUV EV TLOLV EURYYEALOLG® YUVURN Qnotv, HATaxeLOn
uro Twyv IovdbloL Jov €L apaptLo oL GTECTEANETO AiBoBoin-
8nvat £Lg Tov torov, omov £Lwder yYivieodlaL. o ocwinp,
PROLY, EWPMHWG auinv xai Qewpnooeg ©TL ETCLUOL ELOLY TS
10 AL8[oBoAIncuL avinv, ToLg UEAAOUGLY UTNY HATABXAELV
A0l ELTEV: 0¢ oU AUaptev, awleslte Avfov xay Barietw
QUTOV. €L TLE oUvoLOEV EQUT®W TO UN NUAPINHEvVXL, AxBwv
AL80V TQALOQTW auIny, HAL OUBELG E€TOAUNCEV. ENLITNIRVIEG
EQUTOLS MOL YVOVTIES, 0Tt MatL autor vielvBulvor gLowy
TLOLVY, DUH ETOAUNCOV HATORTELOUL SHELVNV. (EcclT 223:6-13)
[a111}

John B:12

EYw ELEL TO QWS TOU XOCUOU. O OxOAOUBWY EUOL 0L NEQLRATNOESL
gV Ttn OxOTLa, arix’ eEeL 1o owg tng Lwng (PsT 99:2-3} ([C]

efs, TR UBSS p%% S pp LW a8 MY R faml. 13 33 579
892 1241 (a) bl sxsu X e

EYw ELUL 10 2wg relll owg gLuL K
gpor relll uor B
ov] ou un rell

Lac.: A C

John 8:2}

orepua ARpaau ecuev  {GenT 99:9) [C]

Text: TR UBSS %% 7> N ppLwAOD Y Q fam1.13 33

579 892 1241 a b e

Lac,: A C

John 8:34

0...totwv tng fapaprtliag Soulog eott tng apapiieg {(GenT
175:19-20) {ag)*

™mg uuaprnag(e) TR UBS3 PGS' 75 XK BCLWABNVYG®R

faml.13 33 579 892 1241 a e] omit D b

Lac.: A
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John 8:37

ouda otL omnepua ABpaau eote (GenT 218:30) (fCI

3 _66. 75 .

Text: TR UBS™ F N BCDLWABSIDY Q faml, 13
33 579 892 1241 a b e
Lac.: A
John 8:39

rotelv [Ta epya Tlow ABpaap xaL WLOTEVETE eL¢ Mwoen
{EcclT 274:24-25) [alll

0 YOQ TMOLWV QUTIOU TO EQPYX TEMVOV QAUTOU E£0TLV {GenT 234:
17-18)  [ai1d

gL Ttemva tou Afpaap nte, TO epya tou APBpaaM ROLELTE
(GenT 99:11-12) [cC]

gL TeExva Tou ABpaayu £0Tg, 1o €pYQ ToUL ARpaau WOLELTE
(GenT 218:27-28) ([C]

ey TeEMvd tou AR[panlu eote, ta epya tou APpoau nforevtle
(JobT 151:13-16) [ci

€y TEXVA Tou ABpoal £01¢, T epyd Tou ARpadu MOLELTE
(ZeT 262:14) [C]

cote DpidPt ussd %%+ T B D L] nte pidPt mcewaenyvo
faml.13 33 579 (892) 1241 a b e

P66 3 .75

ROLELTE B] gnoweLte UBST P X DW {8): enoLeLte av

rell

Lac.: A

John 8:40

Interitle ue amomtervar, avBplwlov ovila o¢ tinv alxnSerav
oMt {v] redarnuo, nv [nuoluoca mapa tou Beou (PsT 3:13-14)
{c]

VULV Aeraknua TR UBS3 966‘ 75 N BCLWAMDVYQ
faml 33 579 892 1241} Aeradnua vuiv D € faml3
abe

nHouoa relll nwoucev D e
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John 8:40 (cont.)
Tou Geov rell] Tou xatpog wou  fam. 13 1241
e relll omit e
aroxtervar  relll] amoxteuvar Hat 579
ovtal]l omit rell
rehainne relll locutus est (=herainuev) e
nv  relll nv oux 4

Lac.: A

John B8:42
eyw ex Beou cEniBov woL nmiw (ZeT 26:135) ([C]

eyw EX Tou BeE0U gEnifow MaL nNHw® OUBE Yap amn’ EUAUTOU ]
exniubu, «AA' e€xetvog e aneoteriev  (ZeT 366:15) [C)**

oube TR UBS® P2 X
p

1241 a b} ou 6

BCLWAINY R faml. 13 33 579 892
D8 e

eywl} €vw yvop rell

ex relll mapa 579

cEnifov relll efeiniuba 966
Hat nNuw  relll omit e
EMOUTOV rell] spoviov oun W

einiubBa  relll einiuvBov D

OTECTELAEY rell] anesTaAMEV P66
Lac.: A
John B: 44

n Ex Tou HLUBOAoU YEVUUNOoAVIOoS autoug feAdndavies tog
entBuuLag autou ToLelv (ZeT 234:18) [C)

otav rain to Yeubog €x Twv LOLwv AaXEL, OTL PEUCTING ESTLV
HUL O TaINP autou {GenT 94:22-23) ({C]
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John 8:44 (cont.)
..tag entBuprag [tlou matpog vpwv B8elete (JobT 151:21) [C]

UHELG €W 10U RaTpog Tou diLaBolou gote uaL tag €NL8ULLAG TOU
TETPOS UWwv BElETe moLEwv  {PsT 70:19) (¢l

ULELG .. .EX TOU TIPS tou BiraBoloy £01e oL tag £rtBuuLag
tov dLaBolou Belete moirelv  (PsT 198:8-9) [C]

L.EV 1IN dANBEL® OUM ECUTNHEV (PsT 198:14) [C]

EM TOU TATPOG UBS3 P66' 75 X BCDIL WA

fam1l.13 33 579 12411 ex matpog TR 892

nyaQ

ay

10U ROTPOS Ukwy relll natpog vuwy 892
otav  a b relll gui (= o0g) e
ex Twv LOLwv Aaler relll omit 579

Lac.: A

John B:45

evfw &le orL TV aAnBeLav VULV AEYW OL MLOTEVETE UOY
{PsT 3:15-16) {cC1]

e TR UBSS e°%- TP N BC L WA OO YR faml.13 33

579 892 12411 omit D a b e
puLy AeYwl] Aevw upitv € fam 13 1241 b; AeYw rell
oty relll o L
revw relll Aahw D
wot relll pot uueeg D

Lac.: A

John 8:48

OU HOAWS EAEYOUEV NUEELS OTL LOHAPLING €1 OU uotr Sarudviov
exeLg: (PsT 145:26-27) [C]

[oJo moiws ereyousv nuerg ot TaulapitIng ev ou uou
Sailoviov exeLs; (PsT 29%4:10) [cC]
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John 8:48 {cont.)

eAEYOUEV 966] Aevouev TR UBS3 P75 X BCD (L} W

A SN VY Q faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a b e

(e)Xeyouev nuets relll nuevg (£)Aeyousv 966 D L 892
1241

nueLtg relll omit a e
ou relll omit N fam 1. 13

Lac.: A

John B:56

nuepag Se exglvng, ng £pwrta wat neBov erafev o ABpuap, Lva
v, xat deiLxBn aviw URO Tou cwinpos (EcclT 326:19-20)

[A11]

ABoaau encBuunoev 1derv tnv nuepav [tInv eunv, xat €t5ev xot
exaon (GenT 214:29-215:1) [Ag]

o ABpoau youv [ovlrtwg nyaiiiracato [iva ¢ 16n TRV nuepav
Tmv eMnv, Mot thwv exyapn  (PsT 300:9) [Ad)]

e MV AYARALEOQUEVOS tEELY O TEINP Twy TLOTEVoAVTWY Raviwv
eBvwv ABpaap exapn (ZeT 305:9) [aill

Afoaau o TOTNE UHwY nYoAitaoato tva Lbn Tnv nuepav Tnv
EuNV, uat €uvdev oy exopn (GenT 221:9-11) [cC]

Text: TR UBSS p®® 7 X ABCODLWA®GN Y QR faml. 13
33 579 892 1241 a b e

John 9:1

TUQAOV aTo YEVETNG INOOUS LATRTO... {GenT 168:14}) [All]

ATO YEVETING TUPhov £1¢ oPtv nyayvyev Incovg (PsT 15:26)
fa1il

John 9:2

nowtnof{alv tov Incouv ot uadntat aqurtou- alvit{olg nuaptev
n Ot YOVELG @UTOU, Lva TU®AOS yewvnBn; {JobT 118:23-25)

uafnray autou TR UBS3 P66' 75 N ABCLWASINDVYRQ
faml.13 33 579 8%2 1241 a b] uabntat D e

[aq ]~
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John 9:6

ONUELOV ML TEPAG MV TO €LG OPLV GYUYELV TOV OAO YEVETNG
INPAOV, ANAOU €XLXPLO8EVIWY Twv OPOAAHWY qUTOU
(ZeT 56:25) [a11lx

getexpiogyv (Did) TR UBS3 966' 75 NACDLWA®TII

¥ fam1.,13 33 579 892 1241 a b e] engbnuev B
John 9:16
QUAPTWAOG €0TLY OTL TO odBfatov ov Tnpelr (PsT 147:30) [Ad]
€L 1V OUTOG O ovBpwnog mapa Oeou, ocuu elvev 10 caRBazl{olv
{PsT 294:9) [al11}
John 9:28

10U Mwuogewg Mafntal €odev  (BeelT 205:23-24) [C]

3 ,66. 75

nabntatr ecuev  a bl eocuev pedntar TR UBS™ P R A B
DLWASGITVY Q@ faml.13 33 579 892 1241 e
ToL rell] omit P66
Lac.: C
John %:39

gYw NABOV Lva Ot uUn BAENOVIES BASTwWOLY ualL ot PAEMOVIEG
TuPAoL Yevwvtal {(GenT 81:23-24) [Aglx

E1C HMPLUAG BTW NABov £1¢ 1OV noouov, wva [olu fun Birelmovieg
Brehwoiv nat ot Bremovieg tlwerlov yevwvtar {(ZeT 392:22-

393:1) [cl

nidov TR UBS3 PSBN ABDLWAGSGINVY Q faml.13 33 1241]
exmivBa P73 579 892

P66 12411 woouov 1oUTOV rell

nABov EL§ TOV HOOUOV 966 D abl €i1g tov Moouov {ToUTOV)

nA@ov e rell

HOOUOV

noiua relll] uprowy A
e1¢ mpiua €vw relll eyw €Lg mpiua D

oL un Blewowteg Biemwoiv wer relll omit 1241
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John 9:39 (cont.)
RrenwaLv MaL ot Biemovieg relll omit 579
Yevwvtat relll yvyevnoovtar faml3

Lac.: C

John 10:9

EYw eyt n Bupa. AL  €Hou eav TLS £LOEAGN ELOEAEUCETOL
xaL eEsxevoetlall oL vounv evpnoer  (ZeT 251:16) ({C]

cav TR UBSS P®® N A B D L A OT YR faml. 13 33 579 1241)

avw P75 w
XL ELOEAEUCETUL b relll omit W A a e
eLcerdn] eLoelBn ocwBnoetal maL rell

Lac.: C 892

John 10:10

EYW NABOV...Lva Twny £XxwoLy HalL TEpLOcov ywoiv  (BEcclT 46:2-3)
{cl

eyw NABov Lva Lwnv EXWOLV HaL TEPLOCovV eymalyv  (EcclT B2:16-17)
[cl

eYw NABov Lva Twnv exwsiv ol TECLCOOV exwolv  (ZeT 303:11)
[c]
eve TR UBSSP®% TS o aBLwWAS D ¥Q faml.13 33

579 1241 b el evw 2 D a

MOL TECLOCOV eXwdLv relll omit P66 D

TegLocoy  relll mepLoootepov P75 ¥ 579, (abundantius} a b e

LZwnv relll Twunv awwviov N

Lac.: € 892

John 10:11

...ota voueug gpelL lJotog tnv duxnv sautou EISNUEV UTEQ wv
exnivbev {owloar npofatwv (ZeT 253:18-19) [All]
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John 10:11 (cont.)

OUTW UAL MOLUVY UL URO Eva WOLUEVE TOV aAnBLvov Tov TNV
guxnv gutou URED Twv KPpoRatwv teBeiunota  {(ZeT 237:8 - 10)
[All]

TWG YAP OLK AYafCL VOUELG WV GPYEL O TNV Yuxnv £quTeu ULED
Twv npofatwv Sudoug, ayaBog mowunv wv  (ZeT 316:15-186)
{a11]

...8qvatov Tou moLHeEvVOSG Tou ainBivou TeEfeLxOoTOg TRV Puyny
EQUTOU UTEP Twv Mpofatwv (ZeT 354:17-19) [all}]

LT tou avadou moiwpevog urlep Tlwv mpoBatwv ted{el Inotog

LVA owIneLoy eXwdlv tnv eav{tolu uynv (ZeT 356:4-6)
[A111]

€Y@ €LHL O MOLMNV O Hahog. O MaAog TOLMNV TNV $uUxny QUTOL
TiBnowy unep Twv nEoRatav (ZeT 102:30-103:2) ({cl

T1Bnowv TR UBS3 P66’ 5 A B
X

579 1241 a e} &i.bwowv

LwaolvY QR faml. 13 33
Db

© MaAO¢ moLunv  rell] pastor enim (b)/autem {a) bonus
(= o e unalog nowunv) a b

pefatwy  relll ovibus suis {= meofatwv autou) b e
o ®OAOG TOLUNV] © ®OLWNV © HEkOg Trell
AQUTOU TLOBNOLy relll TuBnouv gutou ©

Lac.: C 892

John 10:14

EYW E€LML O TMOLUNV O xarog (ZeT 278:16) [C]

¢ moLunv o waiog TR UBS3 PSG’ 75 R ABLWABI VYR

faml.13 33 579 12411 o naiog mowunv b

Lac.: C B892

John 10:15

.. TLBEVTOG HOU TNV guYnV URER twv npofatwv  {(ZeT 303:12)
[Aad}

Mot Tnv duxnv uou tLBnuL uneEp twv npoBatwv (ZeT 278:16)
[c]
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John 10:15 (cont.)
TiBnuL TR UBSS A B L & © 0 ¥ Q fam1.13 33 579 1241
a b el bibwuL pb R DW

roofatwy relll ovibus meis (= wpofatav How) b e

pou relll omit D

P?S

Lac.: C 892

John 19:16

WOTE MLAV WOLMVIV MAEL EVE TOLUEVA UTapfdl UTO TOu VOULUOL
fadL Ews TAVTOG TOU EBVOUG MPUTOLHEVOU (Z2eT 312:8-9)
[a113

KL QLAY EPOBATO EXW O OUXM ELOLV EX ING QUANG Tautng”
HAMELVE UE BEL CUVAYRYELV XL TNS Pwvig UOU auouooudLyv,
LVA YEVWVTAL HLA ROLEVY HOL TOLUnV £€Lg (ZeT 297:11-14)
[cl

adka TR UBSS R AB L WA BN YR faml.13 33 579 1241

b el axia be 9266 p a
We &gl TR A @ 579 12411 &2y ue  rell

CUVEYAYELY PBG] AYATELY rell

anoucouoty TR uBs® % P s p L@ faml b e] anovouvaLv
¥s auovoworv rell
LV YEVWYTOL ] HaL ysvnoetar TR P66 N AATQ fam13 579

1241 a b e; naL ¥evnooviar rell
®XL MOLUNV €18 ] XaL €Lg RoLunv A4 a b e; €L moilunv rell
€LoLv] €0TLyv  rell

P75

Lac.: ) C 892

John 10:17
tL8w My Yuxny pou, wva maitv AaBw autnv  (PsT 238:22) [Ad]
oLV BaALY AaBn avTne  {(PsT 238:26-27) [Agdl]

YUEN...Nv wG avBpwirog TEAELOG €XEL, nv TLOETAL LVy TAALY
aafn avtnv  [ZeT 301:5) ([aAll]l
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John 10:17 (cont.)
L.obva madev hafe guinve {PsT 148:10) {cC]

Lotva takey daBe gutnv {PsT 238:37) [C]

Text: TR U853 966 K ABDLWAOINY Q2 faml. 13 33

579 1241 a b e

Lac.: P> C 892

John 14:18

[oJubeLe atpst tnv guyny [pou an’ 1 euov, arr’ €yw tL8nuL
fautnv} an’ epavtov  {(JobT 375:8-10) (Ad]*

HAL DUVETHL HOL TEQL TNG EAVTOU PUXNG TOLTO AEYELV NI
coxev €foucdiav BeLrvar xatr AoBerv avtnv  (PsT 41:18-19)
[a11]

oubELG OLPEL TNV YUYV WOL an’ e€pou- €yw TLONHL wutnv an’
cuqutov (PsT 148:10) [Adl~

cubeLg QLpEL QRTAV %’ QUTOU, OAA’ auUTog efoudiLav EXEL
BeLvar matr rafely oquinv  (PsT 238:23-24) [Ad]*

g1 fe oLbELg nNpev Tnv PuYnv, air’ aQurog ap’ EAUTOU AVIAV
s8nanev  (PsT 238:26-27) [Ad}*

oubelLg NPEV QuInv...aw EUOU* eyw sEoudiav exw SeLvat
autnv (PsT 238:37) [adl*

Reconstruction: oubgLg aLpeil/npev auinv at’ euov, aiX’
eyw TLONUL aquinv an’ ¢pautou- efouotav exw PeLvar auiny
ot AaBEiv auiny

arper pidPt rr uBs P®® TP A DL waA O N ¥ O faml. 13
33 579 1241 a b e] npev DidPt & B

oubere rellld ouderg vap ¥

aiX’ . ..epautov rell) omit in toto D

g€uauToU  relll] gpaviov xaL W guou 579

efovotav relll potestatem autem (= efovoiav de) a
Sevvol aurtivy  relll ogutnv Bslvalr 8

75

Lac.: (P '7) C 892
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John 10:27

Ta %EOBATA T EMX TNS EMNG PWVAG AHOUOUTLY KoL axoloBouoiv
wour {(ZeT 302:20-21}) [adlx*

Ta NPEORATE T EUd TS ENNG PWIUNE EMOVOULOLV (PsT 58:6-7)
(3

Ta nPOoBaTe Ta EUA NS €UNG QPWVNG axououstv (PsT 2365:31)

{cl

Ta WPOBRTQ Ta EMY NS EuUNG pwvng axovousiv  {ZeT 278:15-16)
{cl

anovovary  UBSS p®® X B L W B fam13 33 1241 a b el

awouver TR P’ AD AT ¥ Q fam l; axovowotv 579
ceung 9wvngl gwvng uou rell

Lac.: C B892

John 10:28

MaEYw BLOWUL QUTOLS JWwhVv atwviLoL, HEL OL M OROAWVIAL E£LG
tov atwva {ZeT 302:21-303:1) [cC]

5 BuuL % T0LG UBS3 P75 N B L W 33 12411 post arLwviov
TR P ADAO®N Y Q faml.13 579 a b e
Lac.: € 892
John 10:29
ouberg yap apraleEL €X ING YELPOS TOL TATEOS (PsT 148:26)
[ad]

fou1berg Suvaltiar aplraloar exn tnlg ylewpog tou natlpog]
uocv {JobT 22:20-21) {cC]

[ov 18ELg duvatalr apnacar en [tng] x{elipog Tou natpog pou
(JobT 150:11-13) ([}

oubeli e duviatall] apracat ex tng xe [ lpoe tlou natpog) uou
{JobT 150:24-26) [cl

oubeig...buvaTtat apREdEL €4 TNG XELPOS TOoU TOTPOS {(PsT 148:
31-149:1) ({C]
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John 10:29 {(cont.)

aprnocagl 8 fam13] apmaletv TR UBS3 P66 ¥ ABDLW
AT Y Q@ faml 33 579 1241

apnaoat (apraleiv) relll ravere illud (= aptalciyv
aute) a b e

Hou  relll omit UBS3 P66‘ 75 N B L

Lac.: (P'°) ¢ 892

John 10:30
WORED EYW HAUL OU €V EOUEV {JobT 266:19-21) [Ad]
WANEP EYW HAL OU EV ECUEV (PsT 131:2) [All]
EYW MOL O TUTING HOU €V ECUEV (PsT 7:27-28) ([C]
EY@ MAL O RATND €v ECUEV (ZeT 35:5) ([cC]

€Y®W HAL O TQTNP Ev EJUEV (ZeT 185:16) [C]

- o
aetne TR UBSS P®®- 7P N aBDLeO Y Q faml.13 33
A e

579 1241 a bl mnatnp pou DidPt W

Lac.: C 892

Jchn 10:32

oMM MA@ cpva €5eLia LMLV €M TOL NATPOS HOU+ BiLo Totov
aUTewy oV nrotevete (EcclT 87:20) {Ad)x

naia e€pyva edbetfa vpuitv TR 966 DL fam 13 5791

A Q
epya wala ederfa vpty UBSS K A 8 N ¥ faml 33 1241
a e; epya ebetfa vpuiv W b gpya edelfa vpLy uoda B
ebelfo upLy spYa xwara P 7ovid
wov TRP®® A L WA ¥ Q fam1.13 33 579 1241 a b]
omit UBS3 N B DO e

75

66 .
autwyv P relll] ouv W; ouv outwy P : omit e

Lac.: (P75) C 892
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John 10:33
ou Av8pwnos wv ToLELS oeautov Becv  (GenT 9:3-4) [C]

ou avipuwnog wv [woievg ceautov] 8gov  (GenT 45:20-21) [C])

ov TR UBS  P®® X ABLWAGBY S faml.13 33 579 a b)

omit DIl 1241 e

SEQUTIOV P75 relll] sautov P66 1241

ggov relll tov Heov P66

Lac.s (P75) C 892

John 10:35

adia oL yivoueBa wat' eMmervoug Toug u{polg oug o Xovog
Tou 8eovu eyeveto (PsT 328:17) [A1l1l+

EXELVOUG...0E0Ug ELNEYV, TPOS OUS O AOYOG TOL BEOU EYEVETO
(Eccl? 41:2) [c]

exeLvoug Beoug eLtev tpog ovus [0 Aoyolg tou Beou eyve[vetrol
(GenT 159:3-4) [C])

EHELVOUS...0E0UC ELREY TPOS OUL © Aovog Tou Beou €YEVETO
{(GenT 246:11-12) [C]

EXELVOUG...0E0UC ELREV TPOE OUG © ACYOS TOU GEOU EYEVETC
(psT 187:21) [C}

EMELVOUG...BEQUEC ZLREV tpOog oug 0 hovog tou Beou eyeEveTrO
(PsT 279:24-25} [C]

€L eEXELVOUE Be0ouC ELIEV NPOS QUG O A0YOG tou BEOQU gYeEvETO
(ZeT 94:27-28) [C]

excLvoug Beovug e[ lrev mpog oug o Aorvog Tou OeoU eYEVETO
{ZeT 279:24-25) [C]

Touv Beovu eyeveto TR U533 PSG' 75 R ABL

nye
faml.13 33 579 1241] eyeveto touL 8Bgou e

WA B
Dab
Geoug euvmev]) eLrev 8goUg  rell

Lac.: € 892
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John 10:36

OV O RATNP NYLUOEV HOL AMECTELAEV €LG TOV MOCGHOV...UHLV
LEYETE OTt BAQOPNUHEL 0Tt €LnOv- YLOG TOoU SEQU ELUL
(ZeT 94:29-95:2) [cC}

Braoenier a b e] Bracopnuetg TR U853 PGG' 75y A BD

LWAEUY Q faml, 13 33 579
tou Beouv 1241 relll 8Beou p5® X DW
nNYLaoev uoL ] omit 579
uuwv] vHers rell

vuLy (Lvpetg) leyete otL Biacgapeir(¢) relll 1touto UpELg
ov MLotEvEte 1241

Lac.: C 892

John 11:26

®at mag ¢ fwv ror NLOTEUWY OL un anofavn ELg TOV atwva
(PsT 134:27-28} [c]

TLotevay W] gLotevwv €L €ue TR uss3 p%6- 75

DLASDNDVY R fam1.13 33 579 1241 a b e

XK ABC

Lac.: 892

John 11:39
o ocwtnp Aalapov NYELPEV TETAPTALOV NdN €V Tw Havaiw Ovra
KL EYYUC ToU SitahluBnuar mar ndn eLg 10 ohelv epBaxevol
(PsT 15:24-25) [A1l1]
John 11:43

AaZape, OBeupo eEw (PsT 270:20) ([C]

Text: TR UBS3 P66' 75 (R} ABCDLWASDIDVQ faml. 13

33 579 1241 a b e

Lac.: 892
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John 12:2

AaZapog €1G Nv twv avauelLpevwy (PsT 270:21-22) ([C]

nv TR ADW A ST ¥ Q faml, 13 33 579 1241] nv gun
uss3 p66 w p |,
gvaxelUeEVwy  rtelll cuvavameLuevev TR 33

Lac.: P75 C 892

John 12:24

eav un o woulnlog tov alitov] meowv svg tnv ynv anobavin
av Itog uovog pever. eav He alnolBuavn, wietova walpe Irov

[9e lpeL {(JobT 156:4-7) [C]

nietova] noruv TR U853 P66' 75 ABDLWS&OVYR
fam1l,13 33 579 B22 1241 a b e noru A

Lac.: C

John 13:2

tou louda toLouta €Lpntar - apotepov effarlev evg 1nv

nEPL
(EcclT 294:15-16)

apbLav autou Lva Taoadw TOov HUPLOV
{a11]

eBaiev g1g tnv Hapbiav [Ioudba o catovale nupadbouvay Tov
Hur&ackarov  (EcclT 295:11-12) [A11]

outwe yap maL xat  wdirav npebelovy £Jig tnv napdiav lovda
(JobT 245:9-10) [alll

eERGAEY €L¢ TNV HapdiLav autov npodouval TOV EHAEEQUEVOV
{ZeT 43:9) {[A1ll]

John 13:13
DUELG ... DWVELTE UE 0O HUPLOG HaL 0 OLHAOKAADG, HAL HAAWG
Aeyetes ewvut yap (PsT 58:9) [C}

VUELE BWVELTE MHE 0 MUPLOS MOL O bLdaouaiog, Mol Holwg
reyeTe. €LplL yap (PsT 236:34) [c]

PWVELTE UE O HUPLOG HAL O OLOdxOMAADS, MAL UAAWE AEYETE «
eLuL vyap (ZeT 28:3-4) [C]
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John 13:13 (cont.)

UUELG QWVELTE UE O HUPLOG KoL O 5tHaouaA0g, Mol HIIwg
reyete- eLuL yap (ZeT 182:21-22) ()

wopLog ot o Hubacuahog . fam 13 33 892 12417 Hribooumhog
gL o wuprog TR UBS3 P66 K A B CDLWABDNUVY W
faml 579 a b e

Lac.: P75

John 13:25
Sva [toute] wat o [Iwavvngl ent TO 01ndog tou Incou
avauit9ets... (EcclT 15:20-21) (a11]
John 13:27
[Toudbal ouxn epulatev TO- Un bwie Tomov Tw OHLaBolw, xat
ou mapeAniuBev quUTOV-: £1¢ QUTOV Yap eionifBev  {PsT

42:3) [a11]

Hat gLonABev ueta 1o Yaurov o HiflaBorlog evg avtolv]
(PsT 293:22) ([adl*

peta 1o dwpirov eron{ildev [eLg snervov o olataveg (EcclT
294:17) ([c1

o6 ToLeLg, Tolngov ev Taxel (PsT 293:17) ([cC]

HETE 1O DuwULOw ELonABev €Lg autov o Tgatavag (ZeT 43:13)
fC)**

peTa 10 Ywutov TR U853 P66 X ABCLWABBD VY Q

fam1l.13 33 579 892 1241 (a) (b)] omit D e
PwULOov K DL 579 a b] gwuLov tote rell
ELS avtov 1241 a b e] ELg exELVvoV  rell
o catavag relll gatavas D4
eLg relll] omit ¥
v TQYEL] tayiLov rell

Lac.: P75



John 13:30

eEnibev gefw-  VUE vap nv

John 13:37
utep dou Tnv dYuxnv Bnow

GeLvar $UYNV UOL UIEP COUL

Tnv $uyYnv HoU YReEpR gou

¥ Q faml, 13 33 892 1241 a
X W 579

uou DidPt p6®
Lac.: P75
John 13:38

UTER EUOU Tnv YPuYNV Bnoeig;

John 14:2

TOXAAL Yap

HOwaL Rapd Tw NATRL

Text and Apparatus /161

(PsT 149:3)

{John 375:25-26)
(PsT 148:17)

piaPt Tr uss?

John 14:6
gyw eLpt n obog, n cAnfera (EcclT 43:5)
eyw €Lt n @inBeira  (PsT 4:4) [AG]
eya €wpt n ainBeira  (PsT 79:24) [ad}
€YWw...€tulL 1 ainbBera  (PsT 155:16) [Ad]
eyw €Ll n obog (PsT 138:27) [C]
evyw gwpt n obog (PsT 252:24) I[C]

3 66

Text: TR UBS" p

33 579 892 1241 a b e

75

Lac.: P

John 14:9

o YOap TOUTOV LDWV EWPAHEV TOV MATELA

(JobT 375:27-28)

(GenT 232:4)

(GenT 89:19}

{ad]

{ad]»

[Ad]*

ABCDLAGS

(b) el unep oou Tnv dPuynv

[aa]

[a11]

fadl

N ABCDLWASBTIY Q faml. 13

[Aa11]
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John 14:9 (cont.)
O EWPWHWS TOv ULOV opa tov matepa (PsT 131:9) [Ad]*
Q.. EWOHEHKG TOV ULOV SRRUUEV TOV TATEPO (PsT 24G:2) [Aad ]+
O EWPOUOS EME.. .ERPAMEY TOV Taitepa  {BcclT 331:10) [C}
0 SWPAMWSE EHE EwWPAMEV TOV TATEPX (GenT 58:6) ([cl
0. ..EWPOKWS EUE EWPIKEV TOV TATEpa (PsT 18:30-31) (]
¢ swpauwg epe  (PsT 147:6) [Cl
O...EWPAHWE EUE EWPAMEV Tov matepa  (PsT 151:2)) [¢]
O SUE EWPOHWG EWPAMEV Tov natepa  (ZeT 185:16) [C}
0...EUE EWPAHWG EwpdHev Tov ratepy (ZeT 194:10) (¢l

O EWPUMWS EUE SWPAKEV TOv natspa (ZeT 259:11) [Clxx

cwpaxey TR 0Bs® P%° N A B D LW A GM ¥ @ fani. 13
33 579 892 1241 el cwpamev #at P’ a b
Lac.: C
John 14:10

0 TATNE O UEVWVY EV EUOL MOLEL Ta £pY¥YX¥ avtou (EcclT 87:19)
[Ad])*

eYw €v tw {natplL xgt O wUTtnp BV Euot €0ty {GenT 176:21)
€¥w EV TW TATPL ML O 71@INP €V E£UOL (PsT 7:27) [C1]

EYw €V Tw KYIPL, HIL C RATNP €v uoy, gotLv  (ZeT 185:15-16)

[c]

o v euot devwv {(Did) TR R A D W 4 i1 % fgm3J 13 33
579 892 1241 al ev epor uevwv UBS® pO°.T5 B ¥ p e

TOLEL TU EQYA QLTOU UBS3 P66 XN B D] moLel Tx €0YVA QUTOG

P75 L W 33 579; autog moLeL T® €ovYa TR A & B8 [ ¥ @
faml., 13 892 1241; ipse loguitur et opera, quae ego
facio, ipse facit (=QUTOG lak€L X4y €PYR & WOLW TUIOS
roLet ) a b: facit facta (= moitet ta €pya) e

Lac.: C
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John 14:12

O MLOTEUWVY ELG EUE T EPYX O EYW NOLW EMELVOS TOLNGCEL,
wat uerlova TOLTwv xownose  (PsT 15:20-21) [C)

exetvog ] naxeLvog TR UBS3 966' [EI ABDLWA®ST

¥ @ faml. 13 33 579 892 1241 a b e

Toutwy relll omit p 6o

uai...woLnoer  relil] omit in toto e

Lac.: C

John 14:21

0 EXwv TS EVIOAXS UOL Kai Tnpwv avias, enlet vog edriv o
ayartwy HE* O O ayatwv UE QYANNENOETHL UNO TOU XATEOS
uwov, wolL euglalvecw autw euauiov (EcclT 331:5-7) [C]

0 €¥WV TOG EVIOAJS MOU HAL TNPwv QUIAS, EHELVOS EUTLV
QYRTWY HE- 0 OE QYANWVY WLE QYAMINEONoETAL UTO TOU IATEOS
HOU, XOYW QYQRNOw QUTOV UL EUPAVICW QUIW SRQUIOV
{(ZeT 192:22) [C)xx

0 b¢ ayanwv we TR UBS3 966' 75 NABDLWSBD Y G

faml.13 33 579 892 1241 a b)) omit 4 e
us<2) relll eys © 892
AUTW ERaLTOV rell] euautov autw 579 e autw euautw faml3

wou relll] tou natpog upou ¥

ayarndnoetor relll tnpendnoetar 973

eu@avLiw relll] evpwvnow D
avte relll autwvy 8

Lac.: C

John 14:23

{eav Tig¢ avanal ue, eievooueBa evw [Mat o maltne uar puovnv
wxg' avtw nlownocouslsfal] (JobT 224:10-12) [Adlx

EAEUCOMOL EY®W WOL O RATRP POU AL Hovnv nap’ outw 10Lnoousda
(PsT 131:1) [Ag]*
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John 14:23 (cont.)

EAV TLG OQYANO HE, TOVW AOYOV TOV €UOV TNENUEL, MAYW QYANNOW
QuTOV, HalL E£AevcousBa Mol €Yw AL O MAINP HOU ML HOvnv
nap’ aUTw noLnooucBo  (ZeT 16:30-33) [C)

€QV TL§ AYARE HE, TOV AOYOV TOV E€UOV TNPENOEL, HOUL © KEINP
HOU QYARNCEL QUIOV KHEL EAEVCOUESQ EYw MOl © RETNE HOU,
HaL Hovny map’ autw mownooucBa (ZeT 166:14-16) [Cl**

ehevooueda TR UBS° P/° X ABL WA BT ¥ Q faml. 13

33 579 1241 a bl exevoouper D e; euwosievvopeda pb66

rownooueda  {a k) relll fownoouev TR A A 8 1 ¥ @ 1241
(a b): mownoouar D e

Tov €uov] pou rell
(2)
HAL ] naL apog autov rell
£YW ML O TAtng Houl omit rell
uovnv nap’ autw relll mpog¢ avutov povnv D

Lac.: € 892

John 14:27

eLonvn Tnv eunv O61dwut vy, €Lenvny Ty eunv aplL InuL vy
{ZeT 158:16~17) [Ad]*

€LpNUNV TRV €PNV agunutL vy {ZeT 15:2) [C]
grpnvny v eunv 545 Jepr vueyv  {ZeT 171:22-23) (¢}

Reconstruction: E€LEN{VV TNV EUNY GPLNHUL LHLY, €LPNVRYV TNV
sunv bLbwuLr uuLy

1
tnv eunv(1‘ a el omit TR uss? 2 & aBoD LaBenyae
faml.13 33 579 1241 b
Lac.: 966 C W 892
John 14:31

eyewpeofe, aywuev evievBev (GenT 110:1) [C]

[evysLvpec]Be, aveuev evievfBev (ZeT 398:4) [C)
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John 14:31 {(cont.)
3

Text: TR UBS XK ABDLABDNOVY Q faml,13 33 579 1241
abe
Lac,: PGG‘ 75 C W B892
John 15:1

MEL O OLVOS QUTOS TPUYHTAL ANO TNG XUREAOU 1Tng ainfivng
{Becl? 42:21-22) [all])

. ..T0V TPUYWHEVOV Tng aunelou tng aindivng  (EccliT 312:12)
fa11l

MaL TLUOUGLY OUTOL TOV OLvov Tov ato 1ng ainBivng aunchou
TpuyYwpeEvoy (PsT 238:17-18) [All]

MOL ML TOV TPUYWKEVOV @m0 tng aMTEAoL Tng aAnBivng oLvov
{PsT 331:15) [All]
John 15:1~2
OL YEVOUEVOL MANUATAE TNE AUTEAOU Tng ainbuLvng Ha:y quitod
TOLTO QUAEAOS MAPLTOROPOC YEVAMEVOL ENL Tw QPERELV HUPAOV
Berov  {EcclT 36:20-21) {[All}

Ww¢ AABELVY TRV OTAQUANV Tty tpuywuevne ano tnlc alulwxerou
TIng axnBivng ulat ] twv xlapJrnogopouviwy [Kin Jualtwy
aut Ing (ZeT 389:1-3} [All]

John 15:2

TQV HANUE UEVOV EV EUOL TAELOVE MEQTOV PEPEL (ZeT 61:13-14)
[AgI*

TQV HANUE HEVOV €V EUOL, HODQRLPEL AUTO O TATNP, LVA TAELOVY
naprov gepn  (2ZeT 172:7) [adl*

TAELOVE HEPTOV 3'I‘R ADAGDN Q fam1l., 13 1241] wmapnov
fAerova UBS” (RIB L ¥ 331 579 ab e

nigtova relll] wherw N

Lac,.: P66' 75 C W 8§92

John 15:2, &

NAV HANUE KN REVOY EV EMOL EUHOTTETAL ML E£LC TUO BaAAcToL
(ZeT 343:17~18) [A11l]
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John 15:5
€Yw ELUL n aumnelog, LMELS de Ta uinuata (ZeT 61:13) [C]

£YW ELUL N AUEEAOG, LVUELS Ta wAnpata  (zeT 172:7) [C]

evw TRUBSS P® N AaB LA @M Y Q Faml.13 33 579
1241 b e)] eyw yap D a

Lac,: 975 C v 892

John 15:14

VUELS Q©LAoL edTe  (PsT 198:12) [C1]

vperg TR UBSS %% A B L4 @V Q faml.13 33 1241

a b el vuelg yap R D 579
©LAOL ) @LAOL uoL rell

Lac.: P75 C w 8%2

John 15:15

oTL MAVTE Ta TOL TATPOS eyvwpiLoa wurv  (PsT 198:12) [Ad]+

tatpog faml] wmaipog uov TR U853 966 N ABDLAG®S

Y Q fam13 33 579 1241 a b e

Lac,: 975 C W 892

John 15:16

SLa TouTO €6rMa UMAC...LVO URAYNTE MOL TAELOVE KALAOV
pepnte  (ZeT 263:18.20) [Ad]i*

€Onua uuag TR UBSS N A B DL BN ¥ Q faml.13 33 579

1241 a b el =6nua P66. omit A

Lac.: P75 C W 892

John 15:19

OUKMETL €W TOU ¥Oouou Toutou [egolte, eyw be efelefaunv
vuag (GenT 149:9-10} [adl=*
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John 15:19 (cont.)

OUMETL €0TE €x toU [#oJouou toutou, alr’ eyw sierelfalunv
Uuag (JobT 66:29-31) ([adl*

OUKETL E€GTE €M TOU xoouou tTouiou (JeobT 137:4-5) [adl*

Recanstruction: OQUHETL SOTE €4 TOU XOJUOU TOUTOU, AN’
evyw eferefauny uuag

oUxETL €0TE] oLM €cte TR UBS3 PEG R ABLADIVR
fam1.,13 33 57% 1241 a b e; €¢ nte D
HOOUOU TOUTOU ] T0UTOU HOOUOU P66; ®ooucL  rell
arx’ relll et (= not) e
Lac,: P75 C w 892
John 16:13

ov Guvatalr ap’ cautolu M Jainoar  (PsT 334:24-25) (Ad)

John 16:33

BAPCELTE EPN, EYW VEVLHNHA TOV noouov {(ZeT 158:18B) [Ad]~x

eyw TR UBSS NABCDLWAGTHYQ faml.13 33 579
1241 b) quia ego (= oTt eYw}) a e

P66' 75

Lac,: 892

John 17:3

auin S 0TIV N Ctwviog Lwn, LV YLYVWOHCUOLY OE TOV HOVOV
ain@ivov Beov maL ov arneoteviag Inoouv Xpiotov {EcclT
171:8-9) [CIxx

autn Be €0TLV N aLwvLeg Lwn, LVE YLYVROKOUDLVY O TOV UOVOV
agAndivov Beov war ov anesteiriag Inccuw XpLotov (PsT
13:11-12) [¢]

autn Be S0TLY N arwviog LW, LV YLYVeOHOUOLY 08 TOV HOVOV
ain®iLvov [Beov] (PsT 240:6-7) [C]

auin &' €0TLV N aLeviog fwh, LVE YLV@OHOUOLY OE ToVv ainbiLvov

9eov, Hat ov arnecteLing Incouv Xpuotov  {ZeT 231:6-8) ({C]
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John 17:3 {cont.)

LVO YLVWOKOUOLY A D L W A 33 579 124171 vva YiveoupoLv
TR UBS NBCGIDVY R faml.13 a b e

tov uovov ainbivov relll solum et verum {= TOV uWOVOV
Kot Tov @AnfBivov) b e

5¢ rell) omit L

ge relll omit W

atesteLrag relll anectelrev W: anemeppag P oovid
1=
Lac.: P(66). 75 892
John 17:5

wote @0ogal g€xlL tnv Hofav EHELYRV, NV ELXEV EOC TOU HOOUOU
o cwtne {EcclT 322:7-8) ([A11l]
John 17:11
TATEP AYLE, Tnencoy autous {(GenT 1060:28) ([}

ratep avie, tneincov avtolug (PsT 246:26) [C1

Text: TR UBSS P°® X ABCDLWAGDNY Q faml.13 33 579
1241 a b e

Lac.: P75 892

John 17:12

OTE MMMV UET QUTwWVY, £Yw ETnpouv autovg (PsT 246:26) [C]

QAUTWV UBS3 PGG K BCDLWTfaml a b el gutwv €v 1w
mocuw TR A A @MY @ faml1l3 33 579 1241
Lac.: P75 B892

Jchq~}7:2{

WOKEL YW HAL Ju €v COUEV LVO X3l SUTOL EV NuUiLtv EV WOLV
(JobT 266:19-21) [Adl*

v WONEP EYw MAL OU EV EOUEV...MXL OUTOL £V NMULV EV WOLV
(psT 131:2} [Adl*
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Jobhn 17:21 (cont.)

WV WOTEP EYW MAL TU €V SOUEV, TOTEP, outw ev nulelg wpsv
tavieg] (PsT 179:4) [alll

ULV € TR N AL ABTN Y Q faml.13 33 579 1241] nuvv
ups3 po5vid pc oW abe

outot ] avtol rell

P(66). 75

Lac.: 892

John 18:4-5

Tiva [NTeLTe...Inoouv tov Nalaplnlvow (PsT 148:13) [cC]

Nalapnvov D al Nolwoaiov TR UBS® NRABCL K & & 1 V¥

Q fam1l.13 33 579 1241 b e

PGG. 75

Lac. B92

Jobn 18:6

EY@ ELUL...0TNADOY E1¢ 1O ONLOW HOL EXE0NV XAUAL (PsT
148:13) [c]

Text: TR UBSS NABCDLHWA®GTNYQ faml.13 33 579
1241 a b e
Lac.: PGG' 75 892
John 18:7

wat Seutepov Raltv- Tiva Intewte  (PsT 148:14) [ad)

John 18:8

AageETE TOUtoug Unavewy (PsT 148:15%) [C]

toutoue TR uBsS p®%Yid L A B cpLwWA O D ¥ % faml.13
33 579 a b (e)] osvrtoug 1241

p(66). 75

Lac.: 892

John 19:14

tn oyap exin wpa tng tapgou {eunle satavpwdn  (GenT 189:23-24)
[R11]
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John 19:15

QALPE, GLPE, OTAUPOL GUTOV: OUX EXOMEV BaCOLAEd €L un xoLoapa
(PsT 32:27-28) [Ag]*

ouu exoumev Bactrelal] ev un wolv Jowpa  (EcelT 205:23) [
ouK EXOMHEV Patlex £t un wailoapo  {(PsT 290:31) [C]

ocukr exopuev Poof{irlee €L un uowcapa  {ZeT 161:25) [C]

apov, apov (Did) TR UBS3 XKABLWAGOINTY R faml.13

33 579 1241 a b e} apov poF

P(66). 75

Lac.: C D 892

John 19:23-24

TO UEPLOONVAL QUTOUS TO LUGTLA GUTOU Mal Baietv uAnpov mept
Tou uvgaviou S1° olou YiLBwvog (PsT 39:11-12) [A11]

John 19:30

HALVEG. .. TNV HEPEANY Topsebwrey Te wvevua (PsT 238:25-26)
[c]

rapedonev TR uBsS pPOVid w A B L e M ¥ Q fami. 13
33 579 1241 a b e] napeSebuxev W

P(66). 75

Lac. C D A 892

John 19:37

addy puiaddJov oroxuvny o@ALOMAVOUGLY Kol QOROV ULELOTAVTIOL
cewpnoalvteg ov] epenevitnoav] (PsT 295:12) ({Alll]

oplovtar etg olv eEeuevinoav (PsT 295:4-5) [C]

opovial s1g ov €Eeunevinoav {ZeT 341:11) [C]

Text: TR UBSS pOOVId w4 n  w A e m ¥ Q Fam1.13
33 579 1241 (a) b (e)

Lac.: P75 C D 892
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John 19:38-40

QUILHY YOUV OV gu®i tov ITwong uat Niumobnuov eouupvidov 1o
watevey [0 Jev ano Tou otavpou owua Tou Incou (ZeT 268:
6-8y [Aall]

John 20:19
WG MAALV UETA GVACTOOLV TA LOLWMATA TOou POUAPTOU PEPELV TO

EYELPOUEVOV Owla, Bupwv KEKMAELOUEVwY eLonifev {PsT 71:
25-26) [al1l]
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Indeterminable References and Complex Conflations

Matt. 3:3; Mark 1:3; puke 3:4: John 1:23

eAEYQUEY HaL Tov Iwavvny @uvny [Bowlviog €uval €v Tn €pnuUw
(EcclT 38:23-24)

Matt. 3:9: Luke 3:8

0 ZwINP YOUV AEYEL TOLG ELXOUCLY OTL TATEPY EXOUEV TOV
ABpaau {(GenT 21B-26-27)

Matt. 3:10; Luke 3:9

otav be 1o [Bevbpov] un malov HAEKOW €TL ayayn...€xEL ndn
v afvvng nlpog tnv pLlav 1pog 1o exwieuelLv aute (EcclT 68:15-16)

ndn n afiuvn 1Ipog tnv pLlav twv Sevbpwv ueLtalr-  1av devbpov
UM TmOoLOoUV HEPTOV ®ahov exmontetalt] waL v nup Balretal
(JobT 369:13-16)

nén N oabuvn Tpog tnv pLLov Twv Sevdipowy HELTEL-.  Taw oUv

SevbPOV UM TOLOUV HAPTOV HAAOV EHMOXTETAL ML ELG RTUO BaAAETAL
(ZeT 79:24-26)

Matt. 3:10; 7:19; Luke 3:9

TOU QUMAPROY EUNCU EUXOTTOUEVOU uaiL wuapadiboucvou sfw wupl
(ZeT 27:3-4)

T Yoo Hevdpa ur TOLOUVTIE MEAOV KEDTOV EHHONTOHEVA HAL
etg wup Baiioueva Euia £i10Lv xorooer wapadibopeva  (2eT 331:
13-15)

nav Sevbpov Un TOLOUV HOAOV HAPTIOV EMHOTTETHL HEL €LE TUp
Baxietar {ZeT 342:18-19)

Matt. 3:11; Mark 1:8; Luke 3:16

eyw nhBov RBamtilwy €v VOUTL ELS HETAVOLA...EUELVOS VUAS
BATTLOEL €V MVELMATL ayLw HaL Tupl (ZeT 358:27-29)

Matt. 3:12; Luke 3:17

ELoNTaL yap €v Euayyeliw otTL HrorxaBapaviog tou Incou
TNV oAwvd EV ® EYEL EV T YXELPL TTUW, ©O UEV OLTOG €Lg anodnunv
TWY ERGYYEALWY ELO0QYETAL-~0UTOL &' Eroivy oL BuuaiLcl avipeg--
10 &' ayuvpov aoBEcTw TLPEL HOETOEMHANOETAL {ZeT 331:17-21}
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Matt. 4:B; Luke 4:5

Hal delfag 1acag Tag BOOLAELAG TNG OLMOUMEVNG HOL Tag
bdobag autwv {ZeT 44:25-45:1)

Matt., 4:23: 9:35; 10:1

RQOTS VOOOU ML MAXLIHAG LACLS TMop’ TUTOU ENETEASLIO
(JobT 3:33-34)

Matt. 5:12; Luke 1:47; Rev. 19:7

alda T VLIMI TN OMOTY TeV QVAVTILWY YALPOVIES MaL avalhiw-
[uevor €v] 8ew (JobT 72:6-9)

Matt. 5:18; 24:35: Mark 13:31: Luke 16:17; 21:233

N YN QUTN...UEVEL...EWG ov TApeAfn HETQ TOU OUPAVOU
(EcclT 12:21-22)

T0Te yYevnoetalr, otav o oucavol[g] uae n ¥y wapeidn
(EcclT 340:19-20)

MOPEAEVCETNL 0LV N YN UETH TOUL oupnvou (FPsT 245:29)

Matt, 5:29; 5:30:; 18:8; 18:9

[etln xevp cou 1 Befva ouoavdaruler o€ [n o ogbBaliuog, eEele
uat Rare ano cou  (EcclT 69:1-2)

Matt. 5:37: James 5:12

.. OPMOUUEVOS Tw VEL voL ML Tw OU QU (PsT 69:6)
E0TER VUWVY TO vaL veL xiL To ouv ot (PsT 199:1)

ak)d’ €JTw UMWY TO vaL val, oL to ou ou (ZeT 185:28)

Matt. 5:44: Luke 6:27

ayanate toug exfBpoug upwv (PsT 77:5-6)

Matt. 5:44; Luke 6:27-28

npootattopuefa toug ex8poug ayamav xat Ttoug prtoouvtlalg exsiv
OUTWG, WOTE AL MPOCELYNV MEPL AUTWV avareuretv (EcclT 81:8-9)
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Matt. 5:44; Luke 6:27-28 {(cont.)

cuyeoBe mePL Twv ULOOUVIWY UMAG, CYARATE TOUG HLo0ULVIAG
vuag  (PsT 89:16-17)

Matt. 6:2, 5, 16

2

AREXOUOLV. .. .Tov HLofov eoutwv  {(EcclT 124:7)

Matt. 6:4, 6
¢ Bicnwv ev tw [HMpuirntw anodwost oov  {JobT 37:21-22)

o maTNe © BAenwv Ev tw MPpLURTw arodwon (PsST 201:15)

Matt 6:9; Luke 11:2

ayLaofntw to cvoud gou {PsT 183:18, 20)
ayraodntw TOo ovoua gou (PsT 190:16)
ayvaxcOntw to ovoua gou (PsT 205:21)

ayeaodntw 1o ovoua cou (ZeT 383:15)

Matt. 6:9-10; Luke 11:2

RATEP NUwv 0 €V torg oupavolic alyiacBniw To OVOHY TOU...
er8atw n Baovisra cou (PsT 280:4-5)

Matt. 6:10; Luke 11:2

yeEveEdNnTw To BEANUE 00U WG €V OUPAVW MAL ERL NS YN
{(GenT 104:25-26)

e\Batw N Raotigra gov- yevndOntw to Beinua ofoul] (PsT 205:22)

Matt. 6:13; Luke 11:4

HAL WUN ELOEVEYHNG nUag €Lg melpoouwov  (JobT 167:8-9)
un etoeveyung [njumg evg newpaosuov  {(JobT 286:18-19)
HN ELJEVEYHNG NUAES €L¢ Rerpacuocv (PsT 28:2)

un ELJEVEYHNG NuUag sLg Reipacuov  {PsT 62:5)
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Matt., 6:13; Luke 11:4 {(cont.)

pvoai nuag {oux amo kownpou, alial Ao TOU TOVNPOU
{PsT 78:12-13)

PUTCHL NUMOS TG TOU TOVIPOU HOL UN £L0EVEYHNG NuHog £t
netpacuov  {(PsT 141:21-22)

Un SLOSVEYHNG NUAS ELS RELPYTUOY (PsT 210:21)
U ELOUEVEYHNG NUUG €L¢ meLpaouov  (PsT 219:24-25)

puUTaL NUAg ARG TOU Tovnpov  (PsT 305:7)

Matt., 6:21¢ Luke 12:34

onov yale o 9noalupog, exel waw [n xepdia eotalr  {EcelT
44:16)

Matt. 6:24; Luke 16:13

WONED OU NEPUHEV DOUAEULELV Wauwve o Bew Bourevwv (FsT 84:8)

Matt, 7:7; Luke 11:9

EMEL MPOOTATTEL MPOUELV Lva avoiryn {(BcclT 350:19-201

HOOUETE HIUL avoLynoetat vurvy  (ZeT 2B4:4)

Matt, 7:11; Luke 11:13

€1 CUV vueLg nmovnpolr unoapyxovieg [ou }lBate ayoaba Houdta
Buidolvar tovg temvorg vuwlvl, moow paxlov o wmatne o oupavilolg
bwoetL ayaBlal tovg artouoiLy avtov  (EcclT 314:5-7)

Matt, 7:12: Luke 6:31

nevta ooa BeEreTe, Lva molwolv [LHLY oL avBpwNolL, UL AUTOLG
nohverte  {EcclT 223:21)

nevia oca Beirete Lva notwl{ouy vULY oL ] avipwroL, HAL UUELS
ToLELTE ouoLwe  {GenT 183:6-7)

Matt. 7:17-18; 12:33: Luke 6:43

eav &g toutwv tiveg uetaBlialrlovre I1g MapnoUg PEPOUTLY OU
HaAoug outpa Bevdpr YEVOUEVOL ... (BcelT 69:8-9)
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Matt. 7:24; Luke 6:47-48

OTaY EMOUCHS Toug INdou AoYOoUug ELg €07% Uetafaln xal
otmiLav ouvxoboungn {(EcclT 352:18-19)

£aVv moinon toug Inoou loyoug o auouoag QUTOLg, ouuobouel
v owMLav gavtov  {PsT 108:12-13)

O APOG EUE EPYOUEVOG MAL AHOUWV TCUG AOYOUG LOU XAl
TOLWV QUuToug ouowLwdnoctTal avdbpl gpoviuw (ZeT 183:21-23)

Matt., 7:24-25: Luke 6:47-48

o1 1oug Inoov Aoyuls AMOLUOVIES UL NOLMOAVIESG €1L TNV
netoav oLneboucuorv teug Beueirioug  (EcelT 35:29%-36:3)

Matt. B:2; Mark 1:40; Luke 5:12

eav Being Suvacar us mabapioar  {(GenT 54:11-12)
eav Being duvoocar ue uabapuwoar  (PsT 132:13)

gav Geing duvacar ue nabBoapioaw  (PsT 286:25)

Matt., 8:3:; Mark 1:41; Luke 5:13

Seiw, nabapiolnty  (PsT 132: 13-14)

gedw, naBapLobntt  (PsT 292:10)

Matt. 8:12; 13:42, S50; 22:13; 24:51; 25:30; Luke 13:28

EMEL ECTOL O Wiavuduog uar o Bpuyuog tov oboviwv
{EcclT 72:7-8)

ElxeL vap €0tiv o miauBuog uat o Rpuruog Twv odoviwy
(EcclT 199:5-6)

Matt., 9:6; Mark 2:10: Luke 5:24

EEOUOLHY EXEL O ULOG TOU QvBpwnou AUAPTLOG UQLEVEL
(PsT 158:19)

Matt. 9:20; Mark 5:25-27; Luke 8:43-44

TLOC TOUTOLG MOL 1T ALUCPPOOUTN Yuvr O AOoLg €TeCL Bwdexa,
£Ew TEYOVEV TNG 90pag TOU aMalepiou miuetog St nv £HWAVETO
TLHTELY X Tou abaodul tou xoaonedou Incou  (ZeT 57:5-7)
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Matt. 9:22; Mark 5:34; Luke B:48

[8uy latep, n nLoTLg oouw cecwwev ce  (ZeT 413:17)

Matt. 10:22; 24:13; Mark 13:13

O UROUELVAS Yap €LG TEACS 0wBNOETHL (PaT 90:12)

O UROUELVAEG ELG TEACE, OUTOG cwlnoeTal {PsT 282:1!

Matt. 10:30; Luke 12:7

newBunuevalr 1oLy ntadsel oL tprxels tng wapaing uvuwv]
(EcelT 122:19%9-20)

Matt. 10:32; Luke 12:8

TAG .. .05 EAV OHCAOYNONR €V €poL evipoCSBev Ttwv avlBpwrwyv. ..
HaYw OHoAOYNOw autov  (PsT 210:34-35)

Matt. 11:3: Luke 7:19

gu €y O epyoueves, [n gteplov npocdomwuev (PsT 133:7-8)

Matt. 11:7; Luke 7:24

TL gEnAfate €1¢ tnv £pnuov BeacuofoL; HAAIUOV UMD UVEUOU
paisvopsvov; (JobT 357:26-28)

Matt. 11:9; Luke 7:27

O BANTLIING RKEPLOCOTERQV EXWY THOPNTOU. .. (ZeT 252:13)

Matt. 11:11; Luke 7:28

EV YEWVNTOLG yuvaixwy oubeLg HeELlwv eynvyeptalr  (ZeT 105:11)

natr o ueyag Iwavvng ou HELTWY OUHELS EV YEVUNTOLS YUVRLHWY
nyepén (ZeT 358:26-27}

o Rantiotng Iwavvng ov MELZWVY QLUBELS €V FYEVVNTOLS YUVQRLHWY
YEYOVEVY (ZeT 368:15-16)

Matt., 11:15; 13:9: 13:43; Luke B8:8; 14:33

O €YWwv wig aMmouvetly axovetw (PsT 308:12)



178/ Didymus and the Gospels

Matt. 11:16-17; Luke 7:32

matHrolg HABNUEVOLG €V aYopO MAL PwVoUTLV ETEROV IPOG TO
ETEPOY E£9QNVNOQUEY UULY A0t OUM ExOoPadBe, NUANCUUEY VULV
o, oux opynoacfe  (BcclT 73:1-2)

Matt. 11:16-18; Luke 7:31-32

TLVL CUOLWOW TNY TEVEAV TOAUTNV;...0U0Ld EO0TLY TaLdLoLg
EV QY0P MAONUEVOLS, @ KEOCQWVEL ETEPA EPOG ETEPA AEYOVIEG-
[UANCAQUEY LULV AL OUM woxnoadfe, €8pnvnsaUEV DMLV XaL OUK
enopacBe. . .nhBev Iwavvng unie €cdiwv unte nivwv {EcclT 358:26-
359:2}

Matt., 11:19: Luke 7:34

ote 0 nAfBev Inooug, OV ELPNHAEV- PAYOV HAL OLVOKOTINV...
(EcclT 73:13-14)

edinoLwdn yap [n cogula ano twv Texvwy auing {EcclT 159:1-2)

Matt. 11:21: Luke 10:13

otL €L ev Tupw xay Zubove oL BUVANELS EYLVOVTO, TaAdL av
v gaxxw HoL onobw wabnuevolr uetevonoav  (PsT 136:18-19)

oual ool Xopaliv. ouaL 0ot Bnocatda. otL L ev Tupw ol

Ze8wvl £YEVOVTIO daL SUVAUELG AL YEVOUEVAL €V UMLV, Tahai oV
ey gaurw Hol onobw wladnu levolr uetevoncav  (PsT 236:5-7)

Matt. 11:23: Luke 10:15

Kapapvaouy N €wg oupavou avafnon; =swg adou watofPacinon
(JobT 313:23-25)

®al ov, Kapopvoaov, n ewg oupavou ubwinon, swg abou xwata-
BeBacbnon  (PsT 150:3-4)

Kapupvaou, n ews oupavou vidbwdnon, ews adbou uatafupactnon
(PsT 201:30)

Matt. 11:25; Luke 10:21

cEGUOADYOVUNL TOL TETEP HUPLE TOU QUPAVOU HAL Ing Yng
{GenT 223:10-11)

gsfoucioynooual oo, [ratep], MUpLE TOU OUPAVOU HAL NG ¥YNg,
et{L enpudlog ta BELA QN0 COPWV HEL CUVETWVY, HIAL AXEMAALPAC
auta [wvnmioleg (PsT 300:16-18)
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Matt. 11:25; Luke 10:21 (cont.)

gEouoloynooualL cot, ot expulag tavia [ano copwv] nal
ouvliet Juv xar avelna livgag auta vnnrorg {(PsT 312:21.22)

Matt. 12:41-42; Luke 11:31-32

...naBa war Nivevi[tall toug Iouvbaioug matamwpt voulor un
teL08eviag tw cwinpi, avtol nletleicusvor tw wnpupatt Iwlval
nEPL HETavoLag mutayyeLialvtolg. GXAo ML TO REPL TNG
Baouii{Zocg) feBa deyopevov tng autnlg] SLuvoLag EOTL TUALATTUATLHOV
{JobT 3:7-14)

Matt, 12:45; Luke 11:26

TVELURTA ETEQA ETTA ADVNOPCTEQNR QUTOU, SLUSPXETUL Mol
MOETOLMEL, MOL YLVETQL TE €0X0TH TOU dAvBpWROU EMELVOU XELDOVA
Twv Rowtwv (ZeT 88: 2-5)

Matt., 13:5-6; Mark 4:6-7

nata toug ev 1n napaBoinl wn eug Badog tov onopolv anlobefa-
HEVOUS HalL L monecovlTtag Tw dAoYHWw TNg afantiag] {JobT 80:17-20)

Matt. 13:8, 23

o onopog o meodwv €L{g wainv ynlv, ov eRaklev Indoug wate
EHOTOVTUTAROLOVA YEVECBOL HXL EMATOV HAL E€ENMHOVIA KOl TPLIKOVIQ
(PsT 233:28-29)

HOVOV €va Twy MAPMWY THG YNNG ITNG AYLAS PEPWV. O HEV YEQ
exatov, o [be ebnuovia .l o &e tpLamovia (PsT 259:33-34)

Matt. 13:31; Luke 13:19

OUOLY ECTLY Tw MOHME TOU GLVITEWS (PsT 318:28-319:1)

Matt. 16:24; Mark 8:34; Luke 9:23

gL Tifg Belder onow pou erBerv... (EBcclT 81:14)
€L TLG Belel OomLoOWw ucu €rferv... (GenT 209:13)
€L TLg OekeL OMLOW WOUL €A8eLv... (PsT 112:14)

€L TLg BeElel OnNLow MOoL erleLv, apvn[oasd Ju €ALTOV AL APUTW
TOV OTAUPOV aLTOU KoL axoloudertw uor (PsT 198:21-22)
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Matt. 16:24; Mark 8:34: Luke 9:23 [(cont.)

gL t1¢ Beler OMLOW HOU EABELV, angpwvnoacbr EQUIOV, ML
QOUTW TOV CTAUPOV QUTOU, HElL OHCIAOUIELTW LOL (ZeT 133:8-10)

Matt. 16:25; Mark B8:35: Luke 9:24

0 8egiwv Tnv LUYNY QUTOU EULELY, ARDAEDEL QUINw. © 66
EULLOMEY QUINY, QECAAUSLY aUINVv  {EcclT 77:25-26)

Matt. 16:28; Mark 9:1; Luke 9:27

[Zlutrnpog 120t Twyv Bavatou un YEVOuEvwv-: ELOL TLveg Twv wbe
eginreTwy  (GenT 136:17-18)

ELOLY TLVESG Twv whbe eotlnlvotwy, oL oL un yevowvtatr B[avaltou
(JobT 148:21-23)

ELOLV TLVEG Twv wde eotnuotwy (ZeT 53:11-12)
eLoL TLve[g Twv wde €JOTAUOTWV OLTLVESG OU un YyeEuowvial

galvatou] (ZeT 392:9-10)

Matt, 19:27: Mark 10:28

LOOU NUELS QPIHAUEV RIVTO HAL NHOAOLBNKHAMEV CCL (GenT
209:19)

Matt. 20:28; Mark 10:45

Te8eL Tyl HEV OUV QUINV AUTPOV AVItL TChAwv auiny dedwHwg
(ZeT 301:5-6)

Beirg tnv puxnv pou xaL BOUg AUTNY AUTPEOV AVTL TOMAWVY
(ZeT 308:15-16}

gTaupw Te Yap xol uedtiilyv neprelaiov tov Bovra tnv duxnv
autou Avutpov... {(ZeT 324:23-24)

TV fuxnv €autou...Lefelgay AUTeoV avtL RoAAwv  (ZeT 354:18-19)

Matt, 21:2; Mark 11:2; Luke 19:3C

O UMD Twv OROCTUAEVIWNV XPOEC TOL MHULLOU Uafntwv €Lg Inv
Matevavty Hwunv ovog Avloluevog... (GenT 52:6-7)

€V 101¢ EuaYYEALOLS YPUPETQAL TEPL TOU QN0 1TNS HATEVOAVTL
HRUNG AUBEVTOC RwioUL Lva EPog Tov Incouv gAln, einuepwBnooupevou
EnXLAOVTOS QUTW TOU ZwInpog: E€Lpnial Yo OTL OURW TOTE
enaBlLoev €1’ auicv avBpwrwv TLg {(ZeT 221:21-24)
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Matt., 22:21: Mark 12:17; Luke 20:25

anofote ta ToL Beov tw Bew (PsT 155:11)

Matt, 22:289; Mark 12:24

whavlialode un eLdoteEg Tag ypapag knde tnv Suvaupiv tolul
Ogouv  (PFsT 1:23-24)

Matt., 22:32: Mark 12:27:; Luke 20:38

0 RPeog our edTLv VEHPwyY oiia  Lwvtwv  {EcclT 199: 7)
o PAECg...0UH ECTLY VEHZWY AAAX [wviww (EcelT 312:17-18)
OUM  EC0TLV...0 Be0¢ VEUpwY aira Twvtwv (PsT 276:2)

Matt. 22:39; Mark 12:31, 33: Luke 10:27; Rom. 13:9: Gal. 5:14
James 2:8; Lev., 19:18

Lotoug &7 abLnoug MEL TOVNPOUS, MR GYATACAVTAG TOV RANGLOV
WG EQUTOUG, QLOREMPN €15 Moraoiyv (ZeT 178:5-6)

Matt. 23:25: Luke 11:39

.10 eEwl[Blev 10U ToTnpLouv uabaptlovieg {GenT 125:19)

Matt. 23:35: Luke 11:50-51

gnltnonoetar Moy auy & JingLov EXHEYUHEVOV ETL TAS YNg
ano ting yeveog] tavitngl (GenT 181:17-19)

Tav ALLY BLMALOY EMMEYXUUEVOY ETL TNg vng exdbiunbnostas
GNO THG YEVERS Taving...axo ABer tou Simaiwou  (PsT 70:14-15)

Matt. 23:37:; Luke 13:34

nooaxi g n8eAnoa, Mot oux nfeincate (PsT 134:2)

Matt. 23:37-38; Luke 13:34-35

IepOUGUANYM N ATOUTEL VATYE TOUG TPOPNTAC...L 0L apLesal
VULV 0 oLmog Luwv  (PsT 186:28-29)

Matt. 23:38; Luke 13:35

LBou apreTar vuLy o ouxog ulwy  {EcclT 345:11)
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Matt. 23:38; Luke 13:35 (cont.)

LH0U OQRLETOL UHLY O OLMOE UMWV {ZeT 237:16)
LOOU QDLETAL UHLY O OLHOG VUwY SpUU0CS (ZeT 325:11~12)

LB0U QOLETHL UMLY O DLUOG UUWV (ZeT 367:10)

Matt. 24:3; Mark 13:4: Luke 21:7

etontal 8 MOL - OTE TAUTA ELVaL (PsT 12:7)

Matt. 24:19; Mark 13:17: Luke 21:23

ouar TaLg ev yactilpt eycluoawg wor talvle 8hixalloucarg
(EcclT 173:25)

cuat OE TalLg €V YAUIPL €YouvoaLg ualL tatg Onialoudalg
eneLvn T nuepa  (GenT 245:19-20)

Matr. 24:29; Mark 13:24: Isa. 13:10

O NAL0G...0M0TLOANDETEL HAL 1 CEANVN oU SwoeEL 10 PG
autng {EBcelT 340:20-21)

0 NALog ouotLoBngesar xaL n geinlvn ou] dwoel Quwg auing
(PsT 16:14-15)

Matt. 24:31; Mark 13:27

S5U0VETIOV €LRELY TEHTOVNS TECOULAC TOUS QROUTAAEVIAG BYYEAQUG
CUVAYRYELY TOUG EMAEMTODG TOU BE0L &M TwVv TESCUPWY AVELWV. ..
{(ZeT 21:16-21)

aTocTEANECOQL TOUG QAYYEAQUG CUVIYRYELY TOUC EUNEUTOUE EM
TWY TECTHPWY AVELWY {ZeT 30:25-26)

Matt. 24:35; Mark 13:31. fuke 21:33

WE YUP OL AOYOL QUTOU OU MEPEPXOVTIIL HOAV O OUPAVLOG HOL
n yn nepexfn (EcclT 87:22-23)

“{adv o oupavog ovy [WalL n yn map lerdn uevoudgiv ou Ingou
yovour... (PsT 160:3-4;}

HOV YOP O OLUPAVOS HUL TN YN TEPEADN, HEVOUOLV AUTOL OL
LoYOoL (PsT 337:8-9)

LEVOVTWY TWV AOYWVY QUTOU KAV O oupavog ®al n yn rnepeibBwalv
(ZeT 55: 26--27)
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Matt. 24:35: Mark 13:31; Luke 21:33 (cont.)

oU MOQEPYOVIGL ©t tou Inoou Aovoi, wIv Tapehdn o ougaveg
waL noyn  (ZeT 128:23- 24!

Matt. 24:42, 43,

L

25:13: Mark 13:35; Luke 12:39

yenyopevtiel ot oun ovbate mora wolal o wientng epystal
{JobT 88:15-16)

Matt. 24:45; Luke 12:42

[tig apa €loTvyv o miotog mat gpoviuog  {(EcclT 46:293)

Matt. 25:21, 23

crcgpyeltal)] v TRy xapuv TOU MUPLOV eautow  (EcclT 72:5)

grogpycrelvog] g v yapav tov rugLol savtouv  {EcclT
199:4)

eLoeRdE LS TNV Yapav Tou nuptou gou  (JobT 86:1-2)

€1’ 0htyuv MLOTOG YLVOUEVOSG, €LG TNV XYOUPaV TOU TATETLOU HaL
ToU feou groepyeTar  (PsT £:20-21)

eL0gA0E SLg TNV YAOoNY TOU MUpLOL dou  (ZeT 260:8)

Matt, 25:26; Luke 19:22

avipwrs douke movnpe, 1 ndelg OTL ALpw O QUK EONHA...
Beptlw OROU OUM E0RELRE  {PsT 251:23-24)

Matt. 26:13; Mark 14:9

QUTW KL TO EVAYYEALOV EV OAw Tw HOOU®w [MEUNPUM JTEL...
(GenT 1B3:14)

Matt. 26:24: Mark 14:21

wehov [nvl avtw, . ouwn evlevvndnl (EcclT 172:24)
uarov [nv autw ev oul veyelvlvnio (EcclT 175:22)

wadov nv autlw ev oudn evyevndn o avépunog slueivole
(JobT 62:7-8)

maiov nv avtlw £]u oun [eyevundln  (JobT 289:14-15)
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Matt, 26:31: Mark 14:27

TAVIES VUELS onavdbalioOnoeoBe (PsT 33:12)

Matt., 26:34; Mark 14:30

APLY GAERTOPY Pwvnioal, TELG UE HIAPVNOEL (JobT 375:27-28)

TOLV AAEKTOPX HPwVviodL, TELS UE ATApVNON (PsT 148:18)

Matt. 26:48: Mark 14:44

.LeEXO0uCiLy enL guvinudetr Tou INOOL O0TL OUIOS ECTLY,
uparnoate avtiolv (PsT 293:28)

Matt. 26:49; Mark 14:45: Luke 22:47

ote erey{elv otL paBBiL nat epiinosyv avilolv (PsT 293:16)

Matt, 27:40: Mark 15:29

OUE O MUTOAUWY TOV VAOY HEL £V TPLOLY NUERALE OLxodouwv
autov  {(PsT 29:5)

oUR O MATOAUWY TOV vaov Tou Beou ulat] dra 10Lwy nuepwy
EYELPpwY autov (ZeT 341:6-7)

Matt. 27:42: Mark 15:31

aARQUG EOWUEV, EnUTOV OU BuvaTtai owowl  (ZeT 341:7)

Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16; John 1:27

OUM E€LHL LHOVOS, LVX AUCGW TOV LHAVTE TwV UROBNEatwy avTov
{PsT 130:18)

Mark 2:9: John 5:8, 11

arr’ QUTOG AcuEov aLper tov xpaPoutlolv moL TEpLnETEL
(PsT 291:21}

Mark 5:30; Luke 8:46

wg €v Tw uno tou Inoou reylouevwl. ndato uou TLg
(ZeT 34:7-8)
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Mark 8:38; Luke 9:26

05 £av groLoyuvin LE Matr Toug Aoyoug uwou... {PsT 93:18)

£av oLV grorayuvein Tov Ingouv MUL TOUS AQYOUG GUTOU...
{PsT 288:7)

Luke 3:6; Isa. 40:5

war oderatr taca gapfi 1o [owltnerov touv Geov  (GenT 153:8-9)

wyy odetatr raoa [clack toowtnpLov tov Zsou (GenT 198:23-24)

Luke 8:16; 11:33

ouberg ... ahag AUYVOV ELG HEeunTay Tidnowy n une olxguog nl
MALvnv, @AL' ERL TRV AUXVLAV, LVa TQVIES CL €V If oMLK
oplwjorv To pwg (ZeT 65:12-14)

Luke 14:11: 18:14

0 Yop TANELVEV EqLTOV upednogtar rat [0 U Jpov gautov
Taretvwdnoctar (JobT 121: 18-20)

oTansivav sautov Udelinoetal HoL opa YE TAS O LbWY EATOV
tanelvwdncetar (PsT 201:32-33)

THg...0 TANELVWY E0UTOV uphndnocetal {(PsT 264:29-~30!

Luke 15:23: 15:27, 30

00TLE ML, CLTEUTOS £v 11 [MreaBokn TOU ELAYYEALOU ELpnTat...
(JobT 12:11-13)

John 5:24: 1 John 3:14

..GueTaRwpey ex Tou Bavatou e1¢ Tnv Lwnv  (ZeT 105:22)

John 6:33, 35, 41, 48, 50, 51, 58

X ] z z

QPTOC OUTOG OUM ECTLVY 0 atodntog, alla TEDL OU AEYETAL OTL
el ouvpavou uataBefnuev aptog 1ng Lwng (EcclT 316:14-15)

L LTAPEYWY QUIOLE TOV GRTIOV INng CZwng tov oupav(ofev walrio-
BaLvovia, TAg CUPHMOC QUTOU TUYXAVOLORS BEwoLg ainfivn
(PsT 182:10~11)
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John 6:33, 35, 41, 48, 50, 51, 58 {cont.)

OL QAMOTTPEDOUEVOL TNV XPNOLV TOU apTou NG Jwng oL Twv
gapxwy INCou qL €13ty apTog Lwng, apTog ainbevag U ToU
oupavou ratafog. .. (ZeT 119:12-15}
John 6:35, 48

SOTLY YOO ®OL Aptog Zwng  (PsT 50:14)

L. LRRESTLAPNCAY TOV opTOov Tng Lwng  {PsT 196:16)

g38LEy Tov gptov tng Lwng {PsT 220:3)

0 aptog tng LZwng  (PsT 237:9)

OTAV OUV AYLOS Tpagn Tov apTtov T8 Lwing] (PsT 331:13-14)

John 10:3, 16, 27

Ta vap CUVOYOUEVR Totpvia e€n Twlv mpo lBotev Twy aHOUOVTWY
TG QWS JUTOU .. . (EceclT 38:10-11)

outoy npoBaltal evarv povng Qevng INCoU AMOUOVIES. JOvOov
arououdLv Twv Ypadwv {(EcclT 38:19)

winvn de owlougva Ta tnv pwvny Ingou axmovoviy wpolaty
(2T 27:29-30}

woten de wowunv agliotlog...dveotn &1L tw veuety [tal
FpofaTo T Tng govng Inoou axououwta  {ZeT 103:11-13)

John 11:25; 14:6

eyw st n Zwr {GenT 106:2-3)
evw etut n Zwn (PsT 147:12)

eyw €LpL n Twn (PsT 239:32)

Jobn 17:21, 22

e T

50¢ QUTOLG LV WILY EV EV NuLv, ®aBwg £yw HaL oY v EQUEV
(ZeT 268:19-20}



Chapter IV

The Gospel Text of Didymus: Quantitative Analysis

For over two hundred years textual critics analyzed and
classified NT MSS by tabulating their agreements whenever they
varied from the TR. Although used from the inception of the
discipline, this practice did not find an adequate theoretical
rationale until Karl Lachmann popularized his dic%um that
"identity of reading implies identity of origin." Lach~
mann's position was eventually buttressed by Westcott and
Hort's understanding of the history of the NT text : in 1%02
Kirsopp lLake argued that since the Byzantine text (Westcott
and Hort's "Syrian") came to dominate the tradition in the
Middle Ages, earlier forms of text were partially preserved in
docunents not completely conformed to the Byzantine standard.
For this reason, to ascertain the true lineage of a MS, one
need only remove the Byzantine corruptions and compare the
remaining portions of text. This is readily done by collating
against the TR and comparing variants. B. H. Streeter
gave an eloquent exposition of this method as late as 1936.

By the middle of the present century, textual critics
came to recognize the insurmountable deficiencies of the tra-

lFor a more detailed account of the rise of this tra-
ditional method of MS analysis and the development of contem-
porary methods as reactions against it, see my article
"Methodological Developments in the Analysis and Classi-
fication of New Testament Documentary Evidence," NovT,
forthcoming.

21ntroduction and Appendix, vol. II, The New Testament in
the Original Greek (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1881).

3Qodex 1 of the Gospels and Acts (Cambridge: University

Press, 1902) xxiii.

4In that same year, but gquite independently of Lake,
Edgar Goodspeed applied a similar principle in his analysis,
The Newberry Gospels (Chicago: University Press, 1902).

5Ihe Four Gospels: A Study of Origins, 5th impression
{London: Macmillan, 1936) 25-76, esp. 39-45. Streeter's
straightforward statement of his methodological conclusion is
worth citing: this "is a canon of first importance. of Mss,
whether Greek or Latin, later than the fifth century, only
those readinas need be noted which differ from the standard
text (p. 44, emphasis his).

187
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ditional method of MS analysis and classification.6 The
method may provide a "rough and ready" measure of textual
consanguinity. But overlooking documentary agreements in
readings ghared with the TR-~readings that often prove to be
very ancient, if not genuine-~can seriously skew the picture
of textual alignments. For this reason, the traditional
method of classification has given way to a more sophisticated
method of quantitative analysis, originally devised by E. C.
Colwell, former professor of NT at the University of Chicago.
Instead of counting agreements in variation from an extrinsic
norm, such as the TR, the newer method tabulates a witness's
proportional agreements with carefully selected textual repre-
sentatives in al) units of variation judged to be genetically

6The death knell for the method was sounded in 1945 by
Bruce M. Metzger, “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels," re-

printed in his chapters in the History of New Testament
Textual Criticism {(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1963) 42~72. Subse-

quent research confirmed Metzger's findings. 1In addition to
the articles of E., C. Colwell cited in the following note,

see esp. Harold Murphy, "Eusebius' New Testament Text in the
Demonstratio Evandgelica,® JBL 78 {1354) 162-68; Gordon D. Fee,
"codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: A Contribution to
Methodology in Establishing Textual Relationships," NTS 15
(1968-69) 23~44; Idem, "The Text of John in Origen and Cyril
of Alexandria: A Contribution to Method in the Recovery and
Analysis of Patristic Citations,"™ Bib 52 (1971} 357-%4. It
should be noted that even in the earliest period of research
not everyone was oblivious to the methodological flaws of the
traditional system of classification. See, e.g., the scathing
assessment of Griesbach's Symbolae criticae (2 vols., Halle,
1785} by Archbishop Richard Laurence, Remarks o Systema~
tic Classification of Manuscripts apt Griesbach in his
Edition of the New Testament (Oxford, 1814), reprinted in the
Biblical Repertory 2 (1826) 33-95.

7see his revised and updated essays in Studies in Method-
ology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1969), esp. "Method in Locating a Newly Discovered
Manuscript," 26-44; and "Method in Establishing Quantitative
Relationships Between Text~Types of New Testament Manu-
scripts," (with Ernest W. Tune), 56-62. The superiority of
Cclwell's methods was demonstrated by several subsequent stu-
dies, most notably Gordon D. Fee, "Codex Sinaiticus," and
Larry Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodolo nd the Pre-Caes
Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981). The analysis used in
this chapter essentially follows the quantitative method as
outlined by Fee and Hurtado.
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significant.

In a pioneering article on the guantitative method of
analysis, Colwell, in collaboration with Ernest Tune, observed
that closely related MSS, such as Vaticanus and Sinaiticus,
agree in approximately 70% of all instances of genetically
significant variation, while being separated from their next
closest textual relations by about 10%. Colwell and Tune
reasoned by extrapolation that MSS belonging to the same
textual group would normally stand in comparable proxi-
mity both to one another (at least a 70% agreement) and to
witnesses of other groups (a 10% gap).

A thorough testing of Colwell's method in recent years
has effected several modifications. The most significant
breakthrough came in W. L. Richard's demonstration that no set
rate of agreement among MSS of a group can be anticipated at
the outset of an analysis; the different textual groups must
be allowed 80 set their own levels of agreements, and these
will vary. In his careful study of the MSS of the Johannine
Epistles, for example, Richards showed that members of most of
the Byzantine subgroups agree in the vicinity of 90% of all
variation. Nevertheless, subsequent research has supported
one important aspect of Colwell's conclusions. Several stu-

dies, including Richards's, have shown that Alexandrian wit-
nesses do tend to agree together in about 70% of all instances
of variation. This conclusion proves significant for the

8Variants are “genetically significant" when they indi-
cate textual relationship. Thus a guantitative analysis does
not consider variants that are readily attributed to scribal
error {e€.g. nonsense readings) or to common scribal predilec~
tion (e.g. nu-movable, itacism, oUtw/00tws, etc.). For a
demonstration of the genetic insignificance of these kinds of
variation, see W. L. Richards, The Classifjication of the Greek
Manuscripts of the Johannine Epistles (SBLDS 35. Missoula:
Scholars Press, 1977) 33-41. Furthermore, a guantitative
analysis does not take singular readings into account, since
these also do not demonstrate a MS's affinities with other
MSS.

"Method in Establishing Quantitative Relationships," 59.

Richards, Classification, 43-68.

1lgordon D. Fee, in an important methodological study,
{"The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A
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analysis of a witness, such as Didymus, who could be suspected
on a priori grounds to preserve an Alexandrian text. And the
suspicion receives a remarkable confirmation when Didymus's
text is subjected to a thorough-going gquantitative analysis.

Pidymus's Affinities in Matthew

Didymus guotes Matthew more extensively than the other
Synoptic Gospels. When these quotations (and usable allu-
sions) are collated against the MSS representing the major
textual groupings in Matthew, 163 units of genetically signi-
ficant variation are uncovered. A rank ordering of the repre-
sentative witnesses according to their proportional agreements
with Didymus in these readings results in the alignments set
forth in Table I (p. 191).

A close examination of these data reveals that this list
requires a minor adjustment before it accurately reflects
Didymus's textual affinities in Matthew. Codex A is simply
too fragmentary here to be construed as evidence that Didy-
mus's text stood in close proximity to an early strand of the
Byzantine tradition--a conclusion that otherwise would have to
be drawn. It should seem obvious that since A does not pre-
serve even one-eighth of the total number of readings under
consideration (20/163), its testimony must be discounted.
This assumption is borne out by considering the alignments of
the other Byzantine witnesses (TR, E, A, W, I ,8), wit-
nesses that normally agree extensively with A. These docu-
ments align themselves with Didymus +20% less than does A.

Contribution to the Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis
of Patristic Citations,"™ Bib 52 [1971] 357-94) showed that
although the "primary Alexandrian® witnesses can agree with
one another in excess of 80%, the 70% level of agreement holds
true for the "secondary Alexandrians." These findings were
confirmed in his subsequent study, "P75, P66, and Origen: The
Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria," in New Dimen-
slons in New Testament Studies, ed. Richard N. Longenecker and
Merrill C. Tenney (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1974) 19-45.
Similarly, Richards demonstrated that the Alexandrian wit-
nesses have their highest level of agreements at 70% in the
Johannine Epistles, desgpite the fact that members of other
textual groups agree among themselves at higher levels
(Classification, 43-129).

See pp. 13-15 above.
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Table I

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional
Agreement With Didymus in Genetically Significant
Variation in Matthew
(163 units of variation)

1A 16/20 (80.0%)
2, UBS 111/163 (68.1%)
3. 33 108/163 {66.3%)
4. L 104/157 (66.2%)
5. 892 106/161 (65.8%)
6. N 106/162 {65.4%)
7. € 80/123 (65.0%)
8. B 105/163 (64.4%)
9. It 102/163 (62.6%)
10. 9 100/162 (61.7%)

11. fam 13 100/163 (61.3%)

12, E 100/163 (61.3%)
13. TR 99/163 (60.7%)
14. fam 1 98/163 (60.1%)
15. & 97/163 (59.5%)
16. © 88/159 (55.3%)
17. W 88/161 ({54.7%)
18, 1241 72/134 (53.7%)
15, e 24/46 (52.2%)
20. D 62/132 (47.0%)
21, a 60/130 (46.2%)
22. b 54/127 (42.5%)
23. k 32/76 (42.1%)

For these reasons, A cannot be used to determine Didymus's
textual affinities in Matthew.

This procedure of eliminating from consideration largely
fragmentary witnesses raises an inevitable question: exactly
what length of text is required for an aralysis of this sort?
No hard and fast rule has emerged for deciding the issue.

Each instance must be considered individually. One should
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probably question, for example, whether the 0l1d Latin MS k can
be used for the analysis of Matthew, since it contains fewer
than half of the readings under consideration. But it should
be noted that the relationship of this MS to Didymus corres-
pondg closely to that of the other representatives of the
wWestern group (D, a, b, e). Apparently, then, X preserves
enough text to be used for the analysis.

After the testimony of A is discounted, Table I is seen
to contain clear blocks of witnesses in close agreement. In
general, the seven leading Alexandrian witnesses {excluding
1241) top the list, while the five Western documents come at
the end. Between these two blocks stand representatives of
the Byzantine and Caesarean texts, in no clear~cut pattern.
Equally noticeable, however, is the absence of major breakg
between these blocks of witnesses. Leaving the TR and UBS
out of consideration for the moment, the clearest breaks occur
between B and 11 (1.8% difference), & and Q (4.2% differencej,
1241 and e (1.5% difference), and e and D (5.2% difference).
The last of these breaks holds no great significance since MS
e is so fragmentary in Matthew {containing only 46/164 units
of variation under examination). The amount of text preserved
in MS e is adequate to establish a basic alignment: it joins
the other Western witnesses at the bottom of the list. But
the sparsity of its attestation should caution against making
too much of its distance from D and the others.

Thus one is left with three groupings of witnesses: (1)
Alexandrian documents which vary from one another only +1.9%
in relationship to Didymus, (2) a group of Byzantine and
Caesarean documents which split into two groups, the first
varying among themselves +3.1% and the second +1.6%, and (3) a
group of Western witnesses which vary among themselves +10.1%.
This comparative disparity among the Western sources derives,
no doubt, from the widely recognized uncontrolled character of
the text-type.

One witness requiring special attention at this Jjuncture
is codex 1241, a document commonly assigned to the Late-
Alexandrian group. Why is it that 1241 exhibits such a low
proportion of agreement with Didymus (53.7%), falling to the
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bottom of the Byzantine and Caesarean block of witnesses?

Here it can only be pointed out that no thorough analysis of
the document has been published, and its text of Matthew has
occasionally been linked to the Byzantine tradition. In
view of the ambiguity of its witness, it should not be used to
define more carefully Didymus's textual alignments in Matthew.

The breakdown of witnesses into groups, which may at
first appear unconvincing in view of thé absence of major gaps
between representatives of the different text-types, becomes
more compelling when the aggregate relationships of known
group members are tabulated. Here the work of earlier critics
in establishing the textual consanguinity of these representa-
tives must be assumed. Furthermore, witnesses which have
been shown to be unusually fragmentary or aberrant (A, 1241)
cannot be used for the tabulation. The role of the modern
editions is more ambiguous, since, on the one hand, UBS and
TR are not, strictly speaking, Early Alexandrian and Byzantine
documents, but, on the other hand, do represent eclectic texts
drawn primarily from these traditions. For this reason, two
sets of tabulations will be provided, one with and the other
without the testimony of the editions.

The aggregate relationships of all the representative
witnesses with Didymus in Matthew is set forth in Table II
(pp. 194-95}.

Here the breakdown of witnesses is much clearer than when
the documents were considered individually. Didymus's text of
Matthew stands closest to the Alexandrian witnesses. When
the testimony of UBS is taken into account, Didymus stands
equally close to the earlier and later strands of this tradi-
tion (66.0% and 65.9% respectively). Without the text of
UBS , however, Didymus's agreement with the earlier strand
drops a full percentage point, making him more closely aligned

13Thus Kirsopp Iake and Silva New, Six Collations of New
Testament Manuscripts (HTS, xvii; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1932) 95. See further, pp. 205, 212 below.

Hsee e.g. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its
mission, Corruption, and Restoration, 2nd ed. (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1968) 36-66; 213-19.
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Table II

Proportional Relationship of All Witnesses With Didymus
Arranged by Textual Group in Matthew

Agreements Disagreements

EARLY AL%XANDRIAN:
UBS
N
B
Totals 3
Totals w/o0 UBS

LATE ALEXANDRIAN:

c

L

33

B9z

Totals
(Average Alexandrian)
(Average Alexandr%an

w/o UBS }

CAESAREAN:
g
fam 1
fam 13
Totals

BYZANTINE:
TR

O B M

L)

Totals
Totals w/0 TR

111
106
105
322
211

80
104
108
106
398
720

609

88
98
100
286

929
100
88
97
102
100
586
487

52
56
58
166
114

43
53
55
55
206
372

320

71
65
63
199

64
63
73
66
61
62
389
325

3 Agreement

66.0%
64.9%

65.9%
65.9%

65.6%

59.0%

60.1%
60.0%
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Table II (cont.)

Agreements Disagreements % Agreement
WESTERN:
D 62 70
a 60 70
b 54 73
e 24 22
4 32 44
Totals 232 279 45.4%

with the Late Alexandrians. A significant gap now separates
the Alexandrian group from the Byzantine, with which Didymus
averages a 60.1% agreement when TR is included (a drop of 5.8%
from the Late Alexandrians) and 60.0% when it is not (a drop
of 5.9%). Didymus agrees with the Caesarean witnesses at about
the same rate--59.0%, a drop of 6.9% from the Late Alexan-
driang. The close proximity of the Byzantine and Caesarean
groups should not be at all surprising, both in view of the
alignments of their individual representatives and in view of
the inability of prior research to establish a Caesarean
tradition in Matthew. The most significant aspect of this
collocation of witnesses is the strikingly low support for
Didymus by the Western group. Removed by 13.6% from their
nearest neighbors, the Western witnesses agree with Didymus in
an aggregate of only 45.4% of all variation,

In short, these figures show that in Matthew Didymus is a
decidedly Alexandrian witness, standing somewhat closer to the
later strand of that tradition. Furthermore, Didymus's text
shows little or no evidence of Western contamination,

Residual Methodological Concerns

Before extending this analysls to the other three Gos-
pels, some final methodological issues must be addressed.
First, one must gquestion even more rigorously the significance
of the relatively even progression of relationships to Didymus
among the textual witnesses. Why is it that, with the excep-
tion of the Western group, no major breaks occur between
representatives of different text-types in Table I? Notably,
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the Alexandrian support for Didymus ranges from 66.3% (MS 33)
to 64.4% (MS B), a difference of 1.9%, while B differs from
the Byzantine witness i1 by only 1.8%. 1In this regard, it
should be recalled that Colwell and Tune concluded not only
that group members will normally agree in +70% of all varia-
tion but that they also will be separated from other group
witnesses by about about 10%. why does this analysis of
Didymus not demonstrate such clear-cut affiliations?

These are difficult questions to address, questions which
can perhaps receive no final answers. Nevertheless, two
common sense considerations serve to mitigate their force: (1)
the Patristic data are more difficult to uncover than are
those of the Greek MSS, and (2) despite this difficulty, clear
alignments of witnesses have emerged in the analysis.

First, the groupings of witnesses should be expected to
be less well defined in relationship to a Patristic source
than to the continuous Greek text of a NT MS. As previously
shown, the Fathers quoted the NT randomly and, often, inac-
curately. This makes the recovery of their text always dif-
ficult, and sometimes impossible. Methodological advances in
textual analysis simply cannot circumvent this problem:
occasionally a textual reconstruction will be in error. The
critic must therefore proceed with methodological rigor, and
apply a degree of caution when using questionable evidence.
Both of these factors--occasional errors ¢f reconstruction and
systematic caution--will have an unavoidable effect on the
statistical analysis: they will tend to "even out" differ~-
ences among the textual witnesses. Thus the absence of large
breaks hetween individual witnesses of different text-types is
not surprising. Were Didymus's continuous Gospel text fully
recovered, the textual alignments so far discerned would
doubtless become more well defined.

At the same time, it is precisely this consideration
which makes the alignments uncovered by the analysis all the
more remarkable. Table II (pp. 194-35) shows the unmistakably
Alexandrian, anti-Western quality of Didymus's Gospel text.

s
See p. 18% above.
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In view of the character of the available data, one must be
struck both by the relatively high agreement of Didymus with
the Alexandrian witnesses and the disparity between this group
and the others. Didymus must have had a very good Alexandrian
tradition at his disposal. This not only makes his uneguivo-
cal support for a given variant significant for ascertaining
the original reading, it also makes the collocation of vari-
ants potentially significant for a clearer understanding of
the Alexandrian textual tradition as a whole.

This matter of "relatively high agreement" with Alexan-
drian witnesses leads to a second set of methodological gues-
tions. How can one gauge the relative significance of these
statistical breakdowns? How, for example, can the signifi-
cance of a 65.9% agreement of Didymus with another witness be
put into perspective? Obviocusly the proportional significance
is suggested by a contrasting 45.4% agreement: Didymus is far
more Alexandrian than Western. But these statistics do not
show how good an Alexandrian witness he is. They do not show,
that is, how closely he relates to the other Alexandrian
witnesses in comparison with the proximity of these witnesses
to one another.

In theory the comparative significance of Didymus's
alignments could be ascertained by considering them in rela-
tionship to the mutual alignments of all other witnesses. To
this end, Table III shows the agreements of all witnesses with
one another in the portions of Matthew preserved in Didymus
(p- 198).

The real significance of this table can be seen by rank-
ordering the affinities of each witness. This procedure will
show where Didymus stands in relation to witnesses whose
relationships to him have already heen established. The ques-
tions addressed by such rank~orderings are whether Didymus has
a relatively high proportion of agreements with witnesses that
appear teo be his closest allies, and, conversely, a relatively
low proportion of agreements with witnesses that appear to ke
furthest removed from his text. Leaving aside M5 A, the three
witnesses with the highest agreements with Didymus are UBS ,
33, and L. How well Didymus supports the readings found in
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witnesses can be seen in the following rank-orderings.

these
gggl

1. B (91.4%)
2. R (84.0%)
3. ¢C (82.9%)
4. 892 (80.1%)
5. fam 1 (79.4%)
6. 33 (77.3%)
7. W (75.6%)
8. 1 (74.2%)
9, E (74.2%)
10. L (73.1%)
11. TR (72.3%)
12. 8 {72.3%)
13. @ (72.2%)
14, A (71.8%)
15. fam 13 (70.6%)
16. A (70.0%)
17. 1241 (69.4%)
18. DIDYMUS (68.1%)
19. D (61.4%)
20. k (51.3%)
21. e (51.0%)
22. a (46.9%)
23. b (45.5%)

the witnesses furthest removed from his text are gauged.

6.

8.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
i5.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

1241

R
DIDYMUS
2]

fam 13
k

v e 06 O

(81.3%)
(80.7%)
(77.3%)
(77.3%)
(77.2%)
(75.0%)
(74.8%)
(74.8%)
(73.7%)
(73.6%)
(73.0%)
(73.0%)
(72.4%)
(70.1%)
(68.5%)
(65.3%)
(65.4%)
(65.0%)
(50.0%)
(50.0%)
(42.9%)
(42.0%)
(41.1%)

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

L
3
UBS

33
892

fam 13

TR

1241

A

\U

8
DIDYMUS
R

fam 1

N U e %

(73.1%)
(72.5%)
(72.4%)
(72.4%)
(72.2%)
(72.2%)
(71.2%)
(70.5%)
(69.9%)
(69.9%)
(69.7%)
(69.3%)
(69.2%)
(66.7%)
(66.4%)
(66.2%)
(65.6%)
(64.1%)
(48.8%)
(43.2%)
(40.0%)
(39.0%)
(33,9%)

Obviously Didymus does not stand in as close a relation-
ship to these texts as they stand in relationship to him.
Similar results are obtained when Didvmus's relationships to
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i»
o)
=

1. b (83.7%) 1. a (83.7%) 1. D (69.6%)
2. e (76.5%) 2. e (71.7%) 2. a (67.1%)
3. 0k (67.1%) 3. D (64.6%) 3. b (63.6%)
4. D (64.0%) 4. k (63.6%) 4. 9 (61.8%)
5. A (52.9%) 5.4 (47.1%) 5. TR (61.8%)
6. m (47.7%) 6. UBS (45.5%) 6. 11 (60.8%)
7. UBS (46.9%) 7. fam 13  (45.2%) 7. E (60.5%)
8. DIDYMUS (46.2%) 8. I (45.2%) 8. & (55.3%)
9. E (46.2%) 9, 8 (45 0%) 9. e (53.8%)
10. TR (45.4%) 10, TR (44.8%) 10. 8 s (52.5%)
11, X (45.0%) 11, E (44.4%) 11. UBS (51.3%)
12. fam 13 (44.6%) 12. B (43.5%) 12. W (50.7%)
13. 892 (43.8%) 13. 892 {43.4%) 13. K (50.7%)
4. @ (43.8%) 14, ¥ (43.1%)  14. 33 (50.0%)
15. & (43.8%) 15, R (42.7%) 15, fam 1  (50.0%)
16. C (43.2%) 16, & (42.7%) 16. B (48.7%)
17. 33 (42.0%) 17. DIDYMUS (42.5%) 17. 892 (47.4%)
18. @ (41.7%) 18, 33 (41.1%) 18, fam 13 (47.4%)
19. B (41.5%) 19. ¢ (40.4%) 1%. ¢ (44.8%)
20. 1241 (40.0%) 20. L (39.0%) 20. L (43.2%)
21. fam 1  (40.0%)  21. 1241 {38.1%) 21. DIDYMUS (42.1%)
22. W (38.4%) 22. W (36.4%)  22. 1241 (41.1%)
23, L (33.9%) 23, fam 13 (36.3%) 23. A (0.0%)

These are puzzling alignments indeed. For MS k Didymus
is ranked where one wculd expect, near the bottom of the list.
But he is proportionally as close to MS b as he iz to UBS and
he stands in closer proximity to M5 a than to any other wit~
ness. How can these facts be explained?

Before addressing this question directly, it is important
to note one other puzzling feature of these lists: many other
witnesses in them do not stand where one would expect. Only
the Western witnesses show consistent alignments, standing
together at the top of the rank-orderings for group members
and at the bottom of those for Alexandrian witnesses (with the
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exception of MS e in relationship to MS k, where both texts
are highly fragmentary). Other witnesses tend to fall ran-
domly, showing no inner group adhesion. Taking one example,
the Late Alexandrian M5 L has as its closest allies, as one
would expect, other Alexandrian witnesses: UBS (73.1%), C
(72.5%), and 33 (72.4%). But the Byzantine M$ E stands in
proportionally the same relationship to L as does 33, in stark
contrast to the other Byzantine documents (e.g. TR, 69.9%; W,
66.4%). And the otherwise closely related Sinaiticus stands
relatively far removed (65.6%). Such unexpected alignments
can be found in the rank-orderings of virtually every witness.

What conclusion can be drawn from these findings? Simply
this: these textual alignments occur in portions of text
which have been collected at random. There is no escaping
this circumstance for the simple reason that the evidence
derives entirely from the sporadic quotations of a church
Father. As a consequence, the alignments which demonstrably
occur in these portions of text are not necessarily those that
obtain in a full analysis of all witnesses in their total
texts. In these arbitrarily preserved passages M5 L happens
to be closer to E than to K. This does not mean that these
relationships are maintained in every portion of their texts
of Matthew. Of course there is some measure of predictability
in the alignments: most Alexandrian witnesses align them-
selves, even here, with other Alexandrians. But not consis-
tently so.

These considerations require a significant methodological
conclusion. For Patristic evidence of this sort, graphics
such as Table III are of little or no value. To be sure, if
one were comparing the continuous text of one MS against the
continuous texts of others, such a graphic would prove useful.
One could then ascertain, say, the relative affiliations of x
B in relationship to D k, and draw conclusions concerning
group membership. This, in fact, has been the approach nor-
mally taken in analyses of this kind, starting with the work
of Colwell. But as this study shows, the approach does not

Is
See the works cited in n.7, p. 188, above.
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work well when seeking to portray the affinities of a highly
fragmentary and randomly selected collection of data, as is
usually the case in Patristic analyses.

How then can the relative significance of the quantified
relationships be established? Only by setting the findings
in relationship to quantified affiliations already determined
for the representative witnesses in prior studies of their
continuous texts. Thus the Colwell-Tune rule of thumb that a
group witness will agree in approximately 70% of all variation
with other group members, with a +10% disparity between
groups, can be used as a starting peint. As already sug-
gested, these numbers should be lowered somewhat in view of
the special character of Patristic gquotations and allusions
that occur freguently but sporadically, lowered perhaps to a
+65% agreement of a witness with group members with a 6-8%
disparity between groups.

Didymus's Affinities in Mark

Didymus rarely guotes the Gospel of Mark: parts of only
ten verses of the Gospel can be isolated in the Toura commen~
taries. Even more significantly, only ten units of geneti-
cally significant variation can be found among these refer-
ences. Of course, Didymus may well have quoted Mark more
frequently than this. But it is practically impossible to
isolate Marcan quotations for three reasons: (1) most of
Mark's Gospel is not "distinctive," since it was "reproducegd”
by Matthew and Luke; (2) Didymus rarely cites a uniquely
Marcan form of the text; and (3) never does Didymus identify
Mark as the author of a quotation. As a result, there are
hardly enough data to produce a quantitative analysis. Aand
even when the analysis is undertaken, the results certainly
cannot be considered reliable by themselves. This is particu-
larly unfortunate because previous research has isolated the
Caesarean text only in Mark.

These caveats notwithstanding, the evidence from Mark can
be combined with that from the other Gospels to provide an
aggregate picture of Didymus's Gospel text. As Table IV
demonstrates (p. 203), Mark's minor role in this total picture
is basically consistent with the major roles played by the



other Gospels.

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement With
Didymus in Genetically Significant Variation in Mark

Table IV
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(10 units of variation)

1. 0¥ 10/10 (100%)
2. B 9/10 (90.0%)
3. 892 9/10 (90.0%)
4. L 9/10 (90.0%)
5.¢ §/7 (B5.7%)
6. UBS 8/10 (80.0%)
7. A 8/10 (80.0%)
8. n 7/10 (70.0%)
9. © 7/10 (70.0%)
10. 6/10 (60.0%)
11. fam 13 6/10 (60.0%)
12. 579 6/10 (66.0%)
13. TR 5/10 (50.0%)
14. A 5/10 (50.0%)
15. E 5/10 (50.0%)
16. ¢ 5/10 (50.0%)
17. 33 5/10 (50.0%)
18. 1241 5/10 (50.0%)
19. b 5/10 (50.0%)
20. D 4/10 (40.0%)
21, W 4/10 (40.0%)
22. fam 1 4/10 (40.0%)
23. a 3/9  (33.3%)
24. 1/3  (33.3%)
25. e 0/1 (0.0%)

Didymus aligns most frequently with Alexandrian wit-
nesses, least frequently with Western. The peculiar alignments
of some MSS (e.g. MS 33) derive only from the extreme sparsity
of the data. 1In view of this problem, there is no reason to
analyze Didymus's text of Mark any further at this stage.
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Didymus's Affinities in Luke

The data for Didymus's text of Luke are considerably more
promising. As can be seen in the critical apparatus, Didymus
guotes and alludes to Luke extensively. A collation of the
representative witnesses in these references reveals 125 units
of variation. Significantly, the guantitative analysis set
forth in Table V demonstrates textual alignments comparable to
those already found in Matthew.

Table V
Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreements With

Didymus in Genetically Significant Variation in Luke
{125 units of variation)

3
1l. UBS 91/125 (72.8%)

2. X 88/123 (71.5%)
3. B 89/125 (71.2%)
4. L 88/125 (70.4%)
5. fam 1 87/124 (70.2%)
6. 519 85/122 (69.7%)
7. P 56/81 (69.1%)
8. 892 85/125 (68.0%)
9. 33 83/124 (66.9%)

10. ¥ 80/125 (64.0%)

11. fam 13 80/125 (64.0%)

12. & 79/124 (63.7%)

13. 1 78/125 (62.4%)

14. A 77/124  (62.1%)

15. ¢ 27/45 (60.0%)

16. 1241 75/125 (60.0%)

17. & 74/124 (59.7%)

18. W 72/124 (58.1%)

19. TR 71/125 (56.8%)

20. 69/122 (56.6%)

Q
21. b 36/86 (41.9%)
22. a 39/94 (41.5%)
23. D 46/120 (38.3%)
24. e 30/92 (32.6%)
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As in Matthew, Didymus's text of Luke stands closest to
the Alexandrian witnesses and furthest from the Western.
Between these blocks of witnesses stand the Byzantine and
Caesarean MSS in random order. There is, once again, consi-
derable disparity among the Western witnesses themselves.

Only three unexpected alignments occur here: fam 1, which
falls in the midst of the Alexandrian group, undoubtedly
because of the curious infusion of Alexandrian readings
throughout its text; C, which is highly fragmentary in Luke,
preserving only 45/125 units of variation; and, once again,
1241, whose textual character is becoming increasingly
suspect.

When the MS support for Didymus's text in Luke is broken
down by text-types, the relationships charted in Table VI
result. (In view of its peculiar alignments, 1241 is once
again not counted among the Alexandrian witnesses).

Table VI

Proportional Agreements With Didymus Arranged
By Textual Group in Luke

Agreements Disagreements % Adreement

EARLY AL%XANDRIAN:

UBS 91 34
75
P 56 25
® 88 35
B 89 36
Totals 3 324 130 71.4%
Totals w/o UBS 233 96 70.8%

1T
2See Metzger, Text, p. 21i5.
See pp. 193, 212.
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Table VI (cont.)

Agreements Disagreements % Agreenment

LATE ALEXANDRIAN:

C 27 18

L 88 37

W {(1:1-8:12) 18 15

¥ 80 45

33 83 41

579 85 37

892 85 40

Totals 466 233 66.7%
{Average Alexandrian) 790 363 68.5%
(Average Alexandrian

w/0 UBS ) 699 329 68.0%

CAESAREAN:

9 79 45

fam 1 87 37

fam 13 80 45

Totals 246 127 66.0%
BYZANTINE:

TR 71 54

A 77 47

W (8:13-24:53) 54 37

A 74 50

1 78 47

o 69 53

Totals 423 288 59.5%

Totals w/o TR 352 234 60.1%
WESTERN:

D 46 74

a 39 55

b 36 50

e 30 62

Totals 151 241 38.5%
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Here the relationships of the groups to Didymus are even
more clear-cut than in Matthew. Didymus agrees with the
Alexandrian witnesses in +68% of all variants, with a gap of
+8% between this group and the Byzantine. Of the Alexandrian
subgroups, Didymus stands closer to the earlier, with a res-
pectable 71.4% agreement. As already intimated, the Caesarean
agreement (66.0%) is higher than would be expected because of
the extensive agreement of fam 1 with Didymus. Excluding fam
1 from the tabulation would drop the Caesarean total more than
two percentage points (to 63.9%). The Western witnesses, on
the other hand, agree with Didymus in an astonishingly low
38.5% of all variation. Thus, once again, Didymus is seen to
preserve a predominantly Alexandrian text far removed from
Western influence.

Didymus's Affinities in John

Didymus quotes John more extensively than any other Gos-
pel. Collations of his guotations and allusions against the
representative witnesses reveal 128 units of variation. The
proportional relationships thereby uncovered are set forth in
Table VII (p. 208).

One is immediately struck by the failure of the guantita-
tive analysis to isolate group support for Didymus's text in
John. For the most part, the clear patterns of textual align-
ment found in the Synoptics simply do not occur here. The
only exception to this observation is, notably, the Western
group. These witnesses again form a clear block at the end of
the list, supporting Didymus in 50% or less of all variation.
Particularly noteworthy is the diversity of the Alexandrian
attestation. Several Late Alexandrian witnesses head the list
{33, €, L), although their distance from leading Caesarean and
Byzantine witnesses (fam 13, fam 1, Q) is negligible. Fur-
thermore, other Alexandrian gitnesses are found scattered
throughout the list (note P with 59.6% agreement and 892
with 57.0%). Nor can any uniformity be found among the Byz-
antine witnesses. Codex & ranks seventh on the list, remcved

only 0.3% from Didymus's closest Alexindrian allies, while
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codex A ranks nineteenth. Even more striking is the consis-
tently even distribution of witnesses. The only significant
break between individual witnesses occurs between 892 and b,
that is, at the beginning of the Western group. When the
Western witnesses are excluded, Didymus's closest ally is
separated from the most distant by only 11%.

Tapble VII
Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement With

Didymus In Genetically Significant Variation in John
{128 units of variation)

1. 33 87/128 (68.0%)
2. ¢C 36/54 (66.7%)
3, L 83/128 (64.8%)
4. fam 13 83/128 (64.8%)
5. UBS 82/128 (64.1%)
6. fam 1 82/128 (64.1%)
7.8 81/127 (63.8%)
8. P 77/121 (63.6%)
9. B 81/128 (63.3%)
10. 579 81/128 (63.3%)
11. A 64/102 (62.7%)
12, ¥ 80/128 (62.5%)
13. W 66/106 (62.3%)
14. 1241 77/124 (62.1%)
15. TR 79/128 (61.7%)
16, P 59/99 (59.6%)
17. © 76/128 (59.4%)
18. 0 76/128 (59.4%)
15. A 75/127 (59.1%)
20. » 73/128 (57.0%)

21. 892 49/86 (57.0%)

22. b 51/102 (50.08%)
23. a 50/103 (48.5%)
24. D 53/117 (45.3%)
25. e 45/103  (43.7%)
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The close proximity of all the witnesses to Didymus in
John can be seen even more clearly when the alignments are
arranged according to text-types, as is done in Table VIII.

Table VIII

Proportional Agreements With Didymus Arranged
By Textual Group in John

Agreements Disagreements % Adreement
EARLY ALEXANDRIAN:
UBS3 82 46
66
77 44
P75 59 40
R (B:39-21:25) 43 31
B 81 47
Totals 342 208 62.2%
Totals w/o0 U853 260 le2 61.6%
LATE ALEXANDRIAN:
C 36 18
L 83 45
1 66 40
¥ 80 48
33 87 41
579 81 47
892 49 37
1241 77 47
Totals 559 323 63.4%
(Average Alexandrian) 901 531 62.9%

(Average Alexandrian
w/o UBS ) 819 485 62.8%
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Table VIII (cont.)

Agreements Disagreements $ Agreement

CAESAREAN:

8 76 52

fam 1 82 46

fam 13 83 45

Totals 241 143 62.8%
BYZANTINE:

TR 79 49

A 64 38

A 75 52

fi 76 52

§ 81 46

Totals 375 237 61.3%

Totals w/0 TR 296 188 61.2%
WESTERN:

N (1:1~8:38) 30 24

D 53 64

a 50 53

b 51 51

e 45 58

Totals 229 250 47.8%

Once again, the Western witnesses stand a considerable
distance from the other groups. Nonetheless, they support
Didymus somewhat more frequently than in Matthew and Luke.
Even more significantly, the Alexandrian, Byzantine, and
Caesarean witnesses, taken as groups, vary from one another by
only 1.6%., One is tempted to draw the conclusion that Didymus
represents a thoroughly "mixed" form of text in John, a text
that is not distinctively like any one of the groups but that
represents a combination of text forms throughout the Gospel.
This would account for both the uneven Alexandrian support and
the consistently even distribution of witnesses.

Such a conclusion, however, would be premature at this
stage. First it must be determined whether these affiliations
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apply to the whole of Didymus's text of John, or whether,
instead, different textual alignments occur in different por-
tions of text. A perusal of the critical apparatus of John
suggests that Didymus's text is predominantly Alexandrian
through John 6:46. But beginning with John 6:47 one notices a
less consistent attestation of Alexandrian readings.

These impressions demand statistical verification. Table
IX shows the alignments of the representative witnesses before
John 6:47.

Table IX

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement With
Didymus In Genetically Significant variation in John 1:1-6:46
(40 units of variation)

1.co, 14/17 (82.4%)
2, UBS 31740 (77.5%)
3. B 30/40 (75.0%)
4. 33 30/40 {75.0%)
5. P 28/38 (73.7%)
6. ¥ 29/40 (72.5%)
7. P 26/37 (70.3%)
8. L 28/40 (70.0%)
9. 579 27/40 (67.5%)

10. fam 13 27/40 (67.5%)
11. fam 1  26/40 (65.0%)

12. @ 26/40 (65.0%)
13. A 25/40 (62.5%)
14. @ 24/39 (61.5%)
15. TR 24/40 (60.0%)
16. & 24/40 (60.0%)
17. 892 24/40 (60.0%)
18. 0 23/40 (57.5%)
19, ¥ 23740 (57.5%)
20. W 12721 (57.1%)
21, 1241 21/37 (56.8%)
22. b 16/30 (53.3%)
23. e 14/32 (43.8%)
24. D 12/30  (40.0%)
25. a 12/31 {(38.7%)
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As the table demonstrates, Didymus's alignments for John
1:1-6:46 are strikingly similar to those already uncovered in
the Synoptic Gospels. His closest allies are Alexandrian
witnesses, most of which agree with him in more than 70% of
all variation. This group is closely followed by Caesarean
witnesses, with 67.5%-65.0% agreement, and Byzantine, with
62.5%~57.5%. The Western representatives fall to the botton
of the list and evidence widespread divergence among them-
selves (53.3%~38.7% agreement). Notable exceptions to these
clear alignments are several Late Alexandrian witnesses which
provide an unexpectedly low support for Didymus's text: 1241,
whose textual character has already come under suspicion;

W, whose text is known to preserve a curious amount of mix-
ture; and 892.

Table X shows the alignments for John 1:1-6:46 by textual

group.

Table X

Proportional Relationships With Didymus Arranged
According to Textual Group in John 1l:1-6:46

Agreements Disagreements % Agreement
EARLY AL%XANDRIAN:
UBS 31 9
66
P 28 19
75
P 26 11
B 30 10
Totals 115 40 74.2%

3
Totals w/o UBS 84 31 73.0%



Quantitative Analysis /213

Table X (cont.)

Agreements is ents Agreement
LATE ALEXANDRIAN:
o] 14 3
L 28 12
W 12 2
¥ 29 11
33 30 10
579 27 13
892 24 16
1241 21 16
Totals 185 90 67.3%
Totals w/o W
and 1241 152 65 70.0%
(Average Alexandrian,
w/o W, 1241) 267 105 71.8%
(Average Alexandrign,
w/0 W, 1241, UBS } 236 96 71.1%
CAESAREAN:
8 26 14
fam 1 26 14
fam 13 27 13
Totals 79 41 65.8%
BYZANTINE:
TR 24 16
A 25 15
) 24 16
i 23 17
Q 24 15
Totals 120 79 60.3%

Totals w/0 TR 36 63 60.4%
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Table X (cont.)

Agreements Disadreements % Agreement
WESTERN:
N 23 17
D 12 18
a 12 19
b 16 14
e 14 18
Totals 77 86 47.2%

Didymus's alignments in John 1:1-6:46 are even more
clear-cut than in Matthew and Luke. Here Didymus agrees most
extensively with Alexandrian witnesses (+ 70%), his agreements
with the earlier strand of this tradition being significantly
greater than those for the later. The Caesarean group is
unified in its support, allying with Didymus somewhat less
that the average Alexandrian witness (by 4.7%), but somewhat
more than the average Byzantine (by 5.4%). Once again, the
Western witnesses are far removed from the next closest group,
supporting Didymus in only 47.2% of all variation (a drop of
13.2% from the Byzantine group). These data for John 1:1-6:46
bear out what has already been shown for the other Gospels--
Didymus's text is predominantly Alexandrian with few Western
affinities.

That Didymus's textual consanguinity shifts dramatically
in the remaining portion of the Fourth Gospel is shown clearly
by Table XI (p. 215)., Here one finds even less clear group
affiliation than in the quantified relationships charted for
the whole Gospel (see Table VII p. 208). Alexandrian, Cae-
sarean, and Byzantine witnesses are interspersed throughout
the table in a baffling sequence. Note, for example, the
positions of the Alexandrian MSS 33 (second, with 64.8% agree-
ment), L {(ninth, with 62.5%), g (thirteenth, with 59.0%), B
(sixteenth, with 58.0%), and P (twenty~first, with 53.2%)!
Furthermore, the gaps between witnesses are slight throughout
the sequence with no outstanding breaking points, even between
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Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement with
Didymus In Genetically Significant variation in John 6:47-21:25
(88 units of variation)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

11.

12.

33

1241

fam 1

fam 13

TR

579

66

13. P

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25,

the Western witnesses and the rest.
to an inevitable conclusion:

3
UBS

[S18 ]

¢ U U N 9

57/88
57/88
56/87
56/88
56/88
54/85
39/62
55/88
55/88
54,88
53/88
22/37
45/83
51/87
51/88
51/88
51/88
50/88
50/88
25/46
33/62
38/72
35/72
41/87
31/71

(64.8%)
(64.8%)
(64.4%)
(63.6%)
(63.6%)
(63.5%)
(62.9%)
(62.5%)
(62.5%)
(61.4%)
(60.2%)
(59.5%)
(59.0%)
(58.6%)
(58.0%)
(58.0%)
(58.0%)
(56.8%)
(56.8%)
(54.3%)
(53.2%)
(52.8%)
(48.6%)
(47.1%)
(43.7%)

These observations add up

from John 6:47 to the end of the
Gospel, Didymus's text cannot be counted as predominantly

Alexandrian, or, for that matter, as predominantly related to

any of the standard text-types.

It is a highly eclectic text

in which variants from each of the several traditions (least,
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of course, from the Western) are represented in random
fashion.

This conclusion can be borne out by considering the group
support for Didymus's text in John 6:47-21:25.

Table XII

Proportional Relationships To Didymus Arranged
According To Textual Group in John 6:47-21:25

Agreements Disagreements % Agreement
EARLY AL%XANDRIAN:
UBS 51 37
P66 49 34
75
33 29
K (8:39-21:25) 43 3l
B 51 33
Totals 227 164 58.1%
Totals w/o UBS 176 127 58.1%
LATE ALEXANDRIAN:
o4 22 15
L 55 33
W 54 31
¥ 51 37
33 57 31
578 54 34
892 25 21
1241 56 31
Totals 374 233 61.6%
(Average Alexandrian) 601 397 60.2%
(Average Alexandrian
w/0 UBS ) 550 360 60.4%

13a1though John 20:19 is the last verse of the Gospel that
Didymus quotes, it will be assumed that his textual affinities
remain constant to the end of the Gospel.
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Agreements Disagreements % Agreement

CAESAREAN:

a 50 38

fam 1 56 32

fam 13 56 32

Totals 162 102 61.4%
BYZANTINE:

TR 55 33

A 35 23

51 36
53 a5

2 57 31

Totals 255 158 61.7%

Totals w/0o TR 200 125 61.5%
WESTERN:

W (6:47-8:238) 7 7

b 41 46

a 38 34

b 35 37

e 31 40

Totals 152 164 48.1%

This tabulation validates the observations made pre-
viously on the basis of the support of individual witnesses.
The Western group is furthest removed from Didymus's text,
standing 10.0% behind the next nearest group (the Early
Alexandrian!). The other text-types stand extremely close
together, gith no more than 1.1% variance among them when the
TR and UBS are not counted. What this must indicate is the
highly eclectic character of Didymus's text in the latter part
of the Fourth Gospel. Here Didymus does not support any one
of the groups particularly well--~his text has not become
predominantly Western or Byzantine, for example. Instead the
distinctively Alexandrian character of his text has simply
given way to elements of the other traditions. Now Didymus is
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seen to represent a thoroughly "mixed"™ text. This conclusion
will be borne out by a consideration of Didymus's support of
group readings in Chapter V.

Before turning to such a consideration, however, it may
be useful to set forth Didymus's textual relations for his
entire Gospel text. This involves a simple tabulation of the
figures already set forth for each of the Gospels individually

(Table XIII).
able

Proportional Relationships to Didymus Arranged According
To Textual Grouping for All Four Gospels

Matthew Mark Luke John Totals
EARLY ALEXANDRIAN

Ugg 111/163 8/10 91/125 82/128 292/426 68.5%

75 77/121 77/121 63.6%

P 56/81 59/99 115/180 63.9%

K 106/162 7/10 88/123 43/74 244/369 66.1%

B 105/163 9/10 89/125 81/128 2B4/426 66.7%
Total Early Alexandrian: 1012/1522 66.5%

LATE ALEXANDRIAN

o) 80/123 6/7 27/45 36/54 1497229 65.1%

L 104/1857 9/10 88/125 83/128 284/420 67.6%

W 18/33 66/106 84/139 60.4%

A 8/10 8/10 80.0%

¥ 10/10 80/12% 80/128 170/263 64.6%

33 108/163 5/10 83/124 87,128 283/425 66.6%

579 6/10 85/122 81/128 172/260 66.2%
892 106/161 9/10 85/125 49/86 249/382 65.2%
1241 (72/134) 5/10  (75/125) 77/124 229/393 58.3%
Total Late Alexandrian (including 1241) 1628/252) 64.6%

Average Alexandrian 2627/4023 65.3%



CAESAREAN
8 88/159
fam 1 98/163
fam 13 100/163
Total Caesarean:

YZANTINE
TR 99/163
A (16/20)
E 100/163
W 88/161
A 97/163
il 102/163
Q 100/162

Total Byzantine:

WESTERN
R
D 62/132
W
a 60/130
b 54/127
e 24/46
k 32/76

Total Western:

These figures show the clear Alexandrian affinities of

Table XIII (cont.)

7/10
4/10
6/10

5/10
5/10
5/10

6/10
5/10

4/10
2/3
3/9

5/10
0/1
1/3
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79/124
87/124
80/125

71/125
77/124

54/91
74/124
78/125
69/122

46/120

39/94
36/86
30/92

76/128
82/128
83/128

79/128
64/102

75/127
76/128
81/127

30/54
53/117

50/103
51/102
45/103

250/421 59.4%
271/425 63.8%
269/426 63.1%

790/1272 62.1%
254/426 59.6%
162/256 63.3%
105/173 60.7%
142/252 56.3%
246/414 59.4%
262/426 61.5%
255/421 60.6%

1426/2368 60.2%

30/54 55.6%
165/379 43.5%
2/3 66.7%
152/336 45.2%
146/325 44.9%
99/242 40.9%
33/79 41.8%
627/1418 44.2%

Didymus's text, but they cannot be accepted without reserva-
tion in view of the observations made previocusly in this
chapter. Three adjustments must be made before the gquantita-
tive analysis reflects Didymus's textual relationships as

accurately as possible:

(1} Didymus's text of the latter

portion of John, beginning with John 6:47, must be separated
off from the rest of his Gospel text;

(2) MSS 1241 and W,

in

view of their curiously variegated texts, should be removed

from the analysis: and (3) UBS

and TR, which are not,
strictly speaking, representatives of any text-type, should be
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left out of consideration. When these changes are made the
results appear conclusive (Table XIV).

Table XIV

Proportional Agreement With Didymus Arranged According
To Text Group in Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John 1:1-6:46

EARLY ALEXANDRIAN: Pss(Jn.), 975 {Lk., Jn.), K (Mt., Mk, 1k}, B
Matthew 211/325 64.9%
Mark 16/20 80.0%
Luke 233/329 70.8%
Jn. 1:1-6:46 84/115 73.0%
Totals B44/789 68.9%

LATE ALEXANDRIAN: C, L, 4 (Mk.), Y (Mk., Lk, Jn.), 33,
579 (Mk., Lk., Jn.), 892

Matthew 398/604 65.9%
Mark 53/67 79.1%
Luke 448/666 67.3%
Jn. 1:1-6:46 152/217 70.0%
Totals 1051/1554 67.6%
Average Alexandrian 1595/2343 68.1%

CAESAREAN: 6 ; fam 1; fam 13

Matthew 286/485 59,0%
Mark 17/30 56.7%
Luke 246/373 66.0%
Jn. 1:1-6:46 79/120 65.8%
Totals 62871008 62.3%

YZANTINE: A; E (Mt., Mk.); A (Mt., Lk., Jn.); [I; 2

Matthew 415/671 61.8%
Mark 21/40 52.5%
Luke 298/495 60.2%
Jn. 1:1-6:46 96/159 60.4%

Totals 830/1365 60.8%



WESTERN:
Matthew 232/511
Mark 13/33
Luke 151/392
Jn. l:1-6:46 77/163
Totals 473/1099
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Table XIV (cont.)

45.4%
39.4%
38.5%
47.2%
43.0%

® (Jn.); D; W (Mk.); a; b; e; k (Mt., Mk.)

These quantified relationships for Didymus's Gospel text

up to John 6:46 can profitably be compared wigh those already

set forth for Jdn.

6:47-21:25

1241 are not considered.)

Table XV

(Table XV:

UBS

, TR, W, and

Comparison of Support for Didymus Among Textual Groups
In the Latter Part of John

Totals for Mt., Mk.,
1:1~6:46

Early Alexandrian:
Late Alexandrian
(Average Alexandrian)
Caesarean

Byzantine

Western

and Jn.
68.9%
67.6%
68.1%
62.3%
60.8%
43.0%

LK.,

Jn.

58.1%
60.7%
59.6%
61.4%
61.5%
48.1%

This comparison demonstrates on a broader scale what

already been shown from John's Gospel itself: a shift in

consanguinity occurs in Didymus's text of Jn. 6:47-21:25.

6:47~21:25

had

The

eclectic character of this portion of text is seen particu-

larly in the remarkable absence of clear-cut group support for

or against Didymus: the Late Alexandrian, Caesarean, and Byz-

antine groups all fall within one percentage point of each

other. Only the Western witnesses stand at some distance from
Didymus's text, although even this group stands closer to

Didymus here than in any other portion of the Gospels.
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Some preliminary conclusions concerning Didymus's text of
the Gospels can be drawn from this gquantitative analysis. It
was argued above that to be classified as a group member, a
Patristic witness must maintain no less than a 65% relation-
ship with members of a group, with at least 6-8% distance
between groups. This is precisely what is found in the
case of Didymus. For most of his Gospel guotations and allu~-
sions, Didymus stands as a clear witness to the Alexandrian
text. He bears a particularly close relationship to the early
strand of this tradition, though the distance between the
Early and lLate Alexandrian witnesses is not striking (1.3%!}.

Didymus's text bears no particular relationship to either
the Byzantine or the so-called Caesarean text. This observa-
tion is significant primarily for its negative implications:
{1) Didymus cannot be used to shed light on the history of the
Caesarean text, which some have thought originated in his own
home town some 150 years earlier; and (2) his text cannot be
used to iso%gte a proto-Byzantine text in fourth-century
Alexandria.

0f further significance is Didymus's great distance from
the Western witnesses. Although the Western text did exert
some_influence over the Alexandrian tradition in Didymus's
day, this influence apparently had no effect on Didymus
himself.

These preliminary conclusions can be expanded and sup-
ported by the corroborating evidence afforded by an examina-
tion of Pidymus's attestation of group readings. Such an
examination will be made in the following chapter.

See pp. 195-202 above.

See n. 40, p. 20 above.
See n. 39, p. 20 above.
See n. 36, p. 20 above.



Chapter V

The Gospel Text of Didymus: Group Profiles

Up to this point, Didymus'’s textual affinities have been
determined strictly by comparing his text with individual
representatives of the known text-types. With this emphasis
on individual MS5S, no attention has been paid to Didymus's
support for readings that distinguish the various textual
groups. Yet this kind of support is equally significant,
since Didymus can scarcely be classified as a good Alexandrian
witness unless he preserves primarily Alexandrian group read-
ings. Thus it is necessary to supplement the preceding quan~
titative analysis with a comprehensive examination of Didy-
mus's relationship to readings characteristic of different
textual groups.

Over the past thirty years, several proposals have been
made for the analysis of group readings. HNone of these propo-
sals has received widespread critical acceptance. Most

1Taking his lead from E. A. Hutton's Atlas of Textual
Criticism (Cambridge: University Press, 1%11), E. C. Colwell
was the first to make a truly systematic proposal. To deter-~
nine the possibility of group affiliation prior to the guanti-
tative analysis, Colwell suggested tabulating a witness's
support of *multiple readings."” "Multiple readings" were nar-
rowly defined as readings "in which the minimum support for
each of at least three variant forms of the text is either one
of the major strands of the tradition, or the support of a
previously established group..., or the support of some one of
the ancient versions..., or the support of some single manu-
script of admittedly distinctive character" ("Method in Locat-
ing," 27-28). To demonstrate the relationship thus indicated,
Colwell proposed considering the document's attestation of the
unigue readings of the group.

Colwell had hoped that the initial analysis of multiple
readings would save time in making a preliminary judgment of
a document's textual affinities. But such an assessment would
save time only if lists of multiple readings were readily
available, which they are not. And while a consideration of
singular readings will indicate primary group members, such
readings are practically useless for establishing secondary
membership, since they are typically the first to be assimi-~
lated by mixture with readings of other groups. Furthermore,
neither of these initial steps can indicate what must ke
established by a thorough quantitative analysis in any case--
viz. how closely a document relates to all others in total
variation. For these reasons many subsequent researchers
bypassed Colwell's first two steps. Other researchers, how-

223
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have failed to match the level of sophistication achieved by
the quantitative analysis of individual MSS; others have
represented ad ngg3creations not applicable to a wide range of
textual witnesses. Not even the Claremont Profile Method-~

ever, refralned from making an analysis of group readings
until basic textual affiliation had been established by the
clearest means possible, the quantitative analysis. As will
be seen shortly, this latter approach is to be preferred. An
assessment of group readings will not save time, as Colwell
anticipated, but it can serve to clarify and refine the
findings of a purely quantitative analysis. For a fuller
treatment of this issue, see my article "The Use of Group
Profiles for the Classfication of NT Documentary Evidence,”
JBL, forthconming.

zThis is true, e.g., of the profile method used by
Carroll Osburn in his otherwise valuable study, "The Text of
the Pauline Epistles in Hippolytus of Rome," The Second Cen~
tury 2 (1982) 97~124. For this analysis Osburn used E. A.
Hutton's earlier method of "Triple Readings," tabulating Hip-
polytus's support of readings attested uniquely by members of
one of the three major text-types. The problems of such an
approach are now well known: it bases its judgments only on
"distinctive" readings (which are never defined) and does not
consider the readings "distinctive" of any subgroups. This
kind of analysis can give a very basic picture of a document's
textual affinities, but nothing more. For Osburn's study the
method was sufficient to demonstrate his major contention,
that Hippolytus cannot be used to establish the existence of a
Byzantine tradition in the second century.

Much worse is Alexander Globe's study "The Gospel Text of
Serapion of Thmuis,® NovTest 26 (1984) 97-127. Globe's group
profile method assumes the critic's ability to ascertain the
character and provenance of textual corruption prior to the
analysis! That is to say, Western variants are called
Western, or Caesarean variants Caesarean, not because they are
supported primarily by Western or Caesarean documents, but
because in Globe's opinion, the readings represent corruptions
which originated in the West or in Caesarea. Not infrequently
Globe makes such judgments quite independently of the extent
and character of the MS support for the readings, on the slinm
basis of their earliest extant representatives. 1In actuality,
of course, the earliest occurrence of a variant tells us
nothing of its place of origin.

3This applies to Gordon Fee's groundbreaking study of
the text of John in Origen and Cyril (see n. 7, p. 6 above),
In this analysis Fee established group profiles empirically
rather than theoretically, that is, by determining group
alignments in the portions of John preserved in Origen's and
Cyril's quotations and allusions. For this reason, the se-~
venteen textual groupings that Fee isolated cannot be applied
in the analysis of other witnesses for different portions of
text.
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the most influential proposal to date--can be regarded as

adequate for a thorough and in-depth analysis. I have argued
elsewhere that this method is well suited for making a quick
determination of a document's essential consanguinity. But

since it evaluates only one pattern of group reading, it fails
to consider enough data to allow an accurate assessment of a
document's textual affinities. In simple terms, the Claremont
Profile Method classifies a MS on the basis of its attestation
of readings found extensively among witnesses of one group,
independent of a thorough quantitative analysis and irres-
pective of "distinctive" readings, that is, readings preserved
exclusively by members of one textual group or another. A
full and accurate determination of group affiliation, however,
requires (1) a full-scale gquantitative analysis which
demonstrates the document's proportional relationship to other
witnesses in total variation, such as is found in the

4For initial statements concerning the rationale and
application of the Claremont Profile Method, see Eldon Jay
Epp, “"The Claremont Profile-Method for Grouping New Testament

Minuscule Manuscripts," in Studies in the History and Text of
the New nt, ed. Boyd L. Daniels and Jack M. Suggs (SD,

29, Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1967) 27-37;
Ernest C. Colwell, Paul R. McReynolds, Irving A. Sparks, and
Frederik Wisse, "The International Greek New Testament Pro-
ject: A Status Report,” JBL 87 (1968) 187-97. The method was
devised by McReynolds and Wisse while doctoral candidates at
Claremont Graduate School. For full statements and consistent
applications of the method see their dissertations: Paul R.
McReynolds, "The Claremont Profile Method and the Grouping of
Byzantine New Testament Manuscripts" (Ph.D. dissertation,
Claremont Graduate School, 1968); Frederik Wisse, "The Clare-
mont Profile Method for the Classification of the Byzantine
New Testament Manuscripts: A Study in Method" (Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Claremont Graduate School, 1968). Wisse later revised
his dissertation and updated the discussion in his monograph
he Profile Method fo s [} a scri
v (SD, 44. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982).

"The Use of Group Profiles."

®Ibid. Wisse's decision not to apply a full gquantitative
analysis and his refusal to consider readings unigue to the
various groups led him to make erroneous classifications of
documents in Luke. The most outstanding instance was his
assignation of MSS Bezae and Vaticanus to the same group!
This misclassification is easily detected by a quantitative
analysis.



226/ Didymus and the Gospels

preceding chapter, and (2) a comprehensive evaluation of group
readings: both those preserved extensively among members of a
group and those unique to each of the groups.

Three preliminary profiles have been devised to provide
such a comprehensive evaluation for the Gospel quotations and
allusions of Didymus, (1) An inter-group profile is con-
cerned with readings characteristically preserved by witnesses
of only one of the known textual groups (a category not consi-
dered by the Claremont Profile Method). Two sets of readings
are profiled: those supported painly by members of only one
group (as defined strictly below) and those supported only by
members of one group. The latter set of readings has itself
been divided into two sub-categories: readings supported by
most group members (and no other witnesses) and those sup~
ported only by a few group members (and no others). (2) An
intra~-group profile is concerned with readings found exten-
sively among members of a group, regardless of how well they
are also attested by members of other groups. Once again two
sets of readings are profiled: those supported by all the
representative witnesses of a group and those supported by at
least two-thirds of these representatives. (3) A combination
profile is concerned with the extent and strength of a read-
ing's attestation both within a given group and among the
various groups. The readings profiled under this category are
those supported by all or most representatives of a group (as
determined by the intra-group profile) but by few or no other
witnesses (as determined by the inter-group profile).

It would be helpful at this stage to define as narrowly
as possible the terms used to describe each of these group
relationships.

ter- elationships

Distinctive Readings: Generally, readings distinct to a
group, i.e. those shared by most group members and found in no
other witnesses. For this particular analysis of Didymus,

7In the article just cited, I give a more extended
rationale for these profiles, and illustrate their superiority
with the data collected for the present study.
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distinctive group readings have been defined as follows:
Distinctively Alexandrian: Readings found in at
least two Early Alexandrian witnesses, half
of the Late Alexandrian, and no others.
Distinctively Western: Readings found in at least
one Greek witness and two Old Latin MSS (when
their witness can be adduced) and no others.
When the 0ld Latin cannot be uszed, readings
found in two Greek witnesses.
Distinctively Caesarean: Readings found in all the
Caesarean witnesses and no others.
Distinctively Byzantine: Readings found in all but
one of the Byzantine witnesses and no others.
Exclusive Readings; Readings found exclusively among
witnesses of one group, i.e. those shared by at least two
group members and no others {excluding distinctive readings).
Primary Readings: Readings that are shared by at least
two group members and that have greater group than non~group
support. "Greater group support" is defined (a) in the case
of “uniform" primary readings (see the intra-group profile
below) as readings supported neither uniformly by another
group, nor predominantly by more than one other group, nor by
more than two other groups when one of them supports it pre-
dominantly; (b) in the case of "predominant" primary readings
{see below) as readings supported neither uniformly nor pre-
dominantly by another group; and (c) in all other cases, as
readings supported by more group than non-group witnesses.

Intra-Group Relationships

Uniform Readings: Readings shared by all group witnesses
with text.

Predominant Readings: Readings shaged by at least two-
thirds of all group witnesses with text.

8Naturally, to be consistent with the methodological
principles sketched previously, all of the preceding cate~
gories of group witnesses can be applied only to units of
genetically significant variation in which two or more of the
representative witnesses agree against the rest. Furthermore,
in view of the preceding quantitative analysis, it was decided
not to take into account the witness of either W or 1241 when
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1t is now possible to describe the three preliminary
profiles in terms of these narrowly defined group relation-
ships. The first two profiles are "simple"--one ascertaining
the extent to which Didymus attests the distinctive, exclu-
sive, and primary readings of each group, the other determin-
ing his support of uniform and predominant readings. The
third profile is "complex"--showing Didymus's attestation of
readings which are simultaneously uniform or predominant and
distinctive, exclusive, or primary.

rofi 2 - Readings

The following table shows the frequency with which Didy-
mus supports the distinctive, exclusive, and primary readings
of the four major control groups. The fractions represent the
nurber of Didymus's agreements over the total number of read-
ings. It was decided to separate the readings of John 6:47-
21:25 from the rest of the Gospel text as a means of deter-
mining on independent grounds whether a shift of consanguinity
occurs in that portion of text.

Table XVI
Didymus's Attestation of Inter-Group Readings

Distinctive Exclusive Primary Totals

Matthew

Alexandrian: 1/2 4/8 9/19 14/29

Byzantine: 0/0 0/1 5/23 5/24

Caesarean: c/0 o/7 6/18 6/25

Western: 0/13 3/19 11/27 14/59
Mark

Alexandrian: 1/1 0/1 3/3 4/5

Byzantine: 6/0 0/0Q o/2 0/2

Caesarean: g/0 0/0 0/0 0/0

Western: 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/6

establishing uniform or distinctive readings.



Table XVI (cont.)
Exclusive

Distinctive
Luke
Alexandrian: /1
Byzantine: 0/0
Caesarean: 0/0
Western: 0/15
John 1:1-6:46
Alexandrian: 0/0
Byzantine: 0/0
Caesarean: 0/0
Western: G/4

Totals: Matthew~John 6:46

Alexandrian: 3/4

(75.0%)
Byzantine: 0/0
(==)
Caaesarean: 0/0
(==
Western: 0/34
(0.0%)
Jo $147-21:
Alexandrian: 1/1
(100%)
Byzantine: 0/0
(==}
Caesarean: 0/0
(==}
Western: 1/4
(25.0%)

2/8
0/0
0/0

0/18

0/5
0/0
0/0
0/5

6/22
(27.3%)
0/1
{0.0%)
0/7
(0.0%)
3/44
(6.8%)

2/11
(18.2%)
0/0
(—=)
1/1
(100%)
4/21
(19.0%)
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Primary Totals
14/23 17/32
2/13 2/13
6/9 6/9
7/17 7/50
4/4 4/9
0/2 0/2
0/2 0/2
2/9 2/18
30/49 39/75
(61.2%) (52.0%)
7/40 7/41
{17.5%) (17.1%)
12/29 12/36
(41.4%) (33.3%)
21/55 24/133
(38.2%) (18.0%)
2/6 5/18
(33.3%) (27.8%)
0/4 0/4
(0.0%) (0.0%)
0/3 1/4
(0.0%) (25.0%)
6/14 11/39
(42.9%) (28.2%)

Before evaluating these data, it may prove helpful to

consider the significance of the inter~group profile in

general terms. For a witness to be classified as a group
member, it obviously must support a high proportion of dig~-
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tinctive group readings. The category "distinctive” itself,
of course, can be useful only when representative witnesses
have been chosen--scarcely ever do all witnesses of a text-
type agree on a given variant reading. For this reason, a
newly analyzed witness cannot be expected to agree in every
cage with readings found exclusively among the majority of
already selected group representatives. But what can be ex-
pected is that Alexandrian witnesses outside the control group
of ¥SS will frequently preserve such distinctive readings, and
that rarely will they preserve readings distinctive to other
groups.

Furthermore, one would expect any group witness to con-
tain a relatively high proportion of exclusive and primary
group readings. Here a special degree of caution must be
applied. Because these latter kinds of inter-group readings
involve group splits, with the majority of group members
sometimes opposing the exclusive or primary text, one should
not be overly sanguine about establishing the same proportion
of agreement in such readings as obtains in a guantitative
analysis of the individual witnesses. That is to say, a 65-
70% agreement with exclusive or primary readings is far more
than can be anticipated, since this would inevitably involve a
frequent opposition to the group's majority text. What gan be
expected is a strikingly higher attestation of the exclusive
and primary readings of one group than of those of the others.

On the basis of these theoretical observations, it should
be clear that prior to John 6:47, Didymus's profile conforms
to what one would expect of a good Alexandrian witness. He
preserves a high proportion of distinctively Alexandrian
readings--varying in only one of four instances. No distinc-

9Didymus's text in the one variant reading is somewhat
uncertain, involving the presence of the article in Matt.
25:41. Both immediately before and after the reading in
guestion Didymus preserves singular variants (omit &%’ éuoG;
rexatnpau€vol for xatnpauévor), Of the remaining three
instances, the plural form T&¢ nopaBSolde of Mark 4:10 appears
fairly certain, although it occurs in an allusion, while the
distinctive readings of Matt. 18:6 and Luke 24:49 are beyond
guestion.
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tive readings are found among the Caesarean and Byzantine
control groups. But there is an impressive number of distinc~
tive Western readings (thirty-four) of which Didymus
preserves none. This statistic confirms what has already been
shown by the quantitative analysis: Didymus was basically
unaffected by the Western tradition.

Furthermore, Didymus preserves a markedly higher propor-
tion of Alexandrian exclusive and primary readings than of any
other group. Didyg%s does not preserve the sole Byzantine
exclusive geading, nor any of the seven Caesarean e{glusive
readings, and only three of the forty-four Western. By
contrast, he agrees with Alexandrian exclusive readings in
more than one out of every four instances. In addition,
Didymus's 61.2% agreement with Alexandrian primary readings

loMatt. 4:4; 5:42; 10:28; 10:29:; 11:21: 11:28; 15:8;
16:18; 18:22; 22:13; 24:30; 25:33; 28:19; Mark 7:6; 9:49; Luke
2:37; B:15; 9:62; 10:20; 11:13; 11:50; 12:19; 12:20 (2x):
14:29; 16:23; 18:14; 19:12; 19:43; 20:25; John 1l:6; 4:14;
4:28; 5:19.

Matt. 26:53.
Matt., 7:23; 7:26; 13:43; 14:21; 15:14 (2x): 25:16.

13A11 three are from Matthew; all three consist of agree-
ments with 0l1d Latin MSS against all other witnesses (12:37;
21:31 [{2x]). Western exclusive readings not supported by
Didymus: Matt. 5:19; 5:42; 6:14; 7:23; 10:29; 10:34; 11:20:
12:37; 13:11 (2x)s 13:17; 13:45; 13:47; 18:6; 26:53; 28:19;
Mark 3:17; 7:6; Luke 2:36; 5:10; 6:45; 7:41; 12:18; 12:19;
13:27; 14:29 (2x); 16:8: 16:25; 18:7; 18:8; 19:21; 19:42 (2x);
21:20; 24:32; John 1:18 (2x); 1:29; 3:16; 5:46.

14As anticipated, this proportion of agreement is much
lower that Didymus's overall agreement with the Alexandrian
witnesses only because the exclusive readings in nearly every
case represent an Alexandrian minority opposing all other
witnesses. Didymus preserves the Alexandrian exclusive read-
ings of Matt. 5:4; 12:24; 20:32; 21:19; Luke 6:45; 11:15;
while varying at Matt. 7:6; 7:14; 11:21; 24:40; Mark 9:49;
Luke 1:17; 14:29; 15:22; 16:8; 17:10; 20:35; John 3:16 (2x):
5:18; 5:29; 5:45,

15Didymus agrees with Alexandrian primary readings in the
following texts: Matt. 5:41; 7:9 (2x); 10:28 (2x); 12:35;
21:2; 23:30; 24:3; Mark 7:6; 11:2 (2x): Luke 2:35; 2:36; 2:37;
4:17; 6:38; 7:28 (2x); 10:19; 10:20; 11:15; 12:8; 18:14 19:42;
20:25; John 4:20; 4:36; 5:38; 5:47. Disagreements: Matt.
6:24; 10:28; 11:21; 15:6; 16:19; 19:28; 22:45; 26:31; 26:53
(2x); Luke 6:45; 6:46; 13:27; 14:26; 14:28; 18B:7; 19:43;
20:25; 21:20.
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contrasts sharply with his sgpport for all the_other groups:
Caesaregn, 41.4% agreement; Western, 38.2%; and Byzantine,
17.5%.

When Didymus's support of the three different kinds of
inter~group readings is tabulated together (the Totals col-
umn), one can see with particular clarity his comparative
proximity to the Alexandrian text. He agrees with over half
of the Alexandrian group readings, but with only a third of
the Caesarean, and with less than a fifth of the Byzantine and
Western. Thus it should be clear that Didymus is not only a
good Alexandrian witness (as shown especially by his attesta-
tion of distinctive readings) but that his deviations from the
Alexandrian tradition are not toward a Western or Byzantine
text.

One other feature of this profile worth observing is the
change in Didymus's alignments beginning with John 6:47. The
paucity of the data makes it difficult to compare only the two
parts of John, although the strikingly closer relationship to
the Western readings in the second part of the Gospel should
not be coverlooked (11/39 [28.2%] as contrasted with 2/18
[11.1%}). But a comparison of Didymus's total Gospel text
before John 6:47 with that which follows validates the conclu-
sion drawn earlier: the character of Didymus's text shifts
dramatically for the final two-thirds of John's Gospel. Par-

16Agreements with Caesarean primary readings: Matt. 1:6;
3:12; 11:20; 22:13; 24:36; 26:53; Luke 1:34; 6:38; 9:23;
14:28; 21:20; 22:32. Disagreements: Matt. 7:23; 7:26; 10:28
(4x); 11:18; 15:14; 23:30 (2x); 25:6; 26:53; ILuke 2:37; 20:35;
23:21; John 4:20; 5:47.

17Agreements with Western primary readings: Matt. 3:12;
5:8; 6:20; 7:9 (2x): T:24; 7:26; 22:13; 23:2; 24:36; 26:53;
Mark 7:6; Luke 4:18; 10:20; 16:15; 16:23; 17:10 (2x); 24:49
John 1:3; 6:46. Disagreements: Matt. 1:16; 4:19; 5:20; 5:4
6:1: 6314; 11:20; 12:24; 13:43; 14:21; 15:6; 23:37; 25:41;
26:53; 27:40 (2x); Mark 4:10; Iuke 1:68; 3:8; 9:23; 14:26;
17:10; 19:12; 19:21; 19:42; 20:36; 23:21; John 5:8; 5:29;
5:47; 6:38 {(4x).

18Agreements with Byzantine primary readings: Matt. 4:4;
15:6; 15:14; 23:30; 26:31; 28:19; Luke 4:29; 19:43. Disagree~
ments: Matt. 1:6; 5:25; 5:48; 7:9 (2x}; 7:21; 7:24; 15:8;
21:2; 22:13; 23:25; 23:37; 24:3; 24:36 (3x); 26:52: 24:53;
Mark 4:10; 11:2; Luke 1:69; 2:36; 4:17; 4:18; 6:38; 10:13;
16:25; 18:14; 19:42; 20:25; 22:32; John 6:29; 6:46.

7
8;
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ticularly worth noting are: (1) the drop in Didymus's support
for Alexandrian readings from 52.0% to 27.8%: and (2) the
greater attestation of Western readings (up from 18.0% to
28.2%). Only in this portion of text does Didymus preserve a
distinctive Western reading, and he contains nearly three
times the proportion of exclusive Western readings as in the
rest of his Gospel text {19.0% as contrasted with 6.8%).
Obviously these data are too sparse to allow final judgments
of Didymus's textual affinities. There are scarcely any
Byzantine group readings here, for example. All the same, it
cannot be overlooked that Didymus has changed from being a
very good supporter of the Alexandrian tradition to being a
rather mediocre one. And at least in part this shift has
involved a greater influx of Western readings.

Two major drawbacks to this first profile have already
been intimated. First, it is based on few data that tend to
be unevenly distributed among the textual groups. When no
distinctive Byzantine or Caesarean readings are found among a
Father's Biblical quotations and allusions, the profile cannot
very well illuminate his affinities with the Byzantine or
Caesarean texts. With other Patristic sources, of course,
the data will be more numerous. Second, a witness's failure
to support a group's exclusive or primary readings may result
from its preservation of the variant found in the majority of
the group's witnesses. This in fact often proves to be the
case for Didymus. These two drawbacks suggest the need to
corroborate the findings of the inter-group profile with a
profile which considers purely intra-group relationships.

1939 agrees with the only distinctively Alexandrian
readings in this part of John (10:28), but agrees with only
two of the exclusive readings (8:39; 9:3%8) while varying from
nine others (7:37; 7:39 [2x]; 9:39: 10:9; 10:29; 10:33; 12:2;
14:10). He also preserves two primary readings (13:13; 14:10)
while failing to support four others (6:47; 8:48;: 10:15;
14:10}.

2oJohn 6:70. He varies from three cthers (6:62; 8:45;

Agreements with Western exclusive readings: John 9:28;
10:36; 14:27: 18:5, Disagreements: 8:12; 8:34; B:40; 8:48;
9:2; 10:10; 10:11 (2x); 10:15; 10:29; 13:27; 14:10: 14:23
(2x); 15:5; 16:33; 17:3.
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Profile Two: Intra-Group Readings

The second profile charts the attestation of uniform and
predominant readings without regard to the distribution of
readings among various groups. To be included in the profile,
a reading must vary from at least one other reading that is
attested by at least two representatives of any group. This
delimitation serves to exclude from consideration instances of
accidental agreement among otherwise unrelated MSS.

able I
Didymus's Attestation of Intra-Group Readings

Uniform Predominant Total

Matthew:

Alexandrian: 49/57 (86.0%) 29/45 (64.4%) 78/102 (76.5%)

Byzantine: 60/87 (69.0%) 9/16 (56.3%) 69/103 (67.0%)

Caesarean: 45/59 (76.3%) 26/56 (46.4%) 71/115 (61.7%)

Western: 25/52 (48.1%) 12/29 (41.4%) 37/81 (45.7%)
Mark:

Alexandrian: 4/4 (100%) 3/5 (60.0%) 7/9 (77.8%)

Byzantine: 4/8 (50.0%) 0/0 (=--) 4/8 (50.0%)

Caesarean: 4/5 (80.0%) 0/4 (0.0%) 4/9 (44.4%)

Western: 1/4 (25.0%) 2/4 (50.0%) 3/8 (37.5%)
Luke:

Alexandrian: 33/37 (89.2%) 28/35 (80.0%) 61/72 (B4.7%)
Byzantine: 39/61 {63.9%) 10/18 (55.6%) 49/79 (62.0%)
Caesarean: 47/55 (85.5%) 17/33 (51.5%) 64/88 (72.7%)
Western: 8/30 (26.6%) 7/18 (38.9%) 15/48 (31.3%)

Jdohn 1:1-6:46:

Alexandrian: 11/11 (100%) 13/14 (92.9%)  24/25 (96.0%)
Byzantine: 17/23 {73.9%) 0/3 (0.0%) 17/26 (65.4%)
Caesarean: 19/23 (82.6%) 3/6 {50.0%) 22/29 (75.9%)

Western: 5/10 (50.0%) 1/6 (16.7%) 6/16 (37.5%)
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Table XVII (cont.}
Uniform Predominant Total
Totalg: Matthew-Jdohn 6:46
Alexandrian: 97/109 (89.0%) 73/99 (73.7%) 170/208 (81.7%)
Byzantine: 1207179 (67.0%) 19/37 (51.4%) 139/216 (64.4%)
Caesarean: 115/142 (81.0%) 46/99 (46.5%) 161/241 (66.8%)
Western: 39/96 (40.6%) 22/57 (38.6%) 61/153 (39.9%)

Johp 6:47-21:25

Alexandrian: 20/27 (74.1%) 19/24 (79.2%) 39/51 (76.5%)
Byzantine: 42/59 (71.2%) 2/2 (100%) 44/61 (72.1%)
Caesarean: 38/51 (74.5%) 6/13 (46.2%) 44/64 (68.8%)
Western: 8/17 (47.1%) 11/17 (64.7%) 19/34 (55.9%)

Once again sonme preliminary remarks about this profile
may be helpful, A witness obviously cannot be classified as a
bona fide member of a group unless it contains a high propor-
tion of the readings shared by all or most group members. One
would expect a higher attestation of uniform readings than
predominant, since failure to support a predominant reading of
a group occurs whenever a witness attests a primary or exclu-
sive reading of the group's minority. Furthermore, since the
predominant reading of one group will often be that of ano-
ther, this profile will not reveal the kind of radical ais-
parities among groups as those seen in the first profile,
where two of the three categories of group readings were
mutually exclusive. What it does demonstrate is a witness's
significantly higher support for readings of one group than
for those of the others, in approximately the same proportion
as was attained in the quantitative analysis of individual
witnesses.

In view of these considerations, it can be seen that the
intra-group profile demonstrates beyond reasonable doubt that
Didymus's closest affinities lie with the Alexandrian text,
and that the consanguinity of his text shifts after John 6:46.
Most significant is the tabulation of uniform readings. Didy-
mus supports all of the Alexandrian uniform readings in Mark
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and John 1:1-6:46, all but eight of fifty-seven in Hatthew,zz
and all but four of thirty=-seven in Luke. This 89.0% agree-
ment contrasts sharply with his support of the other groups,
particularly the Byzantine (67.0% agreement) and Western
(40.6% agreement).

That a good group witness could vary from representative
witnesses in about 10% of all uniform readings should not be
surprising. The representative witnesses themselves serve to
define "uniformity": these automatically agree in 100% of
such readings. Any extraneous witness will naturally preserve
some variation. This can be demonstrated by considering Didy~
mus's eight variations from the uniform Alexandrian text of
Matthew. It is interesting to note that if codex L wera
removed from the group of Alexandrian witnesses and collated
against the other five representatives in Matthew, it too
would feserve eight places of variation (57/65, 87.7% agree-
ment) . Thus Didymus's overall agreement of 89% in Alexan-
drian uniform readings prior to John 6:47 is not only signifi=-
cantly higher than his support of other groups, it is also
significantly high in and of itself.

Staying for the moment with uniform readings, one is
struck by the shifts that occur beginning with John 6:47. 1In
effect, Didymus's support of the Caesarean and especially the
Alexandrian groups drops significantly, while his attesta-
tion of Byzantine and Western readings increases. As a re-
sult, the differences among the non-Western groups are now
negligible {+3%), while the Western witnesses make a somewhat

227he eight exceptions are Matt. 4:4; 12:37; 21:31
(2x); 22:13; 22:45; 23:2; 26:31. Three of these (12:37; 21:31
[2x])2gre agreements with 0l1d Latin MSS against all others.

The exceptions: Luke 10:20; 16:23; 17:10; 21:20.
6:24; 7:9; 7:14; 7:21; 7:23; 7:24; 11:18; 15:14.

251t is particularly worth noting that Didymus never
varies from the Alexandrian uniform readings in John 1:1-6:46,
but does so seven times in the rest of the Gospel (6:70; 9:28;
10:29; 10:36; 13:27; 14:27; 1B:5). Three of these (9:28;
10:36; 14:27) represent agreements with 01d Latin MSS against
all others. Overall, Didymus's support of Alexandrian uniform
readings drops more than 15% in this portion of his Gospel
text; his support of Caesarean uniform readings drops over 6%.
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better showing (up nearly 7% to a 47.1% agreement). The
conclusion cannot be escaped that Didymus's textual affinities
are much less pronounced for the latter part of John's Gospel,
evidencing a greater influx of Western and Byzantine readings.
A similar profile emerges in the tabulation of predomi-
nant readings. Before John 6:47, Didymus is again shown to be
a strong witness to the Alexandrian text, which he supports in

73.7% of all instances. The next closest group, the Byzan-
tine, is removed by a full 22% (with 51.4% agreement), the
Caesarean by 26% (46.5% agreement), and the Western by 35%
(38.6% agreement). As already noted, Didymus supports fewer
Alexandrian predominant readings than uniform because he often
attests the variant of the group's minority in primary and
exclusive readings.

When Didymus's support for predominant group readings is
combined with that for the uniform, the profile of intra-group
relationships becomes clear. Up to John 6:47, Didymus
is a strong supporter of the Alexandrian text (8l.7% agree-
ment), a rather mediocre witness to the Caesarean and Byzan-
tine groups (66.8% and 64.4% agreement respectively), and a
poor representative of the Western group (39.9% agreement).
Beginning with John 6:47 the alignments shift: the wide
disparities among the Alexandrian, Byzantine, and Caesarean
groups narrow sharply (here they are separated by 8% rather
than 17%), while the Western group now stands much closer to
Didymus (up 16% from 39.9% to 55.9%).

The major drawback of this second profile is that the
proportion of Didymus's agreements with the Alexandrian, Byz-
antine, and Caesarean groups is inevitably raised by the
common occurrence of exclusive and distinctive Western read-
ings-~that is, by instances of two or three Western witnesses
agreeing against all others. The distinctive and exclusive
readings of the other groups, though less frequent, have a
similar effect on the profile. Readings of this kind reveal
less about a witness's overall affinities with the different
text-types than about its failure to support a particularly
aberrant form of one of the textual groups. But this negative
kind of relationship was already tabulated under the cate-
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gories of the first profile. Obviously what is needed is a
profile which can combine the concerns of the first profile
with those of the second, so as to ascertain a witness's
agreements with the uniform and predominant readings of a
group that happen also to be distinctive, exclusive, or

primary.
Profile Three: Combination Inter- and Intra-Group Readings

The relationship of an individual witness to a group can
best be gauged by tabulating its support for readings found
uniformly or predominantly among group members, but among no
or few other witnesses. Naturally there will be fewer data in
a profile of this sort. Nonethelesas, enough exist in Didy-
mus's case to provide a clear portrait of his group affini-
ties.

Table XVIII

Didymus's Support of Uniform and Predominant Readings That
Are Also Distinctive, Exclusive, or Primary

Uniform Predominant Total
Matthew:
Alexandrian: 5/7 4/7 9/14
Byzantine: 2/12 0/3 2/15
Caesarean: 4/5 2/19 6/24
Western: 8/29 6/18 14/47
Mark:
Alexandrian: 1/1 2/2 3/3
Byzantine: o/1 0/0 0/1
Caesarean: 0/0 0/0 0/0
Western: 0/3 1/2 1/5
Luke:
Alexandrian: 3/4 7/10 10/14
Byzantine: 2/11 0/1 2/12
Caesarean: 3/5 3/4 6/9

Wastern: 3/18 3/12 6/30
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Table XVIII {cont.)

Uniform Predominant Total

John 1:1-6:46:

Alexandrian: 1/1 2/2 3/3

Byzantine: 0/2 0/1 0/3

Caesarean: 0/1 0/0 0/1

Western: 2/7 0/4 2/11

otals: Matthew-J 6

Alexandrian: 10/13 (76.%%) 15/21 (71.4%) 25/34 (73.5%)

Byzantine: 4/26 (15.4%) 0/5 (0.0%) 4/31 (12.9%)

Caesarean: 7/11 (63.6%) 5/23 (21.7%) 12/34 (35.3%)

Western: 13/57 (22.8%) 10/36 (27.8%) 23/93 (24.7%)
John 6:47-21:25

Alexandrian: 0/0¢ 1/1 1/1 (100%)

Byzantine: 0/4 0/0 0/4 (0.0%)

Caesarean: 0/0 1/4 1/4 (25.0%)

Western: 1/5 6/10 7/15 (46.7%)

Once again, the profile up to John 6:47 shows that
Didymus's strongest affinities lie with the Alexandrian group.
He suggorts a full 76.9% of the Alexandrian uniform read-
ings, as oppesed tozgs.s% of the Caesarean readings,

22.8% of the Western, and a scant 15.4% of the Byzantine.

26His agreements: Matt 5:28; 10:28; 18:6; 21:2;
24:3; Mark 11:2; Luke 2:36; 4:17; 11:15; John 5:38. Disagree-
ments: Matt. 22:45; 26:31; Luke 17:10.

27rnis relatively high level of agreement is best attri-
buted to the pronounced Alexandrian element in the Caesarean
witnesses, in contrast with those of the Western and Byzantine
groups. See below, pp. 261-62. Didymus's agreements: Matt
1:6; 3:12; 11:20; 22:13; Luke 1:34; 9:23; 21:20. Disagree-
ments: Matt 15:14; Luke 2:37; 23:21; John 5:47.

28yestern agreements: Matt. 3:12; 6:20; 7:9; 7:24

i 7:26;
22:13: 23:2; 24:36; Luke 4:18; 17:10; 24:49; John 1:3; 6:46.
Western disagreements: 1:16; 4:4; 4:19; 5:19; 5:42; 10:29;
11:20: 11:21; 11:28; 13:43; 14:21; 15:6; 15:8; 16:18; 18:22;

22:13; 24:30; 25:33; 25:41; 26:53; 27:40; Mark 4:10; 7:6:;
9:49; Luke 2:37; 8:15; 9:23; 9:62; 10:20; 11:13; 12:19: 12:20:
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Even more telling is the takulation of predominant readings.
Here Didymus attests 71.4% og the Alexandrian readings, 32but
only 21.7% of the Caesarean, and 27.8% of the Westggn. He
supports none of the predominant Byzantine readings. The
combination of these fiqures in the totals column makes Didy~
mus's affinities crystal clear. While supporting 73.5% of all
Alexandrian readings of this profile, he attests only 35.3% of
the Caesarean readings, 24.7% of the Western, and 12.9% of the
Byzantine. The sparsity of relevant group readings in the
latter portion of John's Gospel precludes a complete compar-
ison with the rest of Didymus's Gospel text, although it is
worth noting that Didymus's attestation of Western readings
nearly doubles from 24.7% to 46.7%.

One way to put this profile into perspective is by con=-
trasting Didymus with all other witnesses with respect to

14:29; 16:23; 18:14; 19:12; 19:43; 20:25; 20:36; John 1:6;
4:14; 5:19; 6:38 (2%},

ZgByZantine agreements: Matt. 15:6; 15:14; Luke 4:29;
19:43. Disagreements: Matt. 1:6; 7:9; 7:24; 15:8; 21:2;
22:13; 23:37; 24:36 {2»); 26:53; Mark 11:2; Luke 1:69; 4:17;
4:18; 6:38; 10:13; 16:25; 18:14; 19:42; 20:25; John 5:38;
6:46.

3OAlexandrian agreements: Matt. 7:9; 10:28; 12:35;
23:30; Mark 4:10; 11:2; Iumke 2:37; 6:38; 7:28; 10:19; 10:20;
20:25; 24:49; John 4:20; 4:36. Disagreements: Matt. 10:28;
11:21; 25:41; Luke 14:28; 18:7; 19:43.

31Caesarean agreements: Matt. 24:36; 26:53; luke 6:38;
14:28; 22:32, Disagreements: Matt. 7:23 (2x); 7:26 {(2x):;
10:28 (3x):s 11:187 13:43; 14:21; 15:14 (2x); 23:30 (2x); 25:6;
25:16; 26:53; ILuke 20:35.

32Western agreements: Matt. 5:9; 6:34; 7:9; 21:31 (2x);
26:53; Mark 7:6; Luke 16:15; 16:23; 17:10. Disagreements:
Matt. 5:48; 6:1; 6:14 (2x): 7:14; 7:23; 10:28; 10:34: 13:11:
23:37; 26:53; 28:19; Mark 7:6; Luke 11:50; 12:19; 12:20;
14:26; 16:25; 17:10: 19:42; 21:20; 23:21; John 1:18; 5:8;
5:47; 6:38.

33Byzantine disagreements: Matt. 5:25; 7:21; 24:3; Luke
22:32; John 6:29.

34alexandrian agreements in this portion of John: 10:28
{predominant}. Caesarean agreements: 10:29 (predominant}).
Western agreements: uniform--17:12; predominant--6:70; 9:39;
10:16; 10:36; 13:27; 13:27. Byzantine disagreements: 8:39;
10:277 14:23; 17:12 (all uniform). Caesarean disagreements:
8:48; 10:16; 10:32 (all predominant). Western disagreements:
uniform=--~8:40; 8:45; 10:35; 17:21; predominant--6:62; 7:37;
10:10; 10:29.
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their support of the Alexandrian group readings. Obviously
witnesses closest to the Alexandrian text will contain such
readings with the greatest freguency.

There would be no reason to include Alexandrian witnesses
in a rank-ordering of MSS according to support of unjiform
Alexandrian readings.asay definition, the Alexandrians all
share these readings. When the other witnesses are ranked
by this standard, however, a significant result is obtained.
Table XIX confirms Didymus's strong Alexandrian affinities:
he stands well above all other witnesses on the list.

Table XIX

Witnesses Ranked According to Support of Uniform
Distinctive, Exclusive, or Primary Alexandrian Readings
In Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John 1l:1=-6:46

1. Didymus 10/13 (76.9%)
2. fam 13 9/13 (69.2%)
3. 1241 7/12 (58.3%)
4. W 7/13 (53.8%)
5, 8 6/13 (46.2%)
6. a 4/9 (44.4%)
7. b 4/9 (44.4%)
8. fam 1 5/13 (38.5%)
9. e 2/6 (33.3%)
16. ¥ 4/13 (30.8%)
1. A 2/7 (28.6%)
12. E 2/8 (25.0%)
13. D 3/13 (23.1%)
14. & 3/13 (23.1%)
15. 0 3/13 (23.1%)
16. k 0/0 {==)

An even more significant result is obtained by ranking
the witnesses according to agreements in predominant distinc-
tive, exclusive, or primary readings of the Alexandrian group.

35witn the exception of 1241, which, as noted, was left
out of consideration for this classification.
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Since the Alexandrian witnesses split in these readings, they
can be included in the tabulation as well. But it should be
recognized that group members outside of the control group
will normally contain fewer of these readings than those in-
side, since they were not used to establish the boundaries of
the category. This consideration makes the position of Didy-
mus in the rank-ordering of Table XX the more remarkable.

Table XX

Witnesses Ranked According to Support of Predominant
Distinctive, Exclusive, or Primary Readings
In Matthew, Mark, Luke, John 1l:1-6:46

1.9 9/9 (100%)
2. P66 2/2 (100%)
3. ¥ 18/21 (85.7%)
4. B 18/21 (85.7%)
5. L 18/21 (85.7%)
6. C 13/16 (81.3%)
7. Didymus 15/21 (71.4%)
8. 579 9/13 (69.2%)
9. 1241 11/17 (64.7%)
10. 892 13/21 (61.9%)
11, ¥ 8/13 (61.5%)
12. 33 12/20 (60.0%)
13. e 5/11 (45.5%)
14. fam 1 9/21 (42.9%)
15, W 6/19 (31.6%)
16. & 6/21 (28.6%)
17. D 5/20 {25.0%)
18. b 2/12 (16.7%)
19. A 2/15 (13.3%)
20. E 1/9 (11.1%)
21. 8 2/21 (9.5%)
22. 1 2/21 (9.5%)
23. @ 2/21 (9.5%)

24. fam 13 2/21 (9.5%)
25. a 1/14 (7.1%)
26. k 0/3 (0,0%)
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As this rank-ordering demonstrates, the third profile not
only indicates that Didymus preserves the Alexandrian text--it
shows that he does so even better than some members of the
Alexandrian control group. Didymus is obviously not a primary
representative of the text-type (cf. his s%andéng in relation-
ship to the Early Alexandrian witnesses P P R and B).

But just as obviously he must be considered a strong secondary
witness to it, at least as strong as, or perhaps somewhat
stronger than, the minuscule MSS of the "Late" Alexandrian
subgroup (MSS 33, 579, 892, 1241).

This conclusion can be further sharpened by yet another
configuration of M55 in their combined witness, as set forth
in a fourth profile. Unlike the three preliminary profiles,
the fourth cannot be used for every textual witness, but only
for those whose basic Alexandrian affinities have already been
established.

Profile Four; Didymus's Relationship to Alexandrian Witnesses

The so-called "later" Alexandrian witnesses are generally
grouped together because they contain a greater "impurity" of
text than the "“earlier" Alexandrians. One way to gauge the
level of impurity in these witnesses is by collating them
against the relatively purer representatives of the Alexan-
drian group. To some extent, of course, this has already keen
done in the quantitative analysis. But that analysis did not
allow for comparisons of individual MSS with group or subgroup
readings, and so did not permit judgments to be made con-
cerning the relative purity of individual group members. These
judgments can be made, however, by isclating the purest Alex-~
andrian witnesses from the rest and using them as a standard
of comparison,

Thus the fourth profile attempts to determine Didymus's
relative standing among the Alexandrian witnesses with respect
to the text shared by the group’s purest members. For each
Gospel, all witnesses were collated against the uniform and
predominant Early Alexandrian readings (i.e. readings sup-
ported by all or by at least two-thirds of the Early Alexan-
drian MSS with text). The resultant rank-orderings indicate
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how well each MS preserves the Alexandrian text in its least
adulterated form. Since ¥ and B are the only Early Alexan-
drian representatives in Matthew and Mark, only a list of
uniform readings will be given for these Gospels (Tables XXI
and XXIXI). In Luke th; witness of P and in John

that of both P and P are also available. Hence for these
two Gospels separate 1ists can be provided for uniform and
predominant Early Alexandrian readings (Tables XXIII and XXIV}.

Table XXI

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement
With the Uniform Early Alexandrian Text in Matthew
(116 units of variation)

1. ¢ 70/85 (82.4%)
2. 892 95/116 (81.9%)
3. 33 90/116 {77.6%)
4. Didymus 87/116 (75.0%)
5. L 83/114 (72.8%)

6. fam 1 84/116 (72.4%)

7. W 82/116 (70.7%)
8. @ 80/115 (69.6%)
9. E 79/115 (68.7%)
10. & 79/116 (68.1%)
11. 0 78/116 (67.2%)
12. 1241 63/94 (67.0%)
13. A 9/12 (66.7%)
14. © 74/113 (65.5%)
15. fam 13 73/116 (62.9%)
16. D 51/94 (54.3%)
17. % 26/53  (49.1%)
18. e 18/38  (47.4%)
19. a 44/93 (47.3%)
20. b 37/89 (41.6%)
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Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement
With the Uniform Early Alexandrian Text in Mark
(8 units of variation)
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Table XXITT

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement
With the Early Alexandrian Text in Luke

Uniform Readings Uniform and Predominant Readings

(94 units of variation) (106 units of variation)

1. L 86/94 (91.5%) 1. L 93/106 (87.7%)

2. 579 83/92 ({88.3%) 2. 579 87/103 (84.5%)

3. Didymus 79/54 (B4.0%) 3. Didymus 867106 (81.1%)

4. 33 78/93 (83.9%) 4. ¥ 82/106 (77.4%)

5. ¥ 76/94 (80.9%) 5. 33 81/105 (77.1%)

6. C 28/36 (77.8%) 6. 892 80/106 (75.5%)

7. 892 72/94 (76.6%) 7. € 31/42 {73.8%)

8. Il 70/94 (74.5%) 8. 1241 76/106 (71.2%)

9. A 68/94 (73.1%) 9. fam 13 75/106 (70.8%)

10. 1241 68/94 (72.3%) 10, [ 74/106 {69.8%)
11. & 68/94 (72.3%, 11. @ 73/106 (68.9%)
12. fam 13 67/94 {71.3%) 12. A 71/105 (67.6%)
13. A 66/94 (70.2%) 13. & 70/106 (66.0%)
14. fam 1 64/94 (68.1%) 14. W 69/106 (65.1%)
15. @ 63/94 (67.0%) 15, fam 1 69/106 (65.1%)
16. W 62/94 {66.0%) 16. @ 67/106 (63.2%)
17. a 39/75 (52.0%) 17. a 42/80 (52.5%)
18. b 32/67 {47.8%) 18. b 34/73 (46.6%)
19. D 43/93  (46.2%) 1. D 48/105 (45.7%)
20. e 29/76 (38.2%) 20, e 31/81 (38.3%)
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Table XXIV

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement
With the Early Alexandrian Text in John 1:1-6:46

Uniform Readings Uniform and Predominant Readings
(18 units of variation) (31 units of variation)
1. ¢ 9/9 (100%) 1. ¢ 15/15 (100%)
2. 33 17/18 (94.4%) 2. 33 28/31 (90.3%)
3. L 17/18  (94.4%) 3. Didymus 27/31 (87.1%)
4, V¥ 15/18 (83.3%) 4. L 26/31 (83.9%)
5, Didymus 14/18 (77.8%) 5, ¥ 24/31  (77.4%)
6. 579 14718 (77.8%) 6. 579 23/31 (74.2%)
7. 8 14/18  (77.8%) 7. A 23/31  (74.2%)
8. 892 13/18  (72.2%) 8. fam 1 23/31  (74.2%)
9, fam 1 13/18  (72.2%) 9. 8 23/31  (74.2%)
10. A 13718 (72.2%) 10, 1241 22/30 (73.3%)
11. 1241 12/17 (70.6%) 11. 892 22/31 (71.0%)
12, A 12/18 (66.7%) 12, fam 13 22/31 (71.0%)
13. @ 12/18 (66.7%) 13. A 21/31 (67.7%)
14, fam 13 12/18 (66.7%) 14. 10 21/31 {67.7%)
15. 11/18 (61.1%) 15. @ 20/30 (66.7%)
16. W 6/10 (60.0%) 16, W 9/15 (60.0%)
17. D 8/14 (57.1%) 17. a 11/24 (45.8%)
18. a 9/18 (50.0%) 18. b 11/24 (45.8%)
19. b 8/18 (44.4%) 19, e 11/24 (45.8%)
20. e 7/18  (38.9%) 20. D 9/23  (39.1%)

As can seen from these tables, Didymus stands in approxi-
mately the same relationship to the Early Alexandrian wit-
nesses in all of the Gospels up to John 6:47. When the agree-
ments presented in these tables are combined, an aggregate
picture emerges of Didymus's relative support of the Early
Alexandrian text. This will first be done with respect to
uniform readings (Table XXV, p. 248).

This table provides a clear demonstration of Didymus's
Alexandrian affinities-~he stands among the group of Late
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pels

Table XXV

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement with
Uniform Early Alexandrian Readings in Matthew,

Mark, Luke, and John 1:1-6:46

(236 units of variation)

1. ¢ 119/136
2. 379 103/118
3. L 193/234
4. ¥ 94/115
5. 33 189/232
6. Didymus 187/236
7. 892 187/236
8. A 96/131
9. 1241 149/213
10. fam 1 165/236
11. I 165/236
12, A 164/236
13. 8 161/233
14. E 84/123
15. Q@ 160/235
16. W 153/228
17. fam 13 158/236
18. D 104/209
19. k 27/56
20. b 81/182
2l. a 95/214
22. e 54/193

Alexandrian witnesses,

Alexandrian group.

{87.5%)
(87.3%)
(82.5%)
(81.7%)
(81.5%)
(79.2%)
(79.2%)
(73.3%)
(70.0%)
(69.9%)
(69.9%)
(69.5%)
(69.1%)
(68.3%)
(68.1%)
(67.1%)
(66.9%)
{49.8%)
(48.2%)
(44.5%)
(44.4%)
(40.6%)

Especially to be noted here is the 6%
drop between 892 and A, showing the bisic cohesion of the

Nevertheless, this profile should be further refined by
taking into account the twenty-five instances of predominant
Early Alexandrian readings in Luke and John.

The decision to

use such readings is based on the assumption that the varia-
tion of one witness of the subgroup derives either from the

vagary of the witness itself or from corruption of one strand
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of the group by a different element of the textual tradition.
When these predominant readings are accepted as also repre~
senting the Alexandrian tradition in its purest form, the
relationship of each witness to this tradition is shown as
clearly as possible (Table XXVI).

Table XXVI
Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional Agreement With

Uniform and Predominant Early Alexandrian Readings
In Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John 1:1-6:46

1. 579 126/142 (B88.7%)
2. ¢ 128/148 (86.5%)
3. L 209/259 (80.7%)
4. Didymus 207/261 (79.3%)
5, 33 203/257 (79.0%)
6. 892 205/261 (78.2%)
7. 0¥ 105/140 (77.9%)
8. 1241 167/238 (70.2%)
9. A 109/156 (69.9%)
10. fam 1 180/261 (65.0%)
11. 1 179/261 (68.6%)
12. E 84/123 (68.3%)
13. ® 177/261 (67.8%)
14. 4 175/258 (67.8%)
15. fam 13  176/261 (67.4%)
16. W 163/245 (66.5%)
17. @ 172/259 (66.45)
18. k 27/56 (45.2%)
19. D 110/230 (47.8%)
20. a 100/225 (44.4%)
21. b 86/194 (44.3%)
22. e 60/144 (41.7%)

The general contours of this final profile are not sur-
prising. The Late Alexandrian witnesses stand closest to the
Early Alexandrians, the Western witnesses are furthest re-
moved, while the Byzantine and Caesarean witnesses gravitate
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te the middle. The Late Alexandrians agree with the purest
form of Alexandrian text in 78-88% of all instances. As would
be expected from the earlier quantitative analysis, MS 1241
falls far behind the other Alexandrian witnesses (removed 7.7%
from ¥, its closest Alexandrian neighbor). Judged by this
standard, the text of 1241 appears to be much closer to the
Byzantine and Caesarean groups (standing only 0.3% ahead of
A). The witnesses of this middle group are remarkably consis-
tent with one another in their attestation of Early Alexan-
drian readings, with less than 4% difference separating the
highest ranked witness from the lowest. Between the Byzantine
and Western witnesses is a gap of 12%, the Western witnesses
alone sharing less than half the readings found in the Early
Alexandrian text.

As already suggested, the superiority of this final pro-
file resides in ite ability to isclate Alexandrian group
readings by eliminating the vagaries of individual Early Alex-
andrian witnesses. This makes Didymus's position in Table
XXVI particularly striking. Here he is shown to be a strong
Alexandrian witness~-as strong an Alexandrian witness as some
of the leading representatives of the Late Alexandrian sub-
group (L, ¥, 33, and 892). This finding leads one to con-
clude that Didymus should be ranked among the Late Alexandrian
witnesses.

Both W. Linss and C. Martini previously maintained that
Didymus represents the early Alexandrian tradition. But one
would expect that if Didymus were an Early Alexandrian wit-
ness, he would have stood above all other Alexandrian MSS in
this final profile. Such obviously is not the case. One
other way to use this fourth profile to test Didymus's loca~
tion within the Alexandrian tradition is to chart his agree-
ments when the Early and Late Alexandrian witnesses clearly
split. No such splits occur in Didymus's text of Mark, butsa
total of thirty occur in Matthew, Luke, and John 1:1-6:46,

36Matt. 1:6; S:4; 6:1; 6:20; 7:9:; 7:14; 7:26; 11:20;
12:24; 16:19; 22:44; 24:36; 24:40; 26:53 (2x); Luke 6:45;
63:46; 9:62; 11:15; 13:27; 14:26; 14:34; 16:25; 21:20; 23:21;
24:49; John 1:18; 3:16; 5:47; 6:38.
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Notably, Didymus's support for the predominant reading of each
group in these splits is nearly even: he agrees with the
Early Alexandrians in sixteen and the lLate Alexandrians in
fourteen. So slight a difference is clearly not enough to
justify ranking Didymus among the Early Alexandrians. This
conclusion can be substantiated by examining the attestation
of the Late Alexandrian witnesses in those splits where their
readings are not uniform (i.e. where one-third or less support
the Early Alexandrian reading). Notably, of the nine occur-
rences of such readings in Luke and John 1:1-6:46, MS 879
agrees with the Early Alexandrian reading in five! There
remains no argument contrary to the conclusion already drawn:
in his Gospel text up to John 6:47 Didymus is & good represen-
tative of the Late Alexandrian subgroup.

The fourth profile can also serve to document the shift
in the consanguinity of Didymus's text beginning with John
6:47. Table XXVII (p. 252) presents a rank-ordering of wit-
nesses according to their support of uniform and predominant
Early Alexandrian readings in this portion of text.

On the whole, this profile resembles the one made pre-
viously for the rest of Didymus's Gospel text (p. 249). The
Late Alexandrian witnesses, with the exception of MS 579, top
the list, supporting the Early Alexandrians in at least 76% of
all readings. The Western witnesses fall significantly below
all others, attesting the Early Alexandrian readings in
slightly more than half of all instances. The Byzantine and
Caesarean witnesses group together in the middle of the table,
somewhat lower than the Alexandrians and significantly higher
than the Westerns.

Given this essential continuity with the earlier profile,
cne is particularly struck by the position now occupied by
Didymus. Rather than standing in the midst of the Late Alex-
andrian witnesses, Didymus has fallen near the bottom of the
middle section occupied by Byzantine and Caesarean witnesses.

37It should be recalled that 579 was not used as a repre-
sentative witness in Matthew. It agrees with the Early Alex-
andrians in Luke 6:45; 11:15; 14:26; 16:25; and 21:20, but not
in Luke 13:27; 24:49; John 1:18; and 6:38.
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Table XXVII

Witnesses Ranked According to Proportional
Agreement With Uniform and Predominant
Early Alexandrian Readings in John 6:47-21:25
{68 units of variation)

1. ¢ 36/37 (97.3%)
2. L 60/68 (88.2%)
3. W 55/66 (83.3%)
4. 33 54/68 (79.4%)
5. ¥ 53/68 (77.9%)
6. 892 26/34 (76.5%)
7. @ 52/68 (76.5%)
8. 0 51/68 (75.0%)
9. © 50/68 (73.6%)

10. A 47/68  (69.1%)

11. 579 47/68  (69.1%)

12. A 35/51 (68.6%)

13. fam 13 46/68 (67.6%)
14. Didymus 44/68 (64.7%)
15. fam 1 44/68 (64.7%)

16. 1241 43/68 (63.2%)
17. b 33/60 (55.0%)
18. a 31/60 (51.7%)
19. D 35/68 (51.5%)
20. e 31/61 {50.8%)

Instead of an impressive 79.3% agreement with the Early Alex-
andrians, Didymus now maintains a mediocre 64.7% agreement.
one other consideration demonstrates the shift in
Didymus's textual affinities for this portion of the Gospels.
A comparison of Didymus with the Early and Late Alexandrian
witnesses when their texts split produces a different result
from that obtained earlier for the rest of his Gospel text
(pp. 250-~51). Instead of containing a slightly greater attes-
tation of the purer Alexandrian readings, as represented in
the Early Alexandrian text, Didymus now evidences a convincing
proclivity to the Late Alexandrian type of text, supporting
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these less pure representatives of the tradition in eight of
ten instances. This does not suggest that Didymus is a good
witness of the Late Alexandrian subgroup in the latter part of
the Fourth Gospel (cf. the preceding profile!). 1In these
Alexandrian splits Didymus necessarily preserves one reading
or the other. His attestation of the later strain of the
Alexandrian tradition, therefore, simply demonstrates that in
John 6:46-21:25 the consanguinity of his text changed through
an increased occurrence of textual contamination.

38Early Alexandrian agreements: 14:10; 17:12; Late
Alexandrian: 7:39 (2x); 10:15; 10:29; 12:2; 14:10; 17:3;
17:21.



Chapter VI

Conclusions

The most enduring contribution of the present study will
undoubtedly be its accumulation of significant data: here all
the NT quotations and allusions of a fourth~century Alexan-
drian witness have been presented and collated. Not until all
the data from all other important sources are similarly accu-
mulated will we be able to sketch as accurately as possible
the history of the NT text. And only then will we draw nearer
to the ultimate goal of textual criticism: the accurate
reconstruction of the NT autographs.

At the same time this study has made other, more general
contributions to the ongoing task of textual reconstruction.
The purposes of this final chapter are (1) to rehearse the
methodological refinements proposed in the course of this
study for the analysis and classification of NT witnesses, and
{2} to draw out the implications of the analysis of Didymus
for the early history of the NT text, particularly as it was
transmitted in Alexandria.

Me s of Textual Analysis and Class

A number of significant methodological advances have been
made by other textual analyses in recent years. These ad-
vances have made an important impact on the present study in
four major areas: (1) The Use of a Quantitative Analysis.
Textual affinities cannot be ascertained by counting a wit-~
ness's agreements with MSS representing known textual groups
only when they vary from an extrinsic and artificial standard
such as the TR. Instead, textual consanguinity must be deter-
mined by tabulating alignments in all units of genetically
significant variation. (2) The Alignments of Alexandrian
Witnesses. Alexandrian MSS can be expected to agree with one
ancther in approximately 70% of all variation, while stand-
ing at a distance of about 10% from MSS representing other

X
See pp. 187-230 above.
254
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groups.2 (3) The Phenomenon of Block Mixture. Since scribes
sometimes made use of more than one exemplar, a textual wit-
ness may evidence radical and sudden shifts of consanguinity.
A textual analysis must therefore be conducted so as to detect
unexpected realignments. {(4) Profiles of Group Readings. A
guantitative analysis that considers a witness's proximity to
individual representatives of known textual groups cannot be
used exclusively to determine textual alignments. Instead a
supplementary amalysis of readings characteristic of each
group must be used to gonfirm and refine the findings of the
quantitative analysis.

Not only did the present study rely on earlier methodolo-
gical advances, it also sought to make refinements of its own
in the methods of analysis now in common use. With respect to
the use of a quantitative analysis, this study proposed that a
document's relation to the representative witnesses of known
textual groups can be crystalized somewhat by looking at a
composite of the data group by group, rather than restricting
the comparison only to the proportional relationships of the
individual MSS themselves. That is to say, a quantitative
analysis should be used to ascertain the average relationship
of a previously unclassified witness to the members of each
group gua group representatives, This step serves to reduce
somewhat the problems attendant to the idiosyncracies of this
or that individual MS.

A second refinement has to do with the extent of agree-
ment that a guantitative analysis can be expected to yield for

2See Pp. 189~-90 above. As discussed below, these
figures should be lowered somewhat for the non-continuous
texts of Patristic sources. See also pp. 195-202.

3Thus Didymus's text shifts dramatically beginning with
John 6:47 and continuing to the end of the Gospel. See the
discu?sion of pp. 207~-18.

See pp. 223-25 above.

5See the tables on pp. 194-95; 205-06; 209-10; 212-14;
216-17.

slt will be realized that the group profiles effect a
similar end through an entirely different means.
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a Patristic author. It was argued that Patristic sources
preserving frequent but sporadic gquotations of the NT may not
evidence group affiliation as clearly as other sources, such
as Greek MSS which contain a centinuous text. The reasons for
this comparative lack of clarity were not hard to locate.

Only those passages a church Father chose to quote, and only
those quoted passages that happen to survive, are available
for analysis. This random character of the data combines with
other problems unique to the Patristic sources=--the loose
citation habits of the Fathers and the occasional corruption
of their citations in the course of transmission--toc make the
analysis of a Patristic witness particularly difficult. No
methodological advances can surmount these problems: occa-
sionally a proposed textual reconstruction will be incorrect.
The critic must therefore proceed with methodological rigor
and apply a degree of caution when using questionable evi-
dence. Both of these factors--occasional errors of recon-
struction and systematic caution--will have an unavoidable
effect on the quantitative analysis: they wi%l tend to "even
out" the differences among textual witnesses.

Thus it was shown that Didymus's text is strongly Alexan-
drian, more strongly Alexandrian in fact, than even some of
the the witnesses of the Alexandrian control group. Yet the
proportional relationships of Didymus's text charted by the
quantitative analysis are not as clear cut as is normally
expected of Alexandrian witnesses. For these reasons it was
proposed that the normal rule of thumb that Alexandrian wit-
nesses agree in + 70% of all variation and be removed from
leading representatives of other groups by a distance of 10%
be somewhat modified for sources such as Didymus. The charac~
ter of the data urges the lowering of these figures to levels
of agreement as low as 65%, with gaps between groups of around

7
See the discussion on pp. 195-96 above.

8See esp. the third and fourth profiles on pp. 238-53
above.

See the discussion of pp. 189-90 above.
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6-8%.

The major methodological proposals developed in this
study concern the use of the Comprehensive Group Profile
Method for clarifying and refining the findings of a quantita-
tive analysis. Since a guantitative analysis considers the
relationships of an extraneous witness only to individual
representatives of known textual groups, or to thelr composite
testimonies as group witnesses, it must be supplemented with a
corrolary analysis which congiders the readings that charac-~
terize the various groups, irrespective of whether these
readings are attested by this or that individual witness.
Previous profile methods have lacked adequate sophistication,
applig%bility, or thoroughness to allow for a complete anal-
ysis. Hence three profiles were developed for the study
of Didymus's text, profiles which can be used for any witness
whose text has been fully collated and, preferably, already
subjected to a gquantitative analysis.

First, an inter-group profile was used to ascertain the
extent of Didymus's attestation of readings found painly by
representatives of only one of the control groups ("primary"
group readings) or only by representatives of one group ("dis-
tinctive" readings when the majority of group witnesses attest
the read%gg; "exclusive” readings when a minority of at least
two do). Next an intra~group profile was used to determine
Didymus's support of readings found among all the witnesses of
any group {"uniform" readings) or among most of these wit~-
nesses ("predominant" readings). Finally, a combination
profile was devised to conflate the concerns of the other two
by tabulating Didymus's attestation of readings supported by
most or all members of one group, but by few or no other

witnesses (i.e. uniform or predominant readings that are also

pay

1159e the discussion of pp. 195-202 above.

125ee the discussion on pp. 223-25 above.
See . 228-33.

13 PP

See pp. 234-38.
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distinctive, exclusive, or primary‘).14

These profiles demonstrated convincingly that Didymus is
a strong representative of the Late Alexandrian text. A
fourth profile was developed to confirm these findings by
considering a different configuration of readings. Unlike
the other profiles, the fourth can be used only for witnesses
already determined to be Alexandrian. Here the Early Alexan-
drian MSS are used as a collation base, on the assumption that
their uniform (or predominant) text best represents the Alex~
andrian tradition in its purest form. When other witnesses
are collated against this hypothetical standard, their levels
of Alexandrian Ypurity" can be readily gauged. The appli-
cation of this final profile to Didymus demonstrated beyond
reasonable doubt that he preserves a good strand of the "Late"
Alexandrian tradition.

The character and Historv of the Alexandrijan Text

Since the data from the present study derive entirely
from the Alexandrian tradition of the mid- to late- fourth
century, they cannot be used to make sweeping generalizations
concerning the entire history of the NT text. At the sanme
time, however, once these data have been analyzed and Didymus
has been firmly situated in the "Late" Alexandrian tradition,
it is appropriate to ask what light his text can shed on the
thorny problems a%geady raised concerning the history of the
Alexandrian text.

The western Text in Alexandria 17
It has long been debated whether the Western text began

qS 238-43
ee . - .
15 194

See pp. 243-53,

16
See pp. 13-21 above.

l7Here we do not need to concern ourselves with the
gquestion of the integrity of the Western text. Most textual
scholars now acknowledge that Western witnesses do not cohere
as closely as do those of other groups, but instead preserve a
"wild" form of text that was extremely early and widespread.
See, for example, Kurt Aland, "The Significance of the Papyri
for Progress in New Testament Research," The Bible in Modern
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to exert its influence late in Alexandria,l8 or instead was
influential early, only to be gradually eliminated in later
times.19 This larger problem cannot be resolved by looking at
only one point along the continuum of the Alexandrian tradi-
tion. Nevertheless, it is significant that Didymus preserves
a tradition which is virtually free from Western influence.
Judging from the evidence afforded both by the quantitative
analysis of individual witnesses and by the profiles of group
readings, the Western tradition was making practically no
inroads into the mainstream of the Alexandrian text in Didy-
mus's day.

This conclusion is not materially affected by the shift
in consanguinity detected in Didymus's text for the latter
part of John's Gospel. It is true that Didymus's support of
individual Western witnesses and his attestation of Western
group readings both improve at this point. But when viewed
from the larger perspective, his Western affiliations are
strikingly weak even here: he stlll stands closer to the
Alexandrian text in every respect. Hence the textual shift
does not suggest that Didymus used Western manuscripts for
this portion of John. It does suggest that the distinctively
Alexandrian element of his text was modified by an increased
proclivity toward an eclectic text. In this part of the
Fourth Gospel, Didymus preserves readings of various tradi-
tions--least of all the Western--in no recognizable pattern of
attestation.

The Byzantine Text in Alexandria
As was shown by the labors of von Soden, K. Lake, and
E. Colwell, the Byzantine text is no monolith, but rather

Scholarship, ed. J. Philip Hyatt (Nashvllle: Abingdon, 1965)
336; Erneat C. Colwell, Studies in Methodology, 53; Gordon D.
Fee “%gdex Sinaiticus," 44.

S50 Streeter, The Four Gospels, 60, 118.

1% p. L. Hedley, "The Egyptian Text of the Gospels and
Acts," CQR 118 (1934) 223.

200n the presence of the Western text in Alexandria, see
n. 36, p. 20 above.

See Hermann von Soden, DRle Schriften des Neuen Testa-
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comprises a complicated network of various streams of tradi-
tion, Leading representatives of the more important Byzantine
subgroups were selected for the present analysis of Didymus:
A, B, I, Q. Didymus stands in virtually identical rela-
tionships to each of these witnesses, and hence to the sub-
groups they represent. In no case does he evidence a signifi-
cant affiliation with any of the branches of the Byzantine
text, whether by his support of group witnesses or by his
attestation of group readings. 1In most instances Didymus
supports Byzantine group readings only when these are shared
by other groups. It should not be overlooked, in this connec-
tion, that he attests a lower proportion of uniform or predo-
minant Byzantine readings that are also distinctive, exclu-
sive, or ggimary than he does for any other group--the Western
included.

These findings indicate that no "proto-Byzantine" text
existed in Alexandria in Didymus's day or, at least if it 4did,
it madg4no impact on the mainstream of the textual tradition
there. Thus the support of Didymus for Byzantine wit-
nesses, which is significantly greater than that for the
Western, does not suggest that he drew some of his readings
from an already existent Byzantine tradition.25 It suggests

pents (Berlin: Alexander Drucker, 1%02-11); Kirsopp Lake, "The
Ecclesiastical Text," Excursus I of X. Lake, Robert P. Blake,
and Silva New, "The Caesarean Text of Mark, HTR 21 (1928) 338~
57; E. C. Colwell, "The Complex Character of the Late Byzan-
tine Text of the Gospels," JBL 54 (1935) 211-21. See also
Wisse, Profile Method, 1-18.

22On these MSS and the subgroups they represent, see
Russell Champlin, Family E and its Allies in Matthew (SD, 28;
salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1967) 1-11, and
silva Lake, zgmil I a he Codex Alexandrin

d o (8D, 5; London: Christophers, 1937) 65 71.

See pp. 238~39 above.

24Notab1y, once again, the shift evidenced in Didymus's
text at John 6:47 does not signify a particularly closer rela-
tionship to the Byzantine text.

SH' Sturz (The Bygzantine Text-Type) repeatedly asserts
that "the Byzantine readings" derive from at least the second
century, from a stream of transmission independent of the
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rather that the Byzantine editors derived their text, in part,
from elements found in the Alexandrian tradition. This con-
clusion, of course, has also bg%n drawn by G. Zuntz and others
on entirely different grounds.

The Caesarean Text in Alexandrja

As was observed earlier, the Caesarean Text hag been
isolated only in Mark's Gospel, for which the data from Didy-
mus are scantiest. Nonetheless, it is significant that nei-
ther here nor in any other portion of the Gospels does Didymus
give any indication of the existence of a Caesarean text in
fourth-century Alexandria.

How is it, then, that the quantitative analysis and group
profiles show Didymus standing closer to the Caesarean group
than to the Byzantine and Western, groups which are known to
exist as distinct entities? The question is not so perplexing
when it is recalled that the so-called Caesarean withesses
represent “mixed" texts in which the Alexandrian element is
especially prominent. In this regard it cannot be overlooked
that in the textual realignments of the latter part of John,
Didymus's diminished attestation of the Alexandrian text is
matched by a corresponding drop in his support for the Caesa-
rean, while his support for the other groups increases. His
agreements with the Caesarean witnesses, therefore, seem to

Western and Alexandrian traditions. In his view, the readings
of this third type of text crept into Western and Alexandrian
witnesses through various kinds of mixture. But if this were
true, why did this kind of text have such an infinitesimal
effect on Didymus? Unfortunately Sturz has made an unwar-
ranted leap: having discovered that some Byzantine readings
could be found in the early papyri, he assumed the early
origin of all Byzantine readings. But the presence of some
Byzantine readings in second-century M5s simply does not prove
that the text-type itself~-i.e. all of its readings in their
characteristic combinations--existed at that time. Further-
more, Sturz's evidence itself is highly gquestionable: actual~
ly very few of the 150 Byzantine readings he finds in the
second= and third-century papyri are "distinctively" Byzantine
in any sense of the term. As one example drawn from a myriad
of others, Sturz classifies a reading such as vXi Oudv of
Luke 12:22 as “distinctively" Byzantine, though, on his own
showing, it is supported by 0l1d Latin, Syriac, and Coptic
versiogs, as well as by Clement of Alexandria and Athanasius!

G. Zuntz, Text of the Epistles.
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derive from mutual affinities with the Alexandrian text, not
from any particular relationship he bore to a distinctively
Caesarean tradition.

he Ear and te t

Martini’s preliminary investigation of the Gospel text of
Didymus led him to conclude that Didymus represents the Early
Alexandr%gn text, a type of text Martini labeled "prerecen-
sional." Since Didymus resembles this older form of text as
late as the fourth century, Martini guestioned whether the
designation gf other witnesses as "Late Alexandrian" is at all
appropriate. He drew attention to the fact that some of the
readings of this "late"™ text are gquite early, citing the
reading of P  in John 8:39 as an example. From this Martini
concluded that the so-called Late Alexandrian text must in
fact have been quite early.29 He suggested that it derived
from a slight correction of an extremely ancient, unedited
line of text preserved also in Alexandria. In Martini's
view, both the unedited Alexandrian text (represented best by
P B) and the edited version existed side by side for several
centuries.

A close examination of Martini's argument shows that
Didymus actually has very little to do with it., Even if
Didymus were an Early Alexandrian witness, he could be used
only to show the continued persistence of this type of text in
the fourth century. But this would be no new discovery.
Martini himself demonstrated this very phenomenon by his
exarination of ag?ther fourth-century Alexandrian witness,
Codex Vaticanus! To demonstrate that the designation “Late
Alexandrian” is inadequate, therefore, Martini was forced to
by-pass the evidence from Didymus and look to the older papyri

erartini, "lLate Alexandrian Text," 295.
8Ibid., 295,

zIbid., 295-96.
Ibid., 295-96.

317) problema della recensionalita del codice B alla luce
del papjiro Bodmexr XIV {Rome, 1966).
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for earlier elements of this tradition.

The present study shows at least one of the inadequacies
of Martini's analysis. bDidymus actually does bear a close
relationship to the so-called Late Alexandrian witnesses.
Although the quantitative analysis shows that his overall
agreements are greater with the Early Alexandrian witnesses,
the difference between the two Alexandrian groups is negligi-
ble (1.3%), and in Matthew and Mark Didymus actually stands
closer to the Late Alexandrians. Furthermore, the fourth
profile makes it certain that Didymus cannot be classified as
a member of the Early alexandrian group: other Late Alexan-
drian witnesses resemble the Early Alexandrian text more
closely than Didymus does! Thus Didymus must be considered
a Late Alexandrian witness.

But this classification raises the question also posed by
Martini: what does it mean to call a witness Late Alexan-
drian? In view of the conclusions already reached in this
study, the question can be somewhat modified: how is it that
a witness which stands closest to Early Alexandrian withesses
must be considered Late Alexandrian? The solution to this
enigma will illuminate the real character of the history of
the Alexandrian text.

When critics speak of two distinct types of text in
Alexandria, as does Martini, they tend to confuse the histori-
cal relationship of these texts. It has been convincingly
demonstrated that the P B type of text does not represent a
recension of any kind-~i.e. it cannot be considered an edition
or revision of earlier texts. What then of the Alexandrian
MSS that differ from this unrevised, unedited type of text?
Do they derive from an Alexandrian recension? Obviously to
some extent these MSS differ from the pure line of text best
preserved in P B. It is not so obvious that these other

3z
33See pp. 220-21 above.

See pp. 243-51 above.

34See Gordon D. Fee, "P75, P66, and Origen"; Calvin
Porter, "Papyrus Bodmer XV (P75) and the Text of Codex Vati-
canusg," JBL 81 (1962) 363-76; and Martini, Il problema.



264/ Didymus and the Gospels

witnesses preserve a distinct type of text, i.e. that their
agreements represent a form of text which has been derived
from an early Alexandrian recension of the purer line of text.
This, of course, was Hort's conception taken over without
apology by Martini-~Alexandria preserved an unedited 3
(=Neutral) and an edited (=Alexandrian) type of text. But
the foible of Hort's theory has long been recognized: he could
cite no Greek MS which represents this latter kind of text in
an unmixed form. Martini himself has in a sense highlighted
the problem by pointing to an early occurrence of a *"late'
reading in P . Although Martini does not draw this conclu~
sion, he very well could have: the so~called Late Alexandrian
witnesses do not represent a distinct type of text deriving
from a recension at all; rather, they indicate a movement
avay from the purest line of Alexandrian text by various
witnesses at various tinmes. 38

This is not, of course, a new conception. But it does
receive corroboration from the present analysis of Didymus.
The guantitative analysis which shows Didymus's close rela-
tionship to Early Alexandrian witnesses, coupled with the
fourth profile which shows him to be Late Alexandrian, sug-
gests that the notion of two distinct types of Alexandrian
text is inaccurate. There was one type of text in Alexandria,
with Alexandrian witnesses preserving it in varying levels of
purity.

3SMartini's questioning of the existence of a "Late"
Alexandrian text--i.e., of a distinctive form of text deriving
from a third- or fourth-century recension--has, in effect,
simply pushed the date of the "recension" back into the second
century. Thus the conclusions of the present study differ
from Martini's in one important respect: here it is being
contended that early corruptions of the purest Alexandrian
tradition do not necessarily derive from a recension, i.e.,
from an intentional and deliberate production of an edition or
revision. They could just as well have resulted from arbi-
trary improvements of the Biblical text at different times by
different scribes who were trained in the same classical
tradition for which Alexandria was sc famous. As shown below,
this way of construing the development of the "Late" Alexan-
drian text seems to explain more adeguately the textual char-
acter38f Didymus's Gospel quotations and allusions.

See, e.g., Streeter, The Four Gospels, 59-61.
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If this conclusion is correct, a whole new set of desig-
nations for the Alexandrian subgroups is necessary. The
labels "Early" and "Late Alexandrian," used merely as a
matter of convenience in the present study, do serve to high~-
light one aspect of the relationship of these subgroups: the
purest representatives tend to be early, the less pure late.
But when a fourth-century witness such as Didymus is labeled
Late Alexandrian, while a contemporary witness such as codex
N is called Early Alexandrian, some confusion may result. Of
course these designations simply indicate that one of the
witnesses preserves the earlier form of text. But given the
circumstance thatB;early" and "late" readings coexist in the
earliest sources, one wonders about the adeguacy of the
labels.

Martini puzzled over this problem as well, but expressed
a reticence about returning to the Hortian classification of a
"Neutral” text. This designation is still commonly used,
but it too is misleading. To be sure, this type of text is
preserved in a second-century witness (P |} which itself does
not appear to represent a textual revision or edition. Ob=-
viously, then, it represents "a very ancient line of a very
ancient text." But that does not make it "Neutral," i.e.
"original." And once the designation is extended so as to
include "primary" and "secondary" Neutrals, as is done by Fee
and others, the term has lost much of its meaning. The idea
of a "secondary Neutral™ witness is bizarre in the extreme!

From the foregoing discussion it should be seen that the
Alexandrian subgroups are best labeled according toc their
relative preservation of the purest form of the text in Alex-~
andria. The most satisfactory designations of these sub-
groups, therefore, are "Primary Alexandrian" and "Secondary
Alexandrian." The label "Primary Alexandrian" presupposes
nothing about the overall superiority or the unrevised charac-

7
See Martini, “The Late Alexandrian Text,' 295,

38See, for example, the studies of Fee ("The Text of John
in Or%gen and Cyril") and Globe ("Serapion of Thmuis%).

“The Text of John in Origen and Cyril," 387.
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ter of this text, nor does it suggest that the text is found
among all early Alexandrian witnesses but among none of the
later. “Secondary Alexandrian® signifies a relative contami-
nation of the distinct Alexandrian text, without presupposing
either the relative inferiority of this kind of text or its
late date of origin. Furthermore, by suggesting a relatively
impure preservation of a distinctive form of text, the latter
designation avoids the misconception that the MSS of this
group themselves derive from a recension of some sort., When
the text in Alexandria is understood in this way, it becomes
clear how a witness such as Didymus can agree most extensively
with "Primary Alexandrian" witnesses while being classified as
"Secondary Alexandrian™: his text is on the same level of
impurity as other secondary witnesses, but does not always
share with them the same contaminations.

It will be evident from what has already been said that
the character of Didymus's text counters the older view of
Bousset, von Soden, and others that the Alexandrian text
represen%g an official recension made in the third or fourth
century. Were there such an ecclesiastically sanctioned
text, one would certainly expect to find a much greater homo-
geneity in the Alexandrian tradition. One would especially
suppose that the text of a prominent church leader--the head
of the Alexandrian catechetical school!=-~would differ little
from that preserved in the magnificent Alexandrian codices
produced during his lifetime. Particularly unfounded is the
conjecture of S, Jellicoe, that Didymus himself was a popu-
larizer of the Hesychian recension, that it was actually he
who persuaded Jerome of its exceptional qualigg when the
latter visited him for two weeks in A.D. 386.

The text of the NT was fluid in fourth-~-century Alexan-
dria, though not nearly as fluid as in other centers of an-
cient Christendom. A good deal of evidence exists to indicate

L4y
See note 35, p. 19 above.
JBL 82 {(1963) 409ff.
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that particular efforts were taken to preserve textual purity
there. And at least one line of Alexandrian text was very
ancient, unrevised, and unedited. The Gospel quotations and
allusions of Didymus help to demonstrate the degree of control
that this pure line of transmission exercised over the entire
Alexandrian tradition: textual variation tended to be away
from this norm. But the trend toward variation was so wide-
spread that by the time of Didymus most Alexandrian witnesses
had lost the exceptional purity of the P B line of text.

¥
See especially Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 271-75.
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Didymus in the Apparatus of NA

The following is a complete list of readings for which

Didymus's support can now be cited or corrected in the

apparatus of NA . The list includes only those readings for

which supporting documents are already cited. Parentheses

indicate that Didymus's reading differs slightly from the one

given in the apparatus. Readings for which Didymus's support

should be corrected in the apparatus are marked with an

asterisk.

Matt 1:6

Matt 1:16

Matt 5

.
o+

Matt 5:25
Matt 5:41
Matt 6:1
Matt 6:14
Matt 6:21
Matt 7:6
Matt 7:9
Matt 7:9
Matt 7:10
Matt 7:13
Matt 7:14
Matt 7:21
Matt 7:24
Matt 7:26
Matt B:12
Matt l0:28

omit o Baoiieug

{tov avbpa Mopiag, €& ng svevvn8n Incoug o
AEYOUEVOS XPLOTOG)

add vuv

pET' QuUTOU £v 1n obw

(eav evyapeuan)

elenuocuvn

QUPAVLOG TA MUPUNTWUETY Ulwy

OOU(Z)

HATATHTNOOLOLY Didpt/ HATANATNROWTL YV Didpt
omit eoTv

omit eav

{(n mar LxBuv aLtnoel )

omit n wuin piaPt

TL

add toLg

ouorwlnoetar

TNV OLKLAV QUTOU

efelevcovTaL Didpt/(euBAnancovraL) pigPt

(1)

poBeLofe
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Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
*Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt

Matt

10:28
10:33
11:20
12:24

12:35

21:19
22:13

22:44

23:37
24:3

24:36
24:40
25:41

25:41
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3
mosnents(z’

MAYW GUTOV
add o Inocoug
BeelePBoui

add rta

TNV EvToAnv

O AQ0¢ OVTOg

eLg BoBpov megouviaL
MAELG

nEPL

omit excivw

omit ev oupmvorg
UUELG

MATEVAVTL

add ©ov

(bnooviec AUTOU TOBAC HAL XELPUS eMBAXETE)
omit ©

{add ev mveupaty)
naBebpag Mwogwg
HOLVOVOL QUIWY

opVLS ENLOUVAYEL
omit QUTNG

add NS

add oube o0 uLeg

duc sCovTaL

add ot

TO NTOLUACUEVOYV
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Matt 26:31 ©Oroacuopwniodnoeral
Matt 26:52 amnoAcuvidl

Matt 26:53 omit apTL

Matt 26:53 Tleioug

Matt 26:53 omit n

Matt 26:53 Aey{e)wvav ayyehwv
Matt 27:40 omit xou

Matt 28:19 omit ouv

Mark 4:10 (tog napofolag)
Mark 7:6 0 AQCC AUTOQ
Mark 11:2 (oubeLg outw avlpwrev)

Mark 11:2 exalBiogyv

Luke 1:17 (mpoeleuseTtal)

Luke 1:69 omit Tw

Luke 2:35 be

Luke 2:37 EWg

Luke 4:17 BLBAriov ToU rpogntou HoaLou
Luke 6:21 {(yehaoouoiv)

Luke 6:38 (w Yap UETPW)

Luke 6:45 omit auicu

Luke 7:28 Iwagvvou oubeig goTLV

Luke 9:23 add waf’ nuepav

Luke 9:62 (eniBalwy 1AV XELPR €7 APOIPOV HUL BAERWVY ELG
10 OMLOw)

Luke 10:13 e£rvevnidnoav
Luke 10:19 DSeduma

*Luke 10:19 ouv un Didpt/omit Didpt
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Luke 10:20 bSaLpovia

Luke 10:20 esyyeypantat

Luke 11:15 Beelefoui

ILuke 12:8 OUOAOYNTEL Didpt/ouoXoxqcn Didpt
Luke 12:20 anaitouotLv Didpt

Luke 13:27 oux otda wvuag nofev e0te

Luke 14:26 eQutoU Didpt/aUtou Didpt

Luke 14:26 5e

Luke 14:26 cavtov $uxnv

Luke 14:26 eivar uou uadning Didpt/uou eLvatL uadning Didpt
Luke 14:34 omit naL

Luke 14:34 Qalag

Luke 15:22 add 1tnv

Luke 16:23 (avanauopevovw)

Luke 18:14 rap’ exeLvow

Luke 19:42 omit ocou

Luke 19:43 (meptBaioudLv)

Luke 21:20 omit 1nv

Luke 23:21 oTaupou oIaupou

Luke 24:49 omit Iepouocainu

Luke 24:49 =& utoug Suvauiw

John 1:3 oubev
John 3:18 add ©0e
John 4:36 omit o
John 5:29 oL e
John 5:47 TLOTEVETE

John 6:46 TOU TATPOS
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John 6:57 add Lou

John 6:62 Ldnte

John 6:70 €16 £& vuwe

John 7:39 EAEYEY

John 7:39 ou

John 7:39 MTLOTEVOVIEG

John 8:12 EMOL

*John 8:39  eote DidPY/nie DidPt
*John 8:39 TOLELTE

John 9:6 (enexproev]

John 10:16 CUVAYAYELY

John 10:16 axovgouagiv

John 10:16 (yevnoovtal)

John 10:18 npev Didpt/auoeu Didpt
John 10:27 awougcuoLy

John 10:29 add uou(Z)

John 10:30 add wou DidPt

John 10:32 wmoakra cpya bty vuLy
John 10:32 add uou

John 11:26 omit e.g epe

John 12:2 omit ex

John 13:37 (tnv guyxnv uou Ung aou } Didpt/(unea gou Tnv
guxnv pou) DpidP

John 14:10 (add o}
John 14:10 auTtou

John 14:23 rnolnocpeda
John 17:3 YL VEOHOUTLY

John 17:12 omit ev 1w xoouw
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John 17:21 omit €v

John 18:5 NaZapnvov
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Didymus in the Apparatus of UBS

The following is a complete list of readings for which
Didymus's support can now be cited or corrected in the
apparatus of UBS . The format is the same as Appendix One.

Matt 1:16 (tov avbpa Mopiag, €& ng eyevundn Incoug ©
AEYOUEVOS XOLOTOS)

Matt 3:12  (eig Tnv anofnunv)

Matt 7:13 n awoxq DidPY/omit DigPt

Matt 7:14 Tt

Matt 7:14 N Muin

Matt 7:24 oucL wénoeTaL

Matt 8:12 (emBAnBnoovtal ) Didpt/siskeuoovtas pigP*t
Matt 15:6 Vv EVICANY

Matt 18:7 ovat tw avipwtw

*Matt 24:36 ouvbe o vrog

Matt 27:40 omit waos

Mark 7:6 TLHQ

Mark 9:49 {(mag vap nupr ailiobBnostaLr)

Luke 1:17 {mpoelevostoar )
Luke 1:35 YEVWIIEWOV £V OOL
ILuke 1:68 HUPLOG

Luke 2:11 XpL0T0g HUBLOG
Luke 6:38 W HETPW

Luke 7:28 FYUVTLHWY

Luke 9:62 enLtBurmy TNV XELPA €1 QAPOTPOV Mol BAETwY €1LS 10
ontow (CTOU®ELS for Biremnwv)
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Luke

Luke

Luke

Luke

John
*John
John
John
John
John
*John
John
John

John

Didymus and the Gospels

11:13

12:20

13:27

19:42

8:34
8:39
9:6
10311
10:15
10:16
10:18
10:29
10:32

17:21

MVEUUL QYLOV

QNALTOUCLY Tnv Yuynv JOU ano dou

pigPt/{tnv

puxnVv oou QALTICUTLV QATC JOU ptDidp / Inv duxnv

OOU RQLTOUOLY QN0 COoU pid
oun oivba uuag wofev £0te

ELENVAY

INg GUAoTLOG

TOLELTE

EREYQLTEV

TLBnoLv

TLdnuL

{yevnoovtat )

aLpet Didpt/wsev Didpt
NATOOS UCU

TATPCS HUOL

eV wdtv
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