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PREFACE TO FOURTH IMPRESSION

FresH discoveries, and the kindness of friends in pointing out
errors, have necessitated numerous alterations—so numerous
that, had not many of them been already made in the second and
third impressions, this might not improperly have been styled a
Revised Edition. The alterations, however, are all concerned with
points of detail ; on no large question do I wish to withdraw
from, or substantially qualify, any position taken up when the
book was first published in 1924. On the contrary, subsequent
research has in important respects tended to substantiate the
views then put forward.

In the field of textual criticism the basis of evidence for the
importance and antiquity of the text underlying the Koridethi
MS. @ and its allies has been notably widened ; and my identifi-
cation of it as the text current in the third century at Caesares
has been confirmed. (1) In 1926 I myself discovered, in time to
add an Appendix to the second impression of this work, that for
Mark v. 31-xvi. 8 the Washington MS. W (approximately dated
A.D. 400) belongs to this family of MSS. (2) The provisional
hypothesis (cf. p. 90 £.) that the Old Georgian version was based
on a Greek text of this type has since been verified by the joint
labours of K. Lake, R. P. Blake and S. New, published in an
enlarged number of the Harvard Theological Review, Oct. 1928.
They also make out a strong case for the view that this same text
lay behind the oldest Armenian version. (3) Finally, the re-
searches of these scholars not only confirm my discovery that
Origen used this text—shortly, though not immediately, after he
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viit THE FOUR GOSPELS

reached Caesarea in A.D. 231—but have also proved that it was
the text of Eusebius, the historian bishop of that Church.

Recent German scholarship has been concerned to investigate
the history of separate incidents and sayings in the Gospels before
they were brought together into the written documents Mark and
Q. It is the fundamental assumption of this Formgeschichtliche
school 1 that each incident (and most sayings) had its own his-
tory—having at one time circulated by iself in oral tradition.
This school marks an extreme reaction from the position of men
like Oscar Holtzman thirty years ago, who believed that in the
Gospel of Mark there can be traced a definite evolution not only
in the historical situation but also in the mind of Christ Himself.
In protest é.gainst the Holtzman attitude I wrote, in 1910, in the
Ouxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, Mark is a collection of
vignettes—scenes from the life of the Master. . . . The traces of
a development which have been noticed . . . show that the
author has some knowledge of the correct order of events, but far
too much has been made of this. In the last resort Mark is a
series of roughly-arranged sketches or reminiscences exactly as
Papias describes it.” In this matter the pendulum of German
scholarship has by now, I venture to think, swang too far—in the
direction towards which I was myself at that time looking. To
the extent, however, that scholars of the Formgeschichtliche
school have substantiated their contention that stories and
sayings must have circulated separately in oral tradition, and also
that the exigences of practical teaching must have early created
a demand for accounts of the Passion and Resurrection, they have
considerably strengthened the case for the views put forward in
this volume in the chapters entitled “ A Four-Document Hypo-
thesis ” and  Proto-Luke.” When stories or sayings circulate in
oral tradition, it is inevitable that they should be current in more
than one version. Where, therefore, Matthew and Luke give
widely divergent versions of the same item—e.g. of the Beatitudes,

1 Important work along this line has also been done in the United States,
e.g. by H. S. Cadbury, The Making of Luke-Acts (Macmillan, 1927), and B. S.
Easton, The Gospel before the Gospels (Scribner, 1928).



PREFACE ix

the Lord’s Prayer, the Parable of the Lost Sheep—it is unscientific
to explain this divergence on the theory of manipulation by the
respective editors of the common written source Q; it is far more
likely to be due to the currency of divergent traditions. The
same thing applies whenever the account of an incident given by
Luke exhibits really striking differences from the version found
in Mark, as for example in the Call of Peter, the Rejection at
Nazareth, the Anointing, and the Passion narrative,

I take the opportunity of this reprint to call attention to
certain phenomena, of which the significance had previously
escaped me, but which I now see constitute an additional argu-
ment for the theory of a Proto-Luke.!

In oral tradition it is very easy for details which properly
belong to one story to get connected with another. In the
passages I am about to quote, it will be noticed that the Lucan
account combines details from events which in Mark are quite
separate in a way most naturally explicable on this hypothesis.
They are not equally explicable as arbitrary recombinations by
Luke of material in Mark ; for there is no obvious motive for the
rearrangement, as there is for the bringing together by Matthew
(and to a less extent by Luke) of sayings of Christ which deal with
the same topics.

! My attention has been called to the fact that a hypothesis very similar to
what I have called  Proto-Luke ” was put forward as long ago as 1912 by Mr.
E. R. Buckley in his In¢roduction to the Synoptic Problem (Arnold). I recollect
reading the book at the time and telling in my lecture that I thought it an excel.
lent book but mistaken on this point. When several years later a re-reading of
one of Sir John Hawkins’ Essays set me thinking out the problem afresh, I quite
forgot Mr. Buckley’s theory. It may well be that an unconscious recollection
of his theory contributed something to the direction of the investigations I then
began ; had the recollection been conscious, I should have been proud to acknow-
ledge my debt to such an acute and original student of the subject. The theory
has by how met with considerable acceptance from scholars and has been
Dotably defended by Dr. Vincent Taylor in his Bekind the Third Gospel (Clarendon
Press, 1926). I may mention here that the Four-Document Hypothesis * has
been applied in further detail to the Sermon on the Mount by Prof. A. Pinchere
of Rome in Ricerche Religiose, March 1926, My suggestion (p. 525 f.) as to the
date of the acceptance at Rome of the Gospel of Matthew is supported by Prof.
B. W. Bacon in Harvard Theological Review, April 1929, b
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(1) Luke’s account of the Call of Peter (v. 1 ff., cf. Mk. i. 16 i)
embodies the incident of Christ teaching from a boat, which in
Mark (iv. 1) is the occasion of the Parable of the Sower, and which
Luke omits when he reproduces that parable at the same point a8
in Mark’s narrative. It also includes an account of a miraculous
draught of fishes, similar to that in John xxi., along with a protest
by Peter, ““ Depart from me, for I am a sinful man.” This pro-
test would gain much in force if we suppose that the story in
which it occurs was originally told as an event subsequent to
Poter's denial of his Master, and is, in fact, another version of the
« gecond call of Peter ” appropriately connected in John xxi. with
a post-Resurrection Appearance. 1 argue below (cf. p. 355 £)
that John xxi. is based on a sradition substantially identical with
that embodied in the lost endings of the Gospel of Mark and of
the Apocryphal Gospel of Peter.

(2) In Luke’s version of the Anointing (vii. 36 ff., of. Mk. xiv.
3 ff.) there is included a pronouncement by our Lord of forgiveness,
which evokes from His opponents the protest, “ Who is this that
forgives sins ¢ which Mark connects with the healing of the
paralytic (Mk. ii. & ff). There is also included—though this is
less significant—the saying which occurs elsewhere in Mark :
“ Thy faith hath saved thee, go in peace ” (in Mk. v. 34 addressed
to the woman with an issue of blood)—though the Greek word
used for “ go ”’ is not the same. The words, * Go, thy faith hath
gaved,” occur also (addressed to Bartimaeus), Mk. x. 62.

(3) Luke’s account of the Great Commandment (x. 25 ff.) would
seem to be derived from a tradition independent of Mark xii. 28
fi.,, in that the formulation of the summary, “ Thou shalt love
the Lord thy God . . . and thy neighbour as thyself,” is made
by the lawyer and approved by Christ, not wvice versa. The point,
however, to which I would call attention is that it is introduced
not, as in Mark, by the question, “ What commandment is the
first of all 27 but by the question, « What shall T do to inherit
eternal life 2 7 which occurs in Mark, but in connection with a
different incident (cf. Mk. x. 17).



PREFACE xi

(4) Luke’s account of the Last Supper—if, with WH, we
accept the shorter text in Lk. xxii. 19-20—reflects a tradition
(found also in the Didache) which reverses the order of the Bread
and the Cup. The saying in Lk. xxii. 15-16 implies that the Last
Supper was not the Passover, in which case it derives from a
tradition which supports John against Mark in regard to the date
of the Passion. Obviously, then, Luke got this incident (wholly,
or in part) from a source other than Mark. Luke also appends to
his account of the Last Supper a saying (about the Kings of the
Gentiles and the greater acting as servant) which in substance
corresponds to the reply given by Christ in Mark’s story of the
ambitious request of James and John (x. 42 ff.)—an incident
which Luke omits. Where actual sayings of Christ are concerned,
Luke usually reproduces fairly closely the wording of Mark;
hence, the verbal differences being here very great, it is more
probable that his version in this case comes from another source
than that it is a rewriting of that in Mark.

In each of the four passages discussed above the combination
of fragments from different incidents is of a kind more likely to
have originated in oral tradition rather than in editorial ingenuity
on the part of Luke—the more so because Luke in general avoids
conflation even when it is the obvious thing to do. Thus, when-
ever Mark and Q give parallel versions of the same item, Matthew
conflates the versions ; Luke hardly ever does so (cf. p. 186 £.).
In the first three passages discussed above Luke gives the story
in a context far removed from that of the parallel in Mark (the
fourth, the Last Supper, could only stand at one point in the
story); he does the same thing with the three other considerable
items of which he gives a version notably different from that of
Mark, viz. the Rejection at Nazareth, the Beelzebub Controversy
and the Parable of the Mustard-seed. As regards the last two
we have positive evidence that the version which Luke gives is
not obtained by a free editing of Mark ; for comparison with the
parallels in Matthew (cf. p. 246 {.) enables us to see that what he
gives is the version which stood in Q. This evidence creates a
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presumption that in other cases, where Luke’s version differs
strikingly from Mark’s and also occurs in a context remote from
Mark’s, he is not rewriting Mark but drawing from another
source. Moreover, the most reasonable explanation of his deser-
tion of Mark’s order (to which elsewhere he closely adheres) is
that he reproduces these items in the order and context in which
they stood in the source in which he found them.

This preference of the non-Marcan to the Marcan context is
found both where the item is traceable to Q and where it is
peculiar to himself ; again, this preference would be unnatural
unless the source from which he drew was a substantial document
comparable to Mark in scale and importance. Thus it would
seem probable that the Q material and the material peculiar to
Luke (or most of it) lay before the author of the Gospel already
combined into a single document.

Luke gives an account of the Resurrection which places the
Appearances in Jerusalem, and therefore cannot have been de-
rived from the lost end of Mark, which seems to have placed them
in Galilee ; we bave already seen that he had an account of the
Last Supper other and different from that in Mark. The pre-
sumption is strong, then, that the deviation from Mark in his
account of the intervening events—which include no less than
twelve changes of order 1—is due to the influence of an account
of the Passion in the same source as that used for the Last Supper
and the Resurrection. In this part of his Gospel Marcan and
non-Marcan elements are inextricably blended, and the depart-
ures from the Marcan order would be explained if he were con-
flating a non-Marcan account with that of Mark; usually he
avoids conflation, but in this case it would have been impossible
to keep the two strands apart. - Of course, Luke may have found
the account of the Last Supper, Passion and Resurrection in one
source, and the bulk of his other non-Marcan material in another ;
no one can deny this possibility. Nevertheless, Luke’s general
preference of his non-Marcan source, both as regards context and

Y Cf. Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, p. 81 ff,
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version, as well as the considerable omissions which he makes
from Mark, are more readily explicable if all (or practically all)
of his non-Marcan material stood in a single work, which in that
case would be so substantial that he would naturally regard it as
an authority of equal or greater value than Mark.

It has been objected by certain scholars that Proto-Luke
would be an “ amorphous ” document, not sufficiently like what
we call a “ Gospel 7 to be conceivable as a work having an in-
dependent existence. The objection overlooks the fact that the
Jews were not in the habit of writing the biographies of Prophets
or Rabbis; they preserved sayings and parables, interspersed
with a few incidents, with the smallest attempt at systematic
arrangement. “ Amorphous ” would be a most appropriate
adjective to describe the book of Jeremiah (the Prophet about
whom we have most information) or the traditions about the
Jewish Rabbis which were written down some little time after
the Christian Era. Again, the document Q—the oldest written
account of our Lord that criticism can isolate—seems, so far as
we can reconstruct it, to have been quite amorphous. The
Formgeschichtliche school point to the evidence in 1 Corinthians
(xi. 23 ff.,, xv. 3 f.) that, at least in Gentile churches, primitive
Christian teaching included a summary account of the events
from the Lord’s Supper to the Resurrection Appearances; and
they argue that the exigencies of missionary teaching must soon
have called into existence more detailed stories of this series of
events. We should expect, then, that the first addition made to Q
would have been an account of the Passion. That this expansion
of Q would have been accompanied by the addition of other say-
ings and parables, interspersed with a few interesting stories from
floating tradition, is antecedently probable. Such a document is
the Proto-Luke which remains if we deduct from our third Gospel
the Infancy narratives and the material derived from Mark.
What the historian has to explain, in a community of Jewish
origin, is not the existence of amorphous collections—which was
the normal thing—but the emergence of a non-amorphous bio-
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graphy like Mark. This, I suggest (p. 496), was due to the de-
mand of the Gentile world, especially at Rome with its interest
in biography. The document Proto-Luke is not yet a Gospel in
the biographical sense ; but being, as it is, a kind of half-way
house between Q and Mark, it is the natural intermediate stage
in the evolution of the biographical type of Gospel ; it represents
a groping after, and is the next step towards, the satisfaction of
this Gentile demand which was more clearly perceived and first
adequately met by Mark.

Luke gets the greater part of his narrative material from Mark
and he is writing a biography more or less according to Greco-
Roman models ; he is, therefore, bound to some extent to adopt
the Marcan framework of events; but he does this in a way
which suggests that Proto-Luke was the document with which he
started, and which he preferred to Mark where they differed.
For that reason I have styled Proto-Luke his “ primary,” Mark
his “secondary ” source. Luke’s preference was, I imagine,
mainly due to the relative poverty of Mark, and the incomparable
richness of Proto-Luke, in regard to the teaching of our Lord.
In the early church the biographical interest is subordinated to
the didactic. This clearly holds good of Matthew, and is the
natural explanation of his complete disregard of the order of
events for the first half of Mark ; his drastic rearrangement of
events is evidently determined by the desire to reach as soon as
he possibly can the great block of teaching collected in the Sermon
on the Mount. This desertion of Mark’s order suggests that even
the editor of our first Gospel regarded as in a sense “ primary ”
his non-Marcan material (most of it perhaps being already com-
bined into a single document); and if, as is probable, the name
of Matthew was attached to this, so did the Christian community
which named the Gospel after this source.

The only weighty objection to the Proto-Luke theory that I
have come across arises from the fact that, where Mark and Luke
give widely divergent accounts of the same ttem, the Marcan
version usually looks decidedly the more primitive. The fact I
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concede ; but not the inference that the Lucan version is a
literary manipulation of the Marcan, nor yet that it is later in
date. If the Gospels were (as I have argued) written by the
persons to whom tradition assigns them, Mark had more oppor-
tunities of hearing the story first-hand than had Luke.! Mark’s
mother resided in Jerusalem (Acts xii. 12) ; Luke had been there
less than a fortnight (Acts xxi. 17-xxiii. 31). Mark had a special
connection with Peter ; there is no reason to believe that Luke
had ever met him. Mark’s account, then, of an event like the
Call of Peter ought to be superior to Luke’s, even if Luke had
written his down long before Mark conceived the idea of composing
a Gospel. Stories which pass from mouth to mouth rapidly
change their form ; but the change is due, not to the lapse of
time as such, but to the number of intermediaries through whom
the tale has been transmitted. The superiority of Mark’s version
is to be attributed, not to the date at which he wrote—which was
more than thirty years after the event—but to the fact that
so much of his story comes from persons who had first-hand
knowledge of the facts.

‘ B. H. STREETER

Feb. 14, 1930.
Tae QUEEN'S COLLEGE,
OXFORD.

1 For some new arguments for the Lucan authorship of the Acts cf. New
Solutions of New-Testament Problems, E. J. Goodspeed (Chicago, 1927). There
are mediaeval analogies to the * we ” sections in the Acts (pointed out to me
by Mr. A. 8. L. Farquharson) in Gesta Henrici Quinti, 1416, and the Record of
Bluemantle Pursuivant, 1471-2. Cf. English Historical Literature, by C. L.
Kingsford, p. 47 £. and p. 381. In both cases the author drops naturally into
the first person in describing events of which he himself was an eye-witness,



CONTENTS

Preface to Fourth Impression

INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER 1

Tae SeLECTED FoUR . . . .

SkETCH MAP (showing chief places mentioned in this book) .

PART 1.—THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION

DiagravMs—(1.) Taz TEEoORY oF “Locarn Texrs”; (II) West-

corr AND HorrT's THEORY . .

CHAPTER II

LocanL aNnD StaNDARD TEXTS . . .

CHAPTER II1

Tae TexTs oF THE GREAT SEES . -

CHAPTER IV

TrE KormpErHI MS. AND THE TEXT OF CAESAREA
TaBLE—THE MSS. aAxD THE Locan Texrs

CHAPTER V

THE RevisEp VERSIONS OF ANTIQUITY .

CHAPTER VI

INTERPOLATION AND ASSIMILATION . .
xvii

PAGE
vii

24

26

27

51

77
108

109

129



xviii THE FOUR GOSPELS

PART II.—THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM

DisgrAM—THE SYNOPTICS AND THEIR SOURCES . .

CHAPTER VII

Tare FUNDAMENTAL SOLUTION . . . .
ADDITIONAL NOTES—OMISSIONS FROM MARK: PARALLELS
oF MATTHEW AND LUKE: PASSAGES PECULIAR TO MATTHEW
AND LUKE

CHAPTER VIII

ProTo-LUKE .
ADDITIONAL NOTE—PASSAGES ASSIGNED TO PROTO-LUKE

CHAPTER IX
A Four DocuMENT HYPOTHESIS . . . .
CHAPTER X
TrE RECONSTRUCTION OF Q . . .
(Passages assigned to Q) . . . o .
CHAPTER XI
TEE MINOR AGREEMENTS OF MATTHEW AND LUKE
LisT oF PARABLES . . . .

CHAPTER XII

Tae Lost ENp oF MARK . . . . .

PART IIL—THE FOURTH GOSPEL

CHAPTER XIII

JorN, Mystic AND PROPHET . . . . R

CHAPTER XIV

JoEN AND THE SYNOPTICS . . .

(Parallels of Mark and John) . . - .398 n.

PAGE

150

151

195

199
222

223

271
291

293
332

333

363

393



CONTENTS

CHAPTER XV

Tag PROBLEM OF AUTHORSHIP . . .

CHAPTER XVI

AN Op Man’s FAREWELL

PART IV.—SYNOPTIC ORIGINS
CHAPTER XVII

DATE AND LoOCAL ORIGIN OF MARK AND MATTHEW
AppIiTiONAL NOTE—THE DaTe or 1 CLEMENT

CHAPTER XVIII

LukE AND AcTs .

APPENDICES

I. TeE ORIGIN OF VARIOUS READINGS .
II, Tae Texr or THE O FamirLy
IIL, Tee TexT oF ORIGEN ON MATTHEW .
IV. JeroME AND THE CODEX SINAITICUS .

V. W anD THE CAESARBAN TrxT . .

INDICES

InpEx oF MSS. (with dates and von Soden’s notation) .
INDEX OoF SUBJECTS
InpEX OF PROPER NAMES

INDEX oF SCRIPTURE REFERENCES

Xix

PAGE

427

463

485
527

529

565
572
585
590
598

603
609
613
617



INTRODUCTION

Tue obscurity, commonly supposed to veil the origin of the
Gospels, is due not so much to the scantiness of the evidence
available as to the difficulty of focussing on this one point
the fresh evidence which has been accumulated during the
last half-century. Students in various specialised branches of
research, such as textual criticism, source-analysis, the cultural
background of the early Church, and the psychology of Mysti-
cism, have worked at these subjects more or less in isolation ;
and without intensive specialisation the advance made would
have been impossible. But the time is now ripe for an attempt
to co-ordinate the results reached—so far as they bear on the
origin of the Gospels—and see them in their true relation in
a single organic process of historical evolution. In this volume
I have set out some researches of my own in two of these fields
of study, which, I believe, throw new light on certain aspects
of the problem ; but my main aim has been that co-ordination
of the results achieved along different lines of investigation
which, by using these to illuminate and consolidate one another,
provides a basis for further conclusions.

In the writing of the book I have had in view readers of
three quite different kinds. (1) There is the educated layman
who is sufficiently interested in the origin of the Gospels, the
manuscript authority for their text, the sources of information
possessed by their authors, and in the relation of the mystical
to the historical elements in the Fourth Gospel, to undertake a
piece of rather solid reading—provided that the book can be

xxi



xxii THE FOUR GOSPELS

understood without any previous technical knowledge. (2) I
have had in mind the divinity student or minister of religion who
desires an introduction to Textual Criticism, to the Synoptic
Problem, and the Johannine question, but who does not know of
any book which takes cognisance of the MS. discoveries, and light
from other directions, which have become available in the
last few years. (3) I desire to submit to the judgement of
expert scholars the results of my own original research.

Accordingly I have endeavoured, wherever possible, to arrange
the material in such a way that the argument and the nature of
the evidence shall be clear to a reader who is unacquainted with
Greek ; and I have relegated to footnotes matter with which
the general reader (or the divinity student on a first reading)
can afford to dispense; I have also been at considerable pains to
present a clear outline of the argument in the Synopsis at the
head of each chapter, and in the Diagrams at the beginning of
Parts I. and II. The reader to whom the whole subject is
quite new would perhaps do well, at the first reading, to omit
Ch. IIL.-VI., VIIL.-XII. and XIV.

The expert will, I believe, find in every chapter suggestions
which, whatever their value, have not previously been put for-
ward ; but the most original conclusion, and perhaps the most
important, is the identification of the text found in the new
Koridethi MS. 0O, and its allies, with the text in use at Caesarea
about A.D. 230. This identification supplies, as it were, the
coping stone of the arch in that reconstruction of the various
local texts of the Gospels current in the early Church at which
scholars have been working for a generation ; it also leads on to
a new conception of the history of the text during the first
three centuries—differing as much from that held by Westcott
and Hort as from the more recent view put forward by von
Soden. The result is materially to broaden the basis of early
evidence for the recovery of an authentic text.

The Synoptic Problem is another large issue in regard to
which I have attempted to break new ground. While accepting,
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and indeed further consolidating, the received theory that Mark
was one of the sources made use of by Matthew and Luke, I
adventure a new approach towards the question of their other
gources. Here, from the nature of the case, evidence of a
demonstrative character is not forthcoming. Nevertheless,
partly by bringing to bear on this problem results gained in the
field of textual criticism, partly by considering anew the nature
of parallelism in oral tradition and the probable connection
of our Gospels, and also of their sources, with definite localities,
I reach conclusions which seem to be sufficiently probable to
justify my submitting them—under the conceptions of “ Proto-
Luke ” and “ A Four Document Hypothesis ’—to the serious
consideration of students. If correct, these conclusions are
important, as enhancing our estimate of the historical value of
much of the material which is preserved by Matthew or Luke
only. I have also, I hope—by a new use of the MS. evidence
available—finally disposed of the troublesome phantom of an
«Ur-Marcus ”’ (or earlier version of Mark) which has for too
long haunted the minds of scholars.

The problem of the Fourth Gospel must, I am convinced, be
approached from two sides. The results of historical and source
criticism must be supplemented and interpreted in the light of a
study of the psychology of the mystic mind. This done, the
question of its authorship can be profitably discussed. My
conclusions in regard to this Gospel are avowedly of a tentative
character, and it is as a personal impression only that I put
forward Part I1I. of this book. I feel sure, however, that, even
if the conclusions reached are in some points erroneous, the
method of approach is sound.

The questions treated of in Parts II. and III. cannot be
considered entirely in isolation and apart from some considera-
tion of the evidence as to the early circulation of the Gospels
and their collection into a Canon of inspired writings; accord-
ingly I begin with a chapter, “The Selected Four,” summarising
as briefly as possible the main facts bearing on this point. And
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I conclude in Part IV.—on the basis of the results reached in
the previous sections of the book—with an endeavour to deter-
mine more exactly the dates and place of writing of the first
three Gospels, and also to dispose of the difficulties still felt by
some scholars in accepting the Lucan authorship of the Third
Gospel and the Acts.

I should perhaps add that I have refrained from discussing
recent attempts to reach by critical analysis the sources used
by Mark; brilliant as some of these are, for reasons of the
kind indicated p. 378 ff., they leave me unconvinced. I bave
also ventured to ignore many interesting theories, even though
put forward by eminent scholars, which seem to me to have
been adequately refuted by other writers. Very few dead
hypotheses deserve the honour of a monument.

The Bibliographies in Moffatt’s Introduction to the N.T.and
—for textual criticism—in Gregory’s Textkritik are so excellent
and so well known that I early abandoned the idea of com-
piling one of my own, thinking it would be of more practical
utility to supplement these by references in the notes to the
best, or the most accessible, authority on each particular point
ag it arose.

I have to acknowledge gratefully assistance received from
various friends—in particular from Dr. R. P. Blake of Harvard,
Prof. Burkitt of Cambridge, Prof. Dodd of Mansfield College,
Oxford, Miss Earp of Cumnor, and Archdeacon Lilley of Hereford,
in careful reading of the proofs; to all of these I owe valuable
suggestions. I have to thank Mrs. V. J. Brook of Oxford, for
very great help in working out points of textual evidence,
verifying references, and compiling Tables; the Rev. J. S.
Bezzant, Vice-Principal of Ripon Hall, Oxford, and the Rev.
R. D. Richardson, for the compilation of the Indices, and Mr.
Norman Ault for drawing the Diagrams and Map.

B. H. STREETER.
OxrorD, Sept. 1924.



THE SELECTED FOUR

SYNOPSIS

Tae IpEa oF A NEW TESTAMENT

The circulation of Gnostic Gospel and Acts and the still more
dangerous competition of a compact New Testament put out by
the semi-Gnostic Marcion forced the Church in self-defence to assign
an exclusive canonical authority—not inferior to that heretofore
ascribed to the Old Testament—to those older lives of Christ which
it regarded as specially authentic. Thus c. A.D. 180 we find the
Four Gospel Canon firmly established.

LocaL (GOSPELS

But a variety of considerations suggest that originally the Gospels
were local Gospels circulated separately, and authoritative only in
certain areas. The tradition which assigns Mark to Rome and John
to Ephesus may safely be accepted. That connecting Luke with
Achaea (i.e. Greece) and Matthew with Palestine is perhaps no more
than conjecture ; Matthew may with greater probability be connected
with Antioch.

The destruction of Jerusalem A.p. 70 deprived the Church of its
natural centre. The capitals of the larger provinces of the Roman
Empire succeeded to the place left vacant; and among these the
tradition of Apostolic foundation gave special prestige to Antioch,
Ephesus, and Rome. The result was a period of about ninety years
of more or less independent development, in doctrinal emphasis,
in church organisation, and in the production of religious literature.
Hence the history of the three succeeding centuries of Catholic
Christianity is largely the story of a progressive standardisation of a
diversity which had its roots in this period. The delimitation of the
Four Gospel Canon was the first step in this process.

1 B



2 THE FOUR GOSPELS

Tae TwiLigHET PERIOD

The dearth of early Christian literature outside the New Testa-
ment makes the ninety years after A.D. 64 the most obscure in the
whole history of the Church. Hence the importance of supplement-
ing the scanty evidence as to the existence and circulation of the
Gospels during this period by the results of that critical comparison
of the Gospels themselves which leads up to the identification of the
sources used by their authors. Not infrequently, by bringing the
external literary evidence into relation with the results of source-
criticism, an unexpected degree of precision and definiteness can be
reached. This point illustrated by examples bearing upon the
evidence as to the early circulation of each of the four Gospels—a
new interpretation being suggested of the evidence of Papias in
regard to Matthew.

SourcE AND TEXTUAL CRITICISM

Why these are important to the historian. The study of them
can be made interesting, if approached from the right standpoint.
Analogy between the method of these investigations and that of
the science of Geology.



CHAPTER 1
THE SELECTED FOUR

THE IpEA OF A NEW TESTAMENT

TrE primitive Church had all the advantages, without any of
the disadvantages, of an authoritative collection of sacred books.
Some temperaments are attracted by the idea of novelty, others
by the appeal of an immemorial antiquity. The early Church
could provide for both. Only yesterday, it taught, under Pontius
Pilate, God had sent His Son to die for man; but this recent
event was but the culminating point of an eternal purpose
revealed to man by a line of Prophets in a sacred literature of
prodigious age. On the one hand the Gospel was preached as a
new salvation ; on the other—the point is elaborated in all the
early defences of Christianity *—its truth was demonstrated by
the exact conformity of events in the life of Christ to what
had been foretold by writers of an antiquity immensely greater
than the poets, philosophers and historians of the Greeks. Yet,
though the Church had the advantage of resting on a basis of
ancient revelation, its free development was not, as has so often
happened in religious history, fettered by its past. For with
the coming of the Messiah the Law of Moses, to the Jews the most
inspired portion of the whole Old  Testament, was abrogated to
a large extent—though exactly to what extent was a matter
of much controversy—and while the Church of Christ was

1 Of. Theophilus (a.D. 180), Ad Autolycum, iii. 20, *“ The Hebrews . . , from

whom we have those sacred books which are older than all authors.”
3
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understood to be in a sense identical with the  Church in the
wilderness,” 1 it was no less clearly understood to have been,
as it were, refounded ; it had received a further revelation and
had made a fresh start.

But, since, for practical purposes, no revelation is complete
unless there is an authentic record of it, there was logically
implicit from the first, in the idea of a * further revelation,” the
conception of a New Testament to supplement the Old. The
Church was intellectually in a weak position until and unless it
could support its specific doctrines by the appeal to a collection
of sacred books which could be regarded as no less authoritative
and inspired than the ancient Jewish Bible. But, although a
canonised New Testament was necessary, the need for it was only
slowly realised. Nor, had the need been felt, could it have been
satisfied all at once. A community can only invest with canonical
authority literature which is already ancient, and which has
already, by its own intrinsic merit, attained to a high degree
of authority and repute. Official canonisation cannot create
scripture ; it can only recognise as inspired books which already
enjoy considerable prestige. The Epistle traditionally attributed
to Clement of Rome 2 is in this respect particularly illuminating.
The writer’s theology is largely taken over from the Epistle to
the Hebrews, while Romans and 1 Corinthians are quoted in a
way which implies that they are classics ; but, quite clearly, the
0Old Testament alone is regarded as inspired Scripture.

The formation of an authoritative Canon of the New Testa-
ment would in any case have been a natural and obvious
development. It was enormously accelerated owing to the wide
prevalence of various schools of fantastic theosophy, classed
together under the general name of Gnosticism, which seem to

have had an extraordinary fascination for the half-educated mind
1 Acts vii. 38.
? Usually dated 4.D. 96; cf. add. note to Ch. XVIL below. AsI hold that it
isindubitably quoted by Polycarp c. 115, I cannot accept the late date recently

proposed by E. T. Merrill, Essays in Early Church History (Macmillan, 1924),
p- 217 1,
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in the second century. In points of detail the systems of the
various Gnostic leaders differed immensely. But common to
them all is the idea that matter is essentially evil, and that
therefore thé material universe cannot be the creation of the
Supreme Good God, but of some inferior Power from whose
grip Christ, the emissary of the Good God, came to deliver man.
Gospels, Acts, and other writings claiming to be by Apostles were
circulated everywhere, in which Christ was represented as a
Divine Being not having a real body of flesh and blood, and as
having therefore suffered only in semblance on the cross; or
in which, alternatively, it was recorded that the Divine Christ
came down upon the man Jesus at the baptism, and was taken
up again to heaven at the Crucifixion. “ My Power, My Power,
why hast thou forsaken me % says Jesus in the Apocryphal
Gospel of Peter; and, adds the author, “ immediately he (z.e.
the Divine Christ) was taken up.” It was because this kind of
thing, grotesque as it appears to us, had a wide appeal in that
age, that the Church was compelled, sooner than might otherwise
have been the case, to draw a line between books which might,
and books which might not, be read,” that is, accepted as
authorities for true and Apostolic doctrine.

The necessity for an official list of accepted books was more
especially brought home to the Church by the extraordinary
success of the semi-Gnostic Marcion. Marcion came to Rome
from Pontus on the Black Sea in A.p. 139, and lived there
for about four years in communion with the Church. Being
unable to convert the Roman Church to his peculiar views, he
proceeded to found a new church, of which a fundamental tenet
was the existence of two Gods. The Old Testament he rejected,
as being the revelation of the inferior of these two deities who
was the Creator of this evil world. The Good God, the deliverer
of mankind, was first revealed in Christ; but the original
Apostles had unfortunately misunderstood Christ, and supposed
the God whom He revealed to be the Creator, the inferior deity
who inspired the Old Testament. Christ’s new revelation was
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therefore repeated to Paul. Hence his Epistles and the Gospel of
Luke—with all passages conflicting with Marcion’s views carefully
expurgated as Jewish-Christian interpolations—constituted the
sole authentic record of the new revelation made by Christ.
Thus Marcion for the first time emphatically presented, both to
the Jewish and to the Christian world, the conception of a fixed
and definite collection of Christian literature conceived of as
having canonical authority over against and in distinction from
the Old Testament. Marcion combined the dualistic explanation
of the problem of evil, which was the main attraction of all types
of Gnosticism, with the simplicity and fervour of the specifically
Pauline type of Christianity. He himself united intense religious
conviction with great organising capacity ; and within his own
lifetime he had founded a compactly organised church extending
throughout the Roman Empire. Its members, in the asceticism
of their lives and their readiness for martyrdom, equalled and
claimed to excel those of the Catholic Church. Earlier Gnostics
had maintained that their particular tenets had been originally
a mystic revelation, too precious to be committed to the vulgar,
and had been handed down to them by a secret tradition from
some one or other of the Apostles, Marcion made a new point
when he averred that the Twelve Apostles themselves had been
in error. To the Gnostics in general the answer of the Church
was to appeal to the unbroken tradition of the great sees founded
by Apostles and to the Gospels, Acts, and Epistles recognised
by those Churches ; against Marcion in particular the tradition
of the Church of Rome gained special importance from its claim
to represent the united tradition of both Peter and Paul—whom
Marcion’s theory set at variance with one another.

Marcion was the most formidable, precisely because he was
the most Christian, of all the Gnostics. The existence of his
canon forced the Church explicitly to canonise the books which
it accepted ; for his position could not effectively be opposed if
the Church ascribed to its own Gospels, and to its own version
of the Epistles, a degree of plenary inspiration less than that
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attributed by Marcion to the books in his collection. But when
the Church had taken this step it found its position unexpectedly
gtrong. After all, four Gospels does sound more imposing than
one; and a collection of books which included the Acts, and
works attributed to Matthew, John, Peter, and Paul could
colourably be regarded as representative of the concurrence of
all the Apostles. Once this collection was definitely regarded
as scripture, as a New Testament on the same level of inspiration
as the Old, the apologetic of the Church was provided with a far
broader foundation than the one Gospel and single Apostle to
which Marcion appealed. Incidentally the possession of a New
Testament made it possible to reply more effectively than hereto-
fore to the more damaging arguments of Jewish opponents;
for the difference between Jew and Christian was no longer a
matter of the correct interpretation of the prophecies of the
ancient scriptures, but of the recognition of the new. Whether
the explicit recognition of the New Testament writings as
inspired scripture was the result of some official pronouncement
agreed upon by the authorities of the Great Churches we do not
know. What we do know is that by about the year A.p. 180
the Four Gospels had attained this recognition in Antioch,
Ephesus, and Rome.

For Antioch our evidence is the statement of Jerome that
Theophilus, bishop of that church c. 180, wrote a commentary
on the Four Gospels, coupled with the fact that, in his one surviv-
ing treatise, Theophilus quotes the Fourth Gospel as “ inspired
scripture,” and by the name of John.! For Ephesus and Rome
combined our authority is Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons. He had
listened to Polycarp in Smyrna as a boy, had resided and lectured
in Rome in 177, and played the mediator between Ephesus and

1 Ad Awutolycum, ii. 22. Jerome’s language in his Epistle to Algarsia
(Vallarsi, i. 858) may imply that Theophilus made a Harmony of the Gospels
-before commenting on them. Some think he may actually have used Tatian’s
Diatessaron; but, even so, the fact that this was a harmony of *the Four,”
along with the ascription of scriptural authority to J ohn, justifies the inference
that the Four were regarded by him as the inspired Four,
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Rome in 191, when Victor of Rome had excommunicated the
churches of Asia— Asia ” is the Roman name for one province
of Asia Minor—over a difference as to the manner and time of
keeping Easter. The main argument in Irenaeus’ comprehensive
Refutation of the Knowledge falsely so called (usually cited as
Adversus Haereses) is the appeal, against the Gnostic claim to
possess secret Apostolic traditions, to the uninterrupted public
tradition of the bishops of the Apostolic sees of Rome and
Asia. Accordingly we may be certain that what he says about
the Gospels represents the official view at Rome and Ephesus
at the time he wrote (c. 185). What that view was the following
extracts will sufficiently indicate.

“ Matthew published his written Gospel among the Hebrews
in their own language, while Peter and Paul were preaching and
founding the church in Rome. After their decease Mark, the
disciple and interpreter of Peter, also transmitted to us in writing
those things which Peter had preached ; and Luke, the attendant
of Paul, recorded in a book the Gospel which Paul had declared.
Afterwards John, the disciple of the Lord, who also reclined on his
bosom, published the Gospel, while residing at Ephesus in Asia.” 1

“It is impossible that the Gospels should be in number
either more or fewer than these. For since there are four regions
of the world wherein we are, and four principal winds, and the
Church is as seed sown in the whole earth, and the Gospel is the
Church’s pillar and ground, and the breath of life : it is natural
that it should have four pillars, from all quarters breathing
incorruption, and kindling men into life. Whereby it is evident,
that the Artificer of all things, the Word, who sitteth upon the
Cherubim, and keepeth all together, when He was made manifest
unto men, gave us His Gospel in four forms, kept together by one
Spirit. . . . For indeed the Cherubim had four faces, and their
faces are images of the dispensation of the Son of God. . . . For
the Living Creatures are quadriform, and the Gospel also is
quadriform.” 2

! Iren. Adv. Haer. iii. 1. 1. * Ibid. iii. 11. 8,
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To the modern reader, language like this seems fantastic ;
but it is supremely interesting for what it implies. No one,
even in that age, could have used it except about books whose
sacrosanctity was already affirmed by a long tradition.

Locar GosPELS

The existence of four Gospels is so familiar that we are apt
to take it as a matter of course ; to us, as to Irenaeus (though for
different reasons), it seems almost part of the nature of things.
But once we begin to reflect upon it, the acceptance by the Church
of four different official Lives of Christ is a fact which cries out
for an explanation. To begin with, the practical inconvenience
of having so many Lives is very great, especially as these alter-
nately agree and differ from one another in a way which
makes it extremely hard to get a consistent view of the story as a
whole. The inconvenience has been felt by every one who has
tried to give practical religious instruction. Again, already in
the second century heretics were making capital out of the
discrepancies between the Gospels.! So far as we can judge from
the solutions produced by later writers, it would appear that
criticism was principally directed to the divergence between the
genealogies of our Lord in Matthew and Luke and between the
chronology of the Fourth Gospel and that of the Synoptics.
But there are other hardly less striking divergences which, then
as since, must have given trouble to the apologist.

Tatian (who left Rome for Mesopotamia c. A.D. 172) tried to
overcome these difficulties by combining the Gospels into a
single connected narrative. And until about 430 his Diatessaron,
or Harmony,? which carefully weaves the four Gospels into a

1 Tren. Adv. Haer. iii. 2. 1. The Muratorian Canon (¢c. A.D. 200), ! 16-25, seems
to glance at the same debate. Julius Africanus, c. A.D. 230, reconciles the
genealogies by a theory of Levirate marriages. Eusebius, perhaps following
Hippolytus (cf. B. W. Bacon, The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, pp.
226 f1.), discusses the reconciliation of the Synoptic and Johannine chronology.

H.E. iii. 24. )
3 The original of this is lost, but we have Arabic, Latin, and Old Dutch
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continuous story, while preserving as far as possible their original
wording, seems to have been the only form in which the Gospels
were publicly read in the Churches (and even commented on by
theologians) among the Syriac-speaking Christians. In that part
of the world the ““ Separate Gospels ” were very little used, while
the Diatessaron was commonly spoken of simply as “ the Gospel.”
Fortunately for the historian, though perhaps less so for the
Sunday School teacher, the experiment of substituting a single
official Life for the four separate Gospels did not commend itself
to the Greek and Latin Churches, otherwise our Gospels might
have survived only as conjectured ““ sources ”’ of the Diatessaron.

Another thing that requires explanation is the inclusion of
Mark among the selected Four. Modern scholars, it is true, are
unanimous in accepting the view that Mark is the oldest of the
Gospels, and was one of the main sources from which Matthew
and Luke drew their information. And Mark preserves a number
of small details, omitted or blurred in the other Gospels, which,
to the historical instinct of the twentieth century, are of the
utmost interest. But the very fact that these details were not
reproduced in the later Gospels shows that they were uninterest-
ing, or even positively distasteful, to the Church of that age.
* Again, Mark has no account of the Infancy, nor (in the text as
given in the oldest MSS. and versions) of the Resurrection
Appearances, and it contains comparatively little of the teaching
of our Lord. Apart from the minor details already mentioned,
it includes only two miracles and one parable not in Matthew or
Luke, and most of its contents are to be found in both the other
two. It is the Gospel least valued, least quoted, and most
rarely commented on by the Fathers. Augustine can even
venture to speak of Mark as “ a sort of lackey and abridger of
Matthew.” ! And in the Western Church, till Jerome’s Vulgate,

versions, besides an Armenian version of a commentary on it by Ephraem the
Syrian (¢. 360). The most recent discussion of the comparative value of these
authorities is by F. C. Burkitt, J.7.8., Jan. 1924.

1 «Marcus eum (sc. Matthaeum) subsecutus tanquam pedisequus et
breviator ejus videtur,” Aug. De cons. evan. ii.
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in spite of the fact that tradition averred that the Gospels were
written in the sequence Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, they were
officially arranged in the order Matthew, John, Luke, Mark,!
g0 as to put the least important Gospel last. They so stand in
many Old Latin MSS. and in the Greek MSS. D and W, which
give a definitely Western text. Why, then, was it thought
necessary to ascribe to it canonical authority at all ? Why did
not Mark, like the other ancient sources used by Matthew and
Luke, cease to be copied—being superseded by its incorporation
in these fuller and more popular works ?

The foregoing considerations prove that the inclusion of four
Gospels, and of these particular four, in the Canon, was not
determined by considerations of practical convenience; and it
involved the Church in obvious apologetic difficulties. Thus it
can only be accounted for on the hypothesis that, at the time
when the Canon was definitely settled, each of the four had
acquired such a degree of prestige that no one of them could be
excluded, or could even have its text substantially altered in
order to bring it into harmony with the rest.

Certain of the divergences between the Gospels, in particular
those between Matthew and Luke, are of such a character that
it is difficult to believe that these books originated in the same
church, or even in the same neighbourhood. The contrast
between the Jewish atmosphere of Matthew and the even more
markedly Gentile proclivities of Luke is enhanced by a still more
notable contrast between the divergent cycles of tradition on
which they draw. The formal contradiction between the two gene-
alogies is really less significant than the extraordinarily meagre
contacts between their two accounts of the Infancy and of the
Resurrection Appearances, for these were matters of much more

! This order is explained and stated to be official in the so-called
Monarchia,n Prologues: “ Qui (sc. Johannes) etsi post omnes evangelium scrip-
8isge dicitur, tamen dispositione canonis ordinati post Matthaeum ponitur.”
These Prologues to the Gospels, found in some Latin MSS., are printed in
WOI"dBWorth and White’s Vulgate; also in convenient pamphlet form in
Kl.eme Texte, P. Corssen, in Texte und Untersuchungen, xv. 1, dates them as
third century ; others attribute them to Priscillian +380.
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general interest. Churches in which the traditions current were
so completely independent in regard to points of such absorbing
interest as these must, one would suppose, have been geographically
remote from one another. Again, the survival of Mark would
be adequately explained if it had had time to become an
established classic in one or more important churches some time
before its popularity was threatened by competition with the
richer Gospels produced in other centres.

Thus we are led on to the view that the Gospels were written
in and for different churches, and that each of the Gospels must
have attained local recognition as a religious classic, if not yet
as inspired scripture, before the four were combined into a
collection recognised by the whole Church. The tradition, for
what it is worth, decidedly supports this view. Mark is assigned
to Rome, John to Ephesus, Luke to Achaea, and Matthew to
Palestine. The tradition connecting the Gospels of Mark and
John with Rome and Ephesus is so early and fits in so well with
other pieces of evidence that it may safely be accepted. In
particular, the view that Mark was the old Gospel of the all-
important Church of Rome would completely account for its
inclusion in the Canon. The tradition connecting Luke, the most
Hellenic of the Gospels, with old Greece cannot be traced earlier
than the (probably third century) Monarchian Prologues to the
Latin Gospels. It may be only a conjecture—if so, it is a
happy one. The evidence connecting Matthew with Palestine
must be largely discounted, insomuch as it is bound up with the
statement that it was written in Hebrew, which does not seem
to hold good of our present Gospel. I shall shortly return to this
question ; but, at any rate, the tradition constitutes prima facie
evidence that the Gospel originated in the East—probably at
Antioch.

All four Gospels were certainly known in Rome by a.p. 155,
if not before. Justin Martyr, who was writing in Rome,

! See below, p. 500 ff. So also Foakes-Jackson and Lake, Beginnings of
Christianity, i. p. 328 f. (Macmillan, 1920.)
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150 years—he himself says—after the birth of Christ, speaks
of ¢ Memoirs which are called Gospels,” ! and again of  Memoirs
composed by the Apostles and their followers.” These he says
were tead at the weekly service of the Church. And in his
writings are to be found something like a hundred quotations
or reminiscences of Matthew and Luke, and some of Mark and
John. There is so very little in Mark which does not also occur
in Matthew or Luke that we should expect the allusions to matter
peculiar to Mark to be few. But the paucity of his quotations
from John is a little strange when set side by side with the
central position in his apologetic system of the Johannine
doctrine of the Logos. From this, some scholars have inferred
that, while Justin himself—who had been converted to Christi-
anity in Ephesus—accepted the Ephesian Gospel, the Roman
public for which he wrote did not put it on quite the same level
as the other three. Moreover, it is possible, though not I think
probable, that he made occasional use of other Lives of Christ
besides the four we have. If so, he used them only as sub-
ordinate authorities. But although Justin’s evidence shows
that by A.p. 155 all four Gospels have reached Rome, once
the idea that the Gospels were originally local Gospels is
presented to us, we realise that each of the Gospels must have
an earlier history, which requires to be separately investigated
and must go back a considerable period before the date when
the collection of Four was made. But the separate histories
of the Gospels cannot be properly appreciated if considered
apart from the histories of the several churches in which they
were produced. In this connection I would stress a considera-
tion to which scholars in general have, I think, given too little
attention.

The original capital of Christianity was the mother Church of
Jerusalem. But Jerusalem was destroyed by the Romans in

* Justin, Apol. i. 66; Dial. 103. Convenient tables illustrating Justin’s

use of the Gospels are given by W. Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Century,
Pp. 91 f1,, 113 fi.
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A.D. 70, after a long and peculiarly horrible siege. By that time
most, if not all, of the original Apostles had died. Naturally,
therefore, Christians in the smaller cities of the Roman Empire
tended more and more to look for guidance and direction to
those other ancient capitals upon which in secular affairs they
and their ancestors had been most directly dependent. Rome,
the political centre of the civilised world, was in a more special
sense the capital of the West. In the East the old capitals of
conquered states were still the headquarters of provincial
administration, the most important being Alexandria and
Antioch on the Orontes, the capitals respectively of the old
Egyptian Empire of the Ptolemies and of the old Seleucid
Empire of Syria. Of the lesser kingdoms which had been in-
corporated into the Roman Empire, one of the most prosperous
was that province of Asia Minor known by the Romans and
in the New Testament as “Asia,” of which Pergamum was
the official capital but Ephesus the most notable city. Two
other provinces which for special reasons are important in the
history of the early Church were Achaea and Palestine, of which
the administrative capitals were Corinth and Caesarea. The
Church in all these cities could claim special association with,
if not actual foundation by, Apostles. Hence during the second
century, when Gnosticism seriously menaced the essential char-
acter of Christianity, and when it seemed that it could only
effectively be resisted by the appeal to Apostolic tradition, their
Apostolic connection gave these churches—and especially the
three most important of them—Antioch, Ephesus, and Rome—a
prestige which made their influence for the time being determinant
in the development of Christianity. It is notable that it was
not until after A.p. 190, by which time the Four Gospel Canon
seems to have been universally accepted, that Alexandria began
to exercise any considerable influence on the Church at large.
During the century or more after the death of the original
Apostles and the fall of Jerusalem there was no unifying authority,
no world-wide organisation, however informal, to check the
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independent development of the various local churches each on
its own lines. Inevitably this independence resulted in local
diversity—in regard to doctrinal emphasis, Church organisation,
the religious literature most valued, and also, as we shall see,
in regard to the manuscript tradition of such books as they had
in common. Thus the history of Catholic Christianity during
the first five centuries is very largely the history of a progressive
standardisation of a diversity the roots of which were planted in
the sub-Apostolic age. It was during the earlier part of this
period of maximum independence that the Gospels were written ;
and the delimitation of the Four Gospel Canon was the first step
in the process of standardising.

Tue TwiricaT PERIOD

The story of the Acts of the Apostles leaves Paul in Rome a
couple of years or so before the persecution under Nero (A.D. 64),
in or shortly after which probably Paul, and possibly Peter,
fell. Owing to the extreme paucity of early Christian literature
(apart from the New Testament) the ninety years which separate
this event from the writings of Justin is the most obscure in
the history of the Church. It was during this period that the
Gospels were written, and during the earlier part of it each must
have had a separate history. In the last three chapters of this
book I attempt to trace something of this history. By a scrutiny
of the evidence sufficiently minute, more especially by the piecing
together of results gained along different lines of research, it is, I
believe, possible to do this, and to determine the dates, author-
ship, and place of origin of the several Gospels with a greater
degree of assurance than is commonly supposed. But for the
Joment the point I desire to emphasise is that among the most
important of the facts on which these larger historical conclu-
sions must be based are the results attained by a critical study of
the mutual relations of the Gospels to one another and the light
Which this throws on the sources which their authors used.
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In order to illustrate this point, and at the same time to make
an opportunity of setting down certain facts to which I may have
occasion to refer back later on, I will cite four pieces of evidence
bearing on the origin and dates of the Gospels—indicating the
way in which they are amplified or reinforced by the result of
the critical studies upon which the reader of this volume is about
to embark.

(1) Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, on his way to martyrdom
in the Colosseum at Rome, ¢. A.D. 115, wrote seven short letters.
In these we find a dozen or more reminiscences of material
found in the Synoptic Gospels. But, if these allusions are
critically examined by a student of the Synoptic Problem, he
will note that while all of them may, some of them must, be
regarded as reminiscences of Matthew ; for in certain cases the
language of Ignatius implies a knowledge of passages which such
a student recognises as attributable to the editor of that Gospel
and not his sources.! Matthew, then, was a standard work at
Antioch before 115. This would fit in with the tradition of
Palestinian origin; but, for reasons I shall develop later, I
think it more probable that, though it may incorporate a
Palestinian source, the Gospel itself is really the local Gospel of
the important Church of Antioch. At any rate, its use by
Ignatius fixes a point in the history of the Gospels.

(2) Ihave already mentioned how, after a four years’ member-
ship of the Roman Church, Marcion founded the most vigorous
of all the early sects, and how, rejecting the Old Testament, he
elevated to the rank of inspired Scripture the Epistles of Paul
(the only Apostle who had really understood Christ) and the
Gospel of Luke—all heavily bowdlerised to accord with his own
views. Now even so forcible a person as Marcion could hardly
have induced his followers to attribute plenary inspiration to an
existing document unless it was one which enjoyed considerable

1 E.g. Ignatius clearly alludes to Mt. iii. 14-15 (Smyra. i. 1) and to M. viii.
17 (Polye. i. 2-3). In Ch. XVII. below I comment on the more striking allu.
gions in Ignatius to passages in the Gospel.
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prestige ; hence we may infer that, at any rate in Rome, the
Gospel of Luke was, by A.D. 140, already & Church classic of
some years’ standing. If, however, we wish to trace the history
of the Gospel further back, we find that, though possible reminis-
cences of it (and its sequel, the Acts) may be found in the scanty
literature of the period, they fall short of certainty. At once
the importance is seen of the question whether or no Luke was
known to the author of the Fourth Gospel, since (if the view
maintained in Ch. XV. be correct) this cannot be later than
AD. 100 and may quite possibly be as early as 90. Thus the
problem of the sources of the Fourth Gospel bears also on the
history of the Third.

(3) Eusebius, the father of Church History, ¢. 325, had a
fortunate habit of quoting his authorities verbatim ; and, as
we can check his accuracy by those which still survive, we can
trust it in regard to those which do not. Among these are
two passages from Papias, bishop of Hierapolis, ten miles from
Laodicea, of the ‘“seven ‘churches of Asia.” Asto the date
ot which Papias wrote his Eaposition of the Oracles of the Lord,
from which Eusebius quotes, there has been much dispute;
but the limits on either side would seem to be 135 and 166. It
runs as follows :

“ And the Elder said this also: Mark, having become the
interpreter of Peter, wrote down accurately everything that he
remembered, without however recording in order! what was either
gaid or done by Christ. For neither did he hear the Lord, nor
did he follow Him, but afterwards as I said (attended) Peter who
adapted his instructions to the need (of his hearers) but had no
design of giving a connected account of the Lord’s oracles. So
then Mark made no mistake while he thus wrote down some things
as he remembered them ; for he made it his one care not to omit
anything that he heard or to set down any false statement
. therein ” (Eus. H.E. iii. 39).

1 | dissent from F. H. Colson (J.T'.8., xiv. 62 f.) that rhetorical, rather

than chronological, rdfis is meant.
(o)
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From the context in Eusebius it would appear that the Elder
spoken of was the Elder John. His identity must be inferred
from another quotation by Eusebius, this time from the Preface
of Papias’ work.

“ And again, on any occasion when a person came in my way
who had been a follower of the Elders, I would enquire about
the discourses of the Elders—what was said by Andrew, or by
Peter, or by Philip, or by Thomas or James, or by John or
Matthew, or any other of the Lord’s disciples, and what Aristion
and the Elder John, the disciples of the Lord, say.”

Aristion and the Elder John, it appears from this, were
in the unique position of being ‘ disciples of the Lord ” who
ranked after the Apostles themselves as depositories of authentic
tradition. Presumably they must at least have seen the Lord in
the flesh. Irenaeus? tells us how in his youth he heard Polycarp
speak of “ John and the others who had seen the Lord,” and it
is not impossible that Polycarp was alluding to John the Elder,
though Irenaeus seems to have understood him to mean the
Apostle John. Some critics wish to emend the Greek in the
quotation from Papias so as to make Aristion and the Elder
disciples, not of the Lord, but of the Apostles. In my own view
the emendation is arbitrary and improbable. But, even so,
Aristion and the Elder John are left as immediate followers of the
Apostles—like Mark or Luke. That is to say, on any view, the
statement of the Elder John as to the origin of Mark is the
evidence of a contemporary.

Contemporary evidence as to the origin of the oldest of our
Gospels is of the utmost historical importance. But the question
has been raised, Was the Gospel of Mark of which the Elder spoke
the Gospel we possess or some earlier edition ? The answer to
this question is bound up with the answer to the other question,
whether the extant Gospel of Mark, or some earlier edition
of it, was known to, and used by, the authors of Matthew and
Luke. Further, it will appear (in Chap. XI.) that this last point

1 In his letter to Florinus, quoted p. 443 below.
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cannot satisfactorily be decided without a correct estimate of
the comparative value of the several lines in the manuscript
tradition of the text of the Gospels. That is to say, the question
as to the original Mark can only be settled on the basis of the
combined results of both Synoptic and Textual criticism.

(4) To the quotation from Papias about Mark, Eusebius adds
one about Matthew: * So then Matthew composed the oracles
(r& Myia) in the Hebrew language, and each one interpreted
them as he could.” Volumes have been written on this enigmatic
fragment. In this place all I can do is to state in a seemingly
dogmatic way an hypothesis, which I believe to be original, and
which I shall attempt to justify at greater length in the sequel.

(a) Irenaeus is known to have read Papias; we infer that his
statement about the Hebrew original of Matthew, and all the
similar statements by later Fathers, are probably derived from
Papias. Since, then, the credibility of any statement depends
on its origin, not on the number of persons who repeat it, the
statements of the later authors can be ignored, if only we can
find what exactly is the meaning and authority of this passage
in Papias.

(b) Whoever was the author of the Fourth Gospel, there can
be no reasonable doubt that it was written in Ephesus. And at
the date at which Papias wrote—and the later we make this
date, the stronger the argument—it must have been officially
recognised in Papias’ own province of Asia. Further, as Light-
foot pointed out, in the list of Apostles mentioned in the previously
quoted fragment of Papias, the order and selection of names is
that of their occurrence in the Fourth Gospel, not of the
Synoptic lists. We are bound, then, to consider the curiously
disparaging tone of Papias’ remarks about Matthew and Mark in
the light of this presumption that Papias knew the Fourth Gospel.

Of Mark, Papias, or rather the Elder his informant, says in
effect *“ the facts are correct—that follows from Mark’s connection
with Peter—but, as Mark had only his memory to rely upon, he
has got them in the wrong order.” In regard to Matthew he
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says that “the original of the discourses (ra Adyia) was in
Hebrew and there is no authorised tramslation.” Now this
depreciation of Gospels used in the Church is quite unaccountable
unless it seemed necessary in order to defend the superior accuracy
of some other Gospel which was in conflict with them in regard
to certain points.

Now obviously the Fourth Gospel is in violent conflict with
Mark in regard to the order of events. But it has not, I think,
hitherto been realised, in this particular connection, that the
Fourth Gospel is equally in conflict with Matthew in regard to
the * prophetic utterances”—that is the strict meaning of
7a Néyua—of our Lord. Matthew is the Gospel which lays
most emphasis on the idea of an early visible Second Coming ;
John is the Gospel which all but substitutes for this visible
return of Christ the coming of the Paraclete. Papias himself
was a Millenarian ; but it is probable—Eusebius is ambiguous
here—that the passage about Matthew, like that about Mark,
is quoted from the Elder John. In that case the two fragments
of Papias represent what Asian tradition recollected of John the
Elder’s reply to critics who impugned the accuracy of the Fourth
Gospel on the ground of its divergence from Matthew and Mark.

Heretofore scholars have taken it for granted that 7a Aéyia
was the title of a book—differing only in their view as to whether
the book referred to was our Gospel of Matthew, a lost collection
of sayings of the Lord, or a collection of proof-texts. I submit
that if—in the lost context of the fragment—Papias was talking,
not about books, but their subject-matter, & Adyia would be
the natural phrase to use in speaking of the sayings of Christ
which form so conspicuous an element in the existing Gospel
of Matthew. The Elder—thinking, partly of the Judaistic,
but mainly of the Apocalyptic, sayings in Matthew—says that
the discourses in this Greek Gospel cannot always be relied on
as accurately representing the original Hebrew (cf. p. 416).

If this explanation is correct, the Elder may have known
of the existence of a Hebrew (prob.=Aramaic) collection of
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sayings of Christ by Matthew (though he need not actually have
seen it), and he does not wish to deny that this had been used
by the author of the Greek Gospel. But he declines to regard
as & wholly apostolic, and therefore in all points authoritative,
work the Greek Gospel which, at the time when he was speaking,
was in all probability a new arrival in Ephesus and not yet
generally accepted in that church. But, supposing the fragment
represents a protest on behalf of the local Ephesian Gospel
against the superior claims made by certain persons in favour
of a Gospel recently introduced from outside, we are not entitled
to infer from the expression ““ each one translated them as he
could ” that the Elder knew of any other Greek versions of
Matthew’s Hebrew work, More probably his language is a
slightly contemptuous exaggeration intended to assert that the
particular Greek version (i.e. our Gospel of Matthew), to the
authority of which the critics of the Fourth Gospel were appealing,
was an anonymous version having no claim to direct apostolic
authority. What he is anxious to assert is that the Greek
Gospel of Matthew, like that of Mark, is only deutero-apostolic,
and that, therefore, its authority cannot be quoted as final where
it conflicts with the Fourth Gospel. This does not necessarily
imply that he attributed the Fourth Gospel to an Apostle.
On the contrary, supposing that the Elder knew that this Gospel
was by an unknown disciple of John, or supposing that he were
himself (as I shall argue) the author, it would only be the more
necessary to point out that Gospels like Matthew and Mark,
which were at times in conflict with it, were no more directly
apostolic than itself.

In the interpretation of the meaning of a fragment, torn from
its original context, there must always be an element of doubt.
But the above interpretation has two great merits. First, it
explaing the extraordinary fact that the earliest allusion in
Christian literature to the Gospels is an endeavour to minimise
their accuracy and Apostolic authority. Secondly, the view
that the Elder John meant to affirm that the Greek Matthew
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was not the work of an Apostle, though embodying a work
originally written in Hebrew by the Apostle Matthew, fits in
admirably with the result of a critical comparison of the Synoptic
Gospels, which suggests that the author of our First Gospel used
Mark and at least one other source mainly consisting of dis-
course. There is not, however, I may incidentally remark, any
reason to suppose that the Hebrew work of Matthew was ever
known by the title “ Logia.” '

SourcE aND TExTUAL CRITICISM

These examples will suffice to show how the critical study
of the internal relations of the Gospels to one another may
illuminate the external evidence as to their authorship, date,
or locality of origin. But, if we are to pass on from the history
of the Gospels themselves to a consideration of their value as
historical authorities for the life of Christ, the analysis of sources
is still more important. For our estimate of the historical value
of the Gospels depends in the last resort upon the opinion we
frame as to the sources of information upon which the several
authors relied, and of the degree of accuracy with which they
reproduced them. '

The historian, moreover, must go on to ask the question, How
far does the text of the Gospels that has come down to us
represent what the authors wrote ¢ The earliest MSS. we possess,
apart from a few papyrus fragments, are separated by a matter
of two and a half centuries from the authors’ original. Since
absolute accuracy is an ideal not attainable by mortal man,
every time a MS. is copied some errors will get into the text.
But the errors which will arise and be propagated along one line
of transmission will not be the same as those along another.
Thus by a comparison of MSS. representing different textual
traditions the errors of one can be corrected from another.
But if this is to be done, it is vital to ascertain the number and
character of these different traditions and how far they are
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independent of one another. I have already indicated how in
certain ways the study of textual criticism, in the light of recent
MS. discoveries, throws unexpected light on some of the obscurer
aspects of the Synoptic Problem ; incidentally it provides further
evidence of the necessity of studying the history of the Gospels in
. each of the Great Churches separately.

Many of those who recognise that both textual criticism and
the analysis of sources are an essential preliminary to a truly
historical investigation are nevertheless inclined to recoil from
the study of these problems, fearing lest they may become choked
by the dust of multifarious detail. To such I would venture
to suggest that whether a particular investigation is instinct
with interest or fraught with tedium depends very much on the
spirit in which it is approached. The problems discussed in the
present volume have, if one cares to look at it in that light,
much the same kind of intellectual appeal as the quest for the
solution of a difficult acrostic or of a problem in chess. An even
better analogy would be the science of Geology ; for that is
recognised as truly a science, though a science which, from the
nature of the case, is compelled to dispense with the method of
experiment and relies solely on observation. Geology attempts
to reconstruct the history of the past by a highly scientific
application of the method of observation. Facts, over as wide
a range as possible, are collected, sifted, and compared, in order
that hypotheses may be framed which will satisfactorily account
for the observed phenomena. The critical investigations pursued
in this volume are of a precisely similar character. And the
student who enters upon these problems in the same spirit of
scientific inquiry as he would if they were problems of Geology
will find the method not without interest and the results well
worth the trouble.
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THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION
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LOCAL AND STANDARD TEXTS
SYNOPSIS

A Birp’s EvyE ViEw

The Received Text represents approximately the Byzantine text
found in the majority of MSS. But the earliest MSS. and Versions
afiord evidence of the existence at an early date of a number of local
texts, differing considerably from one another, which in the course
of time were gradually submerged by the Byzantine standard text.
Recent discovery and investigation necessitates considerable modi-
fications of the theories put forward by Westcott and Hort.

(1) The two oldest MSS., BX (on which W.H. mainly based their
edition of the Greek Testament), represent the local text of Alexandria.
(2) What is called the “ Western ” text is really not a single text, but
a group of distinct local texts within which an Eastern type (with
$wo sub-varieties current in Antioch and Caesarea respectively) must
be clearly distinguished from the Western type (used with some slight
differences in Africa and Italy).

The materials for the textual criticism of the Gospels contrasted
with those available for classical authors. Note on von Soden’s
edition.

Locat TExTs

Brief survey of the conditions of copying and correcting MSS,
which led to the development of local texts. The maximum of
divergence between local texts probably reached ¢. A.p. 200. This
is reflected in the oldest Latin, Syriac and Egyptian Versions.

The great majority of various readings are, in regard to points of
grammar, order of words, etc., so small as to make no essential differ-
ence to the sense ; but for the identification of the various local texts,
the concurrence in a group of MSS. of a large number of these minute
variants is of chief significance. Large omissions or interpolations,
tho.ugh more striking, are for this purpose less important, since in the
period when the churches were comparing different texts and correct-
ing one by another, the more conspicuous variants would be the first

27
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to attract attention, and would thus be adopted from one text into
another.
STANDARDISATION

As Constantinople came more and more to dominate the Greek-
speaking Church, MSS. representing the old local texts were gradu-
ally by a series of corrections brought into conformity with the
Byzantine standard text. An analogy from the history of ancient
liburgies. Similarly MSS. of the Old Latin version were corrected
into conformity with the revised version produced by Jerome at the
command of Pope Damasus in 381. The result of this standardising
process was the production of * mixed ” texts, 7.e. of MSS. in which
one set of readings survive from ancestors representing an old local
text, while others agree with the standard text. In mixed MSS. the
only readings that need be noticed are those which differ from the
standard text.

Tae FATHERS AND THE STANDARD TEXT

Since later scribes who copied the works of the Fathers were
themselves familiar with the standard text of the Gospels, there was
an inevitable tendency for them to correct quotations from the
Gospels occurring in an early Father so as to make them conform to
the standard text. Two striking illustrations of this process. It
follows that when in the printed editions of an early Father (few
Fathers have been critically edited from the best MSS.) a quotation
from the Gospels is found to agree with the Byzantine text against
the local text which that Father elsewhere seems to use, there is a
presumption against that particular reading being what that Father
originally wrote ; it is more likely to be the result of a scribal correc-
tion in the MS. of the Father.

AxN IrLusioNn aBour MSS.

The distinction between MSS. written in uncial (i.e. capital)
letters, or in a cursive (i.e. small running) hand, in no way corresponds
to a difference in their value to the textual critic. Many cursives are
quite as important as any uncials after the first five, RBLD® ; the
practice of citing uncials by a capital letter, cursives by a number,
makes the difference between them appear far greater than it really
is. After A.p. 600 MSS. with a substantial mixture of the old local
texts were rarely copied except in out-of-the-way places or by
some accident, and this might occur at quite a late date; also a
late cursive may be a direct copy of an early uncial. Of special
interest are 33, 579 (allies of BN); also 1, 28, 565, 700, and the
“Ferrar Group” (18 &c.), which, together with @, form a family
(fam. ©) preserving the text of Caesarea.



CHAPTER II
LOCAL AND STANDARD TEXTS

A Bmp’s Eve View

To those who read the Gospels in order to obtain a general
idea of the life and teaching of Christ, or who value them mainly
for devotional purposes, it makes very little difference whether
they use the Authorised or the Revised Version. All they want
the textual critic to tell them is within what limits of error the
text of either version represents what the authors wrote. Any one,
however, who wishes to study the subtler shades of meaning in
particular passages, or who is interested in the evidence for every
detail of the life and teaching of our Lord, will be more exact-
ing, and will demand the most accurate text that a scientific
study of the MSS. can produce; while to the student of the
Synoptic Problem, endeavouring by a microscopic comparison of
the Gospels to determine the sources which their authors used, the
minutest variant may be of the utmost significance. Indeed, as
will appear in a later chapter, it is precisely because most writers
on the Synoptic Problem have been content to use without
question Synopses of the Gospels in Greek, based either on the
text of Tischendorf or on that of Westcott and Hort, that a
completely satisfactory explanation of the relation of Matthew
and Luke to Mark has not sooner been attained.

The facts which constitute the main difficulty in our quest
for the original text may be summed up in a paragraph.

There are over twelve hundred manuscripts of the Gospels in
29
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Greek, beginning with the eighth century MS, commonly cited as
E, which present a text of a remarkably uniform character. This
text was named by Griesbach the ““ Byzantine text ”—a name
preferable to that of “ Syrian ” given it by Hort, since, whatever
its origin, it was indubitably the standard text of the Byzantine
Empire all through the Middle Ages. In sharp contrast to the
general uniformity of the Byzantine text is the extent of varia-
tion exhibited by the half-dozen Greek MSS. that survive from
the fourth and fifth centuries, and by the Greek texts under-
lying the Old Latin, the Old Syriac and the older Egyptian,
Versions, of which we possess MSS. of an equally early date.
Of the six oldest Greek MSS. only one, A, has a text that in all four
Gospels approximates to the Byzantine standard. The other five,
8BCDW,! and the three ancient Versions just mentioned have
texts which differ to a remarkable extent both from one another
and from the Byzantine text. What is even more significant—
the quotations from the Gospels made by all Christian writers up
to about A.p. 360 almost invariably agree with one or other of
these older MSS. or Versions rather than with the Byzantine text.

Thus there is forced upon our notice evidence that in the
earlier period there was great diversity between the texts of the
New Testament current in the Church—a diversity which was
succeeded later on by a high degree of uniformity. We notice
at once an analogy between the history of the text and that of
the settlement of the canon and the formulation of doctrine.
Here, as elsewhere, the final result, it would seem, is a standardisa-
tion of an earlier variety.

The problems which the textual critic has to solve are three.
(1) He must account for the great divergence between the types
of text current in the second, third and fourth centuries.
(2) He must explain the origin of the Byzantine standard text
and the process by which it replaced the other types. (3) Finally,
in the light of the conclusions reached on these two points, he

1 T accept the date (fifth cemtury) assigned to D, the Codex Bezae, by
F. C. Burkitt and E. A. Loew. Cf. J.T.8S., July 1902 and April 1913.
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must endeavour to determine which of these types of text, or
what kind of combination of them, will represent most nearly
the text of the Gospels as they left the hands of their several
authors. The third problem is of course much the most im-
portant ; but he cannot hope to solve it rightly unless he has
first found a reasonably satisfactory solution to the other two.

The relation of our printed Greek Testaments and of the
English versions to the types of text found in the MSS. may be
summarily stated in a very few words. Erasmus was the first
to produce an edition of the Greek Testament in print; a
subsequent revision of his edition by the Paris printer Stephanus,
1550, became the standard printed text or Textus Receptus.
Readings of this text are commonly cited by the abbreviation
T.R. or the Greek letter & (= st). Since both Erasmus and
Stephanus used (all but exclusively) late Byzantine MSS., the
English Authorised Version, which was translated from the Textus
Receptus, represents a late stage of the Byzantine text. On the
other hand, in the great critical editions of Westcott and Hort
and Tischendorf the Byzantine tradition is entirely abandoned
and the text is based almost entirely on the two oldest MSS. of
all, B (Vaticanus) and & (Sinaiticus)—of which the first prob-
ably, the second possibly, dates from the reign of Constantine
(d. A.D. 337). Where these two MSS. differ, Westcott and Horb
usually follow B; Tischendorf more often prefers & (Aleph), his
own discovery. The “ Revisers’ text,” from which the Revised
Version was translated, and which is published by the Oxford
University Press, represents a compromise, on the whole a very
reasonable one, between the views of Hort, who championed a
text based on B, and those of the more conservative members
of the Committee who defended the Byzantine text.

At that time neither party was concerned to put in a plea
for any readings (except a few omissions) supported only by D
(Codex Bezae), by the then known MSS. of the Old Latin and
0ld Syriac version, or by certain late Greek MSS. exhibiting texts
of an unusual type. These authorities were all lumped together
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under the general name of the  Western text,” and their
readings were treated as interesting eccentricities. But investi-
gations by more recent scholars and fresh discoveries—of which
the Sinaitic Syriac (Syr. S.), the Koridethi MS. @, the Freer MS.
W, and 700 are the most notable—have changed this. (1) It is
now generally realised that B x represent, not, as Hort held,
some almost impeccable “ Neutral” text connected with no
particular locality, but the text of Alexandria in its purest form.
(2) The question has been raised whether, under the misleading
name “ Western,” Griesbach and Hort did not group together
what in reality are several distinct local texts.

In Chapters ITI. and IV. I shall submit an outline of the
evidence which compels us to recognise in what they called the
“ Western >’ text two distinct types, an Eastern and a strictly
(in a geographical sense) Western text. Each of these types
can be further divided into at least two distinct local texts.
Indeed it can, I think, be shown that recently discovered
MSS., if properly used, enable us to get a fairly clear idea of
the different types of text current about .p. 230, not only in
Alexandria, but in Caesarea and Antioch in the East, and in
Italy and Carthage in the West.

If this is established, obviously the basis of evidence on which
the text of the Gospels rests is greatly widened. Of these five
early local texts that of Alexandria (B x) is, as we should expect
from the tradition of textual scholarship native to the place,
undoubtedly the best; but no MS. and no line of textual
tradition is infallible, and it will not infrequently appear that
the true reading of a particular Ppassage, lost at Alexandria, has
been preserved in one or other of the rival texts,

It is, however, quite impossible for the student to interpret
rightly the evidence by which the identification of local texts
is achieved unless he has previously considered (a) the condi-
tions which originally gave rise to the existence of these local
texts, and (b) the exact nature of that Process of progressive
correction into conformity with the Byzantine standard text
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to which many of our most important authorities have been
subjected. The present chapter, therefore, will be mainly
devoted to a discussion of these two points.

In the field of classical literature the main difficulty of the
textual critic, except in the case of a few extremely popular
authors like Homer or Virgil, is the paucity and late date of MSS.
No portion of Tacitus, for example, survived the Dark Ages in
more than one; and the number of famous works of which,
apart from Renaissance reproductions, there are less than half a
dozen MSS. is very large. Again, apart from fragments, there
are no MSS. of the Greek classics earlier than the ninth century,
and very few older than the twelfth. The student of the text
of the Gospels is confronted with a difficulty of an opposite
character. There are more than 1400 Greek MSS., about forty
of which are more than a thousand years old; there are over
1300 Lectionaries which contain the greater part of the text of
the Gospels arranged as lessons for the year; there are fifteen
Versions in ancient languages, which are evidence of the Greek
text used by their translators. In addition, there are innumerable
quotations by early Fathers, which are, in effect, fragments of
other early MSS. now lost. The mass of material to be con-
sidered is crushing. The consequences of this are twofold. On
the one hand the degree of security that, in its broad outlines,
the text has been handed down to us in a reliable form is prima
facie very high. On the other, the problem of sorting the material
in order to determine those minuter points which interest the
critical student is proportionately complex—how complex is
only known to those who have given considerable attention to
the study. Nevertheless so much has been accomplished in this
way by the labours of generations of scholars, that it is now
possible—if we disregard minor issues and accept as provision-
ally established certain conclusions to which a minority of experts
might demur—to present “ a bird’s eye view ” of the history of
the text, which will be both intelligible to the plain man and at

the same time in principle scientific. Such a view will be in one
D
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sense a further development of, in another an attempt to super-"
sede, the theory put forward by Westcott and Hort in the
Introduction to their famous edition of the Greek Testament.
Thus it will frequently be necessary to criticise certain of the
views of Hort—by whom that Introduction was written. I
wish, therefore, once and for all to affirm that this implies no
undervaluing of the truly epoch-making character of the work of
that great scholar. There is no greater name in the history of
Textual Criticism. But for Hort, no such thing as what I am
here attempting would be possible; and such modification of
his views as seems to be necessary is mainly due to discoveries
made since the time he wrote.l

1 Of the views of H. von Soden it is impossible to speak in such terms as
I should wish, retaining, as I do, pleasant recollections of a personal interview
with him & few years before his tragic death. Soden had at his disposal a large
sum of money given to enable him to employ numerous assistants, in order to
scour the libraries of the East for MSS. hitherto either unknown or not carefully
examined ; but unfortunately not much of the first importance was discovered.
The Byzantine text he styles K (=r«ow), the Alexandrian H ( = Hesychian);
all other authorities, whether Eastern or Western, are assigned to an I
(=Jerusalem) text. In Chapter IV. I shall attempt to discriminate between
the almost equally balanced elements of truth and falsehood in his conception
of an I text.

In his colossal Introduction he has succeeded in illuminating the grouping of
late MSS. and the history of the Byzantine text. But his theories of the influence
of Tatian and of a IIn* I—H—K text are, if I may borrow a phrase once
used by Dr. Sanday, “not only wrong but wrong-headed.” I am informed
by one of the leading scholars in Germany that Soden’s theories, in so far
as they are original, are universally rejected in that country, and that his
grouping of the MSS. is considered arbitrary. Of his cumbrously conceived
attempt to introduce an entirely new naming and numbering of the MSS. I
need say nothing, as the vast majority of scholars in Europe and America
bave agreed that they will not accept it, but will henceforth use Gregory’s
revision of the old notation. Advanced students, however, must have some
acquaintance with his views, for without that the Apparatus Criticus of his
edition cannot be deciphered, much less understood. They should, however,
be warned that it is very inaccurate. (On this point there is some damaging
evidence in the Introduction to the * New Collation of Codex 22 by Prof. H. A.
Sanders, Journal of Biblical Studies, xxxiii. p. 91 f.) Such students I would refer
to an invaluable pamphlet by Prof. K. Lake, Prof. H. von Soden’s Treatment
of the Text of the Gospels (Otto Schultze, Edin.; a reprint of articles in
Review of Theology and Philosophy, Oct.-Nov. 1908). This paper gives an
extremely clear account of Soden’s grouping of the MSS. and a sympathetic
exposition of his very complicated views, followed by a very courteous but, in
etfect, annihilating criticism of them.
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Locar TExTS

The invention of printing made it possible that every copy of
a book should be exactly the same. This was a new thing in
the history of literature. So long as books were copied by hand,
no two copies could be exactly the same ; every copy included
certain scribal errors. In the scriptoria of the great libraries it
was customary in antiquity for a corrector, 8copfwTsjs, to go over
a MS., sometimes with the original from which it was copied,
more often, apparently, with another copy. The most obvious
mistakes, including accidental omissions, would thus to a large
extent be rectified. But this is unlikely to have been done in
the earliest MSS. of the Gospels, which would be cheap copies
and often made by amateur scribes. In that case an error which
made nonsense or spoilt the grammar of a sentence would be
subsequently corrected by the owner of the book—probably,
from lack of another copy, by conjecture. If, however, the
error was one which left a reading which still made sense, it
would be likely to escape notice altogether. In either case the
new reading would be reproduced by all subsequent scribes who
used this copy as an exemplar. Now as soon as there were
numerous copies of a book in circulation in the same area,
one copy would constantly be corrected by another, and thus
within that area a general standard of text would be preserved.
But what we have to consider is that it is unlikely that the
errors in the first copy of the Gospel of John, for example,
which reached Rome would be the same as those in the first
copy which came to Alexandria; and as each of these would
become the parent of most other copies used in those respective
cities, there would, from the very beginning, be some difference
between the local texts of Rome and Alexandria.

Once the Gospels were regarded as inspired, they were copied
with scrupulous accuracy and by the most skilful scribes avail-
able. But during the first and most of the second century they
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would be, for the most part, copied by amateurs—for Christians
were a poor community and a secret society under the ban of the
police. It was during this period that all the really important
various readings arose. Both insertion and omission would be
more possible then than at a later date, For, on the one hand,
it was a time when incidents or sayings not included in the
original Gospels would still survive in oral tradition, and when
their inclusion in a text not yet regarded as sacred would be
least resented. On the other hand, accidental omissions—the
commonest of all errors in copying, whether in ancient or modern
times—would most easily become permanent ; for at a period
when the churches were relatively isolated, a Passage once
omitted from the earliest copy which reached s particular church
would not for a long while, if ever, be replaced. This is the ex-
Planation of what is the most conspicuous difference between one
text and another, that caused by the presence in some MSS, of
sentences or paragraphs not found in others. Of these variants the
so-called Pericope Adulterae, s.e. the story of the woman taken
in adultery (Jn. vii. 53 1), and the last twelve verses of Mark
are much the most considerable ; but there are quite a number of
other interesting Passages, from half a verse to a couple of verses
in extent, which are found in some MSS., but omitted in others,
The textual critic is called upon to decide in each particular case
whether the reading is the result of accidental omission in the
texts which lack, or of Interpolation in the texts which contain,
these passages. The principles on which such decisions can be
made will be discussed later.

But variants of this kind, though the most conspicuous, are
not the most important to the critic who is seeking to identify
early local texts, for the simple reason that they are so conspicu-
ous that they would be the first passages to strike the eye of
later scribes or editors who wished to correct or supplement their
own text by that of another church. A convincing proof that g
group of MSS. represents the text of g particular locality is only
forthcoming if they are found to concur in a large number of
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minor variants which are either not found at all or found but
rarely in other MSS.

Tor a discussion, with illustrative examples, of the causes
and exact character of these minor variants I refer the reader to
Appendix L, «The Origin of Variants.” In this place I need only
say that the number of such variants is immense. Between the
Textus Receptus and Westcott and Hort, that is, practically
between the Byzantine text and that of B, there are, in the
Gospels alone, about 4000 differences.! And the number of
differences between the text of B and that of D would, I imagine,
be quite twice as many. But mno less remarkable is the in-
finitesimal character of the vast majority of these differences.
For the most part they consist in variations in the relative order
of words in a sentence, in the use of different prepositions, con-
junctions and particles, in differences in the preposition with
which verbs are compounded, or in slight modifications of a
grammatical nature.? Indeed the great majority of them can-
not be represented in an English translation.

The main influences which operate to produce differences of
text are illustrated by the passages discussed in Appendix I
These are all influences which would operate in every locality.
Where a change would effect an obvious grammatical improve-
ment or tend to assimilate the text of one Gospel to another,
the same alteration might easily be made independently in two
different neighbourhoods. But only rarely would any of the
other causes of corruption result in a coincident alteration of
exactly the same kind along two different lines of textual trans-
mission. On the contrary, corruption as a rule causes texts to
become in the course of time more and more different. In this
way local texts would inevitably develop, not only in the greater,

1 Any one who would like to study these may find a collation of the two
texts in W. Sanday, Appendices ad Novum Testamentum, Oxford, 1889.

2 Such phenomena are by no means confined to the text of the New
Testament. They are a conspicuous feature of the texts of the Fathers; they
are found, though to a much less extent, in the texts of some classical writers.
See the remarks about MSS. of Augustine quoted by F. G. Kenyon, The
Textual COriticism of the New Testament (Macmillan, 1912), p. 355 note.
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but also in the smaller centres of Christianity. But, along with
& growing veneration for the text as that of inspired Scripture,’
there would come a tendency, whenever a new copy of the
Gospels for official use in the public services was wanted, to lay
more and more stress on the importance of having an accurate
text. This would naturally result in the smaller churches
obtaining new copies from the greater metropolitan sees, since
these would be thought likely to possess a pure text. From
these any copies in private hands in the smaller churches would
be corrected. Thus the local texts of smaller churches would
tend to become assimilated to those of the greater centres in
their immediate neighbourhood. The next stage would be for
the great churches to compare their texts and endeavour to
reach a standard text which would be universally accepted.

To this process the history of the text of Homer, obscure
though it is in certain ways, presents some analogies. The
quotations of ancient authors and the earliest papyrus fragments
attest readings not found in the xowvsf, or standard text, which
has come down to us; and grammarians often cite readings of
other texts which are described as xara méess, that is, appar-
ently, local texts once current in certain famous cities.

In the light of these antecedent probabilities we should
expect to find the maximum of diversity between local texts of
the Gospels in the early part of the third century. After that
date, with the increasing possibilities of communication between
churches and the rapid spread of Christianity among the more
educated classes, there would gradually arise a demand for a
standard text. All the evidence points in this direction. The
oldest Greek MSS., the oldest versions, the quotations of the
oldest Fathers, all attest diversity. Scholars like Rendel Harris,
Chase and Hoskier have made ingenious attempts to discount
the evidence of the ancient Versions and to discredit, as due to
retranslation, the text of the Greek MSS. like D or B which
are most closely allied to them. Such attempts are inspired by
the assumption, only half conscious but wholly fallacious, that
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ot the beginning of the third century there was anything
approaching & uniform Greek text in use throughout the Church.
On the contrary, antecedent probability and the evidence of
Patristic quotations alike point to the period + A.D. 200, when
the older Versions were produced, as that of maximum local
diversity. Anditis precisely because they preserve this diversity
that these versions are of primary importance to the eritic as
evidence for the older local texts.

The ultimate aim of textual criticism is to get back behind
the diverse local texts to & single text, viz. to that which the
authors originally wrote. But the high road to that conclusion
s first to recover the local texts of the great churches, and then
to work back to a common original that will explain them all.

STANDARDISATION

The Byzantine text, we shall see later, most probably origin-
ated in & revision based on older local texts made by Lucian of
Antioch about 4.D. 300. The fact of such revision, and still more
the precise relation of it to the older texts, is a matter on which
opinions may differ. What is not open to question is that this
type of text, whatever its origin and whatever its value, did
gradually oust all other types and become the standard text
in the Greek-speaking Church. It is therefore important to
recognise the difference which the invention of printing has made
in the mechanism, so to speak, of the process by which & standard
text can be introduced where it was not previously in use. If
the proper authorities in the Church of England ghould decide
that henceforth the Lessons be read from the Revised Version
instead of from the Authorised, the change would for the most
part be made in three months. A certain number of clergy
might resist it ; in that case, some churches would henceforth
be using the one version, and some the other. But by no
possibility could a mized version be anywhere used. In antiquity
it was just the reverse. From the end of the third century the
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relatively cheap papyrus roll was replaced by the magnificent
“codex” (z.e. MS. in book form) written on parchment. It
Was not practicable, except in the largest cities, to discard the
Bibles already in use and obtain new ones. No doubt this
would be done in the great cathedrals and in the larger monas-
teries. Elsewhere existing MSS. would be corrected more or
less carefully from some copy of the standard text—much as
an incumbent is still legally bound to correct the copies of the
Prayer Book belonging to the parish, when the names in the
prayers for the King and Royal Family require to be changed
on the accession of a new monarch. This is no mere con-
Jecture. In some of our oldest MSS. we can see the process
actually at work. «, for example, has been corrected by
several hands at different dates, and (apart from -corrections
by the 8i0pfwris and an all but contemporary scribe) the
great majority of corrections are into conformity with the
standard text; the same thing holds good of the corrections
in W2

Doubtless the wealthier and more important churches or
monasteries would get from Antioch or Constantinople com-
pletely new copies of the approved text. Bishops and priests in
smaller towns would bring their old MSS. with them next time
they had occasion to visit the provincial capitals and take the
opportunity of making the necessary corrections. Let us suppose
that the text of the Gospels in a particular city or monastery
was of the B type, and that the Bishop or Archimandrite, on
a visit to Constantinople, wished to correct it to the standard
text. He would bring his own copy with him and tell off one
of his attendant priests or monks to collate it with the model.
Two-thirds of the 4000 or more differences which the micro-
scopic eye of a Tischendorf, trained by a lifetime of such com-
parison, would detect, this man would never notice. Of the

1 This can be conveniently verified in Scrivener's 4 Full Collation of the
Codex Sinaiticus (Cambridge, 1864), passim, and in H. A. Sanders, The N.T
MS8. in the Freer Collection (Macmillan Co., New York, 1912), pp. 31, 36.
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rest, at least half would seem to him too unimportant to record,
since they make no real difference to the sense. If the corrector
were more than usually careful, and had plenty of leisure for
the work, he might make 500 corrections ; if careless or pressed
for time, perhaps only 50. The copy thus corrected would
be taken back ; and from it other local copies would be made,
embodying these corrections i the text. What then would be the
character of the resultant text ? It would be a mized text, some
of its readings being Alexandrian, others Byzantine. Some
actual examples of mixed texts of this type are discussed below
(p. 61 f£.) and in Ch. IV.

This sort of thing would be going on everywhere ; but the
results would differ in every case. For instance, a priest from
another town might also bring a B text to be corrected ; but the
list of differences which he happened to notice, or to think worth
correcting, would be quite a different one. This time the result-
ant text, although equally a mixture of B and the standard text,
would be a different mixture. Again, from other centres the MSS.
brought for correction might be of one of the types of text
commonly called ¢ Western.” Descendants of these MSS,, as
corrected, would show a mixture of “ Western ” and Byzantine
readings. And now suppose that, a century or so later, some
conscientious bishop or monk arose who again compared his
partially corrected local text by the Byzantine standard. The
same process would be repeated ; but it would result in a still
further diminution of the Alexandrian or * Western »? elements
in the text current in that locality. Since this process of succes-
sive standardisation was going on for centuries, the remains of
the pre-Byzantine texts would gradually get revised away.

In the later period of classical antiquity a text more or less
pure of the great authors was preserved by the tradition of
scrupulous accuracy and careful correction maintained in the
great libraries—especially that of Alexandria. And, as every
one who wanted a good text resorted to these centres, a standard
text gradually supplanted that of cheap popular copies. In the
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Middle Ages the library tradition passed to some of the greater
monasteries, and doubtless this had a similar effect in fixing and
Propagating the standard text. Thus after the eighth century
it was only here and there, in sma]l monasteries in remote districts,
that MSS. would be copied which still contained a substantial
proportion of readings characteristic of the older texts,

According to Hort there are (not counting fragments) only
three MSS., B, x and D, which have altogether escaped some
measure of correction to the Byzantine standard ; and it is
significant that two of them are a century older than any others.
It is also noticeable that D was written by an ill-educated scribe,
and that the same thing applies to other important MSS. with
a large non-Byzantine element, e.g. L, A, 28 and, still more con-
spicuously, ®, This suggests that they were written in out-of-
the-way places, where the Byzantine text had not yet penetrated
or had only recently done so. Zoology presents us with an
analogy ; the last survivors of species, once widely prevalent
but now on the way to extinction, are found in remote and
isolated spots.

The slow and haphazard working of this process of standard-
isation explains the comparative failure of any standard revision
of the Old Testament to oust the older texts. In the first place,
anxiety to correct and recorrect, in the endeavour to attain what
was regarded as the purest text, would be much less acute for the
Old Testament than the Gospels.t  Secondly, the Old Testament
being so much longer, and therefore so much more expensive to
copy, than the New, many even of the cathedrals and larger
monasteries would prefer to correct old, rather than to purchase
new, copies. Thirdly, only selections of the Old Testament were

! Thereputation of Origen’s Hezapla, a work we shall speak of later (p. 1111.),
which was preserved at Caesarea till the city was sacked by the Saracens,
made that, as the scholia prove, an alternative to the revision of Lucian of
Antioch as a standard of correction. The majority of MSS. of the LXX give
a mixed text ; though it is believed that in B we have an early Alexandrian,
in a few other MSS. a text derived from the Hezapla, in rather more the text

of Lucian, and in some few a text which is thought to represent the revision by
Hesychius alluded to by Jerome.
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read in the Church gervices, and for this purpose Lectionaries were
used. The complete Old Testament was a work of reference for
theologians, copies of it not being subject to the wear and tear
of daily use lasted a long while. Indeed this is the probable
explanation of the fact that, although MSS. containing the whole
New Testament are comparatively rare and MSS. containing the
whole of the Old Testament rarer still, the four oldest MSS. we
possess, By A C, originally contained the whole Bible. There
must always have been an overwhelming proportion of MSS.
containing the four Gospels only ; but, while most early copies
of the Gospels were worn out by constant use, the four great
Bibles survived because they were kept in libraries as works of
reference.

To this standardisation of the text of the New Testament
there is an illuminating parallel in the history of the Greek
liturgies during the same period. In the sixth centuries the
Patriarchates of Antioch and Alexandria had each its own
liturgy, known respectively by the names of St. James and St.
Mark ; and there were various other local rites in use. But
gradually the later Byzantine rite superseded all others within
the remains of the old empire. Then the churches of Syria and
Egypt, which survived under Mohammedan rule, gradually
assimilated the Liturgies of St. James and St. Mark to the
Byzantine standard. Thus all the surviving Greek texts of these
liturgies have been, to a large extent, standardised. But the
original form can be recovered by means of the vernacular
liturgies of the Syriac and Coptic churches.! It is an interesting
reflexion that, had no Greek MSS. earlier than the tenth century
survived, we should in the same way be dependent on Latin,
Syriac, and Coptic translations for our kmowledge of the older
forms of the text of the Greek Testament.

Precisely the same process of standardisation can be traced
in the Latin church. In 381 Jerome was commissioned by Pope
Damasus to produce a revised translation of the New Testament

1 Cf F. E. Brightman, The English Rite, i. p. XX ff, (Rivington, 1915).
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in order to remedy the confusion arising from the great diversity
in the text and renderings of the Old Latin version at that time
current. Two years later his translation of the Gospels was
formally presented to the Pope as a first instalment. Revised
versions are rarely popular at first, and for some little time copies
of the old version continued to be reproduced. Indeed, Pope
Gregory, writing in 595, lays down® that both versions are
recognised by the Catholic Church. Gradually, however, the
text of Jerome’s translation, which we know as “the Vulgate,”
prevailed. But its influence spread quite as much through the
correction of old copies by the new standard as by the substitu-
tion of new text for old. The result is that we have a number
of MSS. the text of which is a mixture, in varying proportions, of
Old Latin and of Vulgate elements. Indeed, just as the Greek
Textus Receptus includes certain readings (e.g. the Pericope in
John) which, though found in some pre-Byzantine MSS., are
absent from the earliest MSS. of the Byzantine text, so in the
“received ” text of the Vulgate certain Old Latin readings are
found which Jerome had discarded. Fortunately, however, our
MSS. of the Vulgate are so numerous and ancient that the text
of the version as it left Jerome’s hands can be recovered with
approximate certainty. This has been done in the magnificent
edition of Wordsworth and White. With a copy of this edition
in his hands, the student can readily distinguish in any mixed
MS. the readings characteristic of the Old Latin.

We may now formulate a canon of criticism of the first im-
portance. Of MSS., whether Greek or Latin, later than the fifth
century, only those readings meed be noted which differ from the
standard text. That does not mean that readings of the
Byzantine Greek or the Vulgate Latin are necessarily wrong ;
most of them are to be found in one or other of the earlier
texts. It means that, since the authorities for any reading

1 «Sedes apostolica, eui auctore Deo praesideo, utraque utitur (v.l. utrique
nititur),” Moralia in Job, Pref. Ep. ad fin. It is possible, however, that
Gregory’s remark only applies to the Old Testament.
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adopted in the standard text number in Greek twelve hundred,
in Latin five thousand, a few hundred more or less makes no
difference. But, as will shortly appear, our knowledge of the
earlier types of text current in the Kast, not counting Egypt,
depends mainly on the fragments of older MSS. which survive
in mixed texts, and these fragments can only be identified by
noting those readings which differ from the standard text.

Tug FATHERS AND THE STANDARD TEXT

The standard text has also influenced the textual tradition of
quotations from the New Testament in the works of the Greek and
Latin Fathers. As a general rule it may be laid down that in late
and inferior MSS. of the Fathers the Biblical quotations accord
much more closely with the Byzantine text or the Latin Vulgate,
as the case may be, than in good or early MSS. That is to
say, that same process of assimilating earlier texts to the later
standard, which we find in our MSS. of the Gospels, can also be
traced in the quotations from the Gospels found in the works of
the Fathers. Seeing that quotations by early Fathers are the
principal means by which we identify and localise the type of
texts found in pre-Byzantine or pre-Vulgate MSS., this considera-
tion is of great importance. It may be illustrated by a concrete
example. Hort had detected a connection between the text of
the Old Latin Codex Bobiensis, known as k, and the text of
Cyprian. Dr. Sanday pressed the investigation a stage further.
Working from the printed texts of Cyprian he found that, in
general, the quotations of Cyprian agreed with & ; but, especially
in the work entitled Testimonia, they frequently agreed with the
Vulgate against k. He noticed, however, that in a number of
cases when a quotation in the Testimonia agreed with the Vulgate,
the same quotation occurred in other works of Cyprian in a form
which agreed with k. Pursuing the subject further he studied
the MSS. of the works in question, and made the illuminating
discovery that the quotations as given in one group of MSS.



46 THE FOUR GOSPELS PT. I

accorded with the text of k. The MS. which had been
followed in Hartel’s edition of Cyprian had suffered some
correction from the standard text.l A precisely similar thing
happened in regard to the recently recovered Ezpositions
of XIII. Epistles "of St. Paul by Pelagius. The first MS.
identified gave an almost pure Vulgate text, which led one
famous scholar to conjecture that the Vulgate revision of the
Epistles was the work of Pelagius, not of Jerome. Sub-
sequently the Balliol MS. of the commentary was discovered,
in which the text commented on by Pelagius is clearly not
the Vulgate, but the Old Latin.?

For a very large number of the Fathers the only printed texts
available are the Benedictine editions or the reprint by Migne.
These are frequently based on late MSS, Hence confidence can
be placed in their texts of the quotations from the Gospels in the
earlier Fathers only where these give a reading which differs from
the standard text. I give an illustration of this from Origen’s
Commentary on Matthew—a work I shall have occasion to
refer to again. Origen quotes Mt. xxvi. 3-5 and then proceeds
to comment on the passage. In his quotation according to the
Benedictine edition the words  and the scribes ” occur, as in
the Byzantine text; but his comment makes it clear that
these words were absent from the MS. he was using, as they
are from B &1 &c., 18 &c., and many other extant MSS.

The Ante-Nicene Fathers survive in so few MSS. that caution
must be exercised even in regard to the texts of those Fathers
of whom modern critical editions are available. For example,
all our authorities for Origen’s Commentary on John® go
back to a single X" MS, This, on the whole, is a reason-

- 1 0ld Latin Biblical Texts: No. II.(Oxford, 1886), p. xlii ff., p. Ixii ff.,
and p. 123 ff.

* A. Souter, Texts and Studies, ix. 1, p. 157 (Cambridge, 1922).

3 Of this there are two excellent critical editions, that of A. E. Brooke
(Cambridge, 1896), and that of E. Preuschen (Berlin Corpus, 1903). There is
no critical text of the equally important Commentary on Matthew, the Berlin
Corpus not yet having reached this work.
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ably good MS., and in this work of his we very rarely find
quotations of the Gospels by Origen agreeing with the Byzantine
against one or other of the pre-Byzantine texts. This shows that
the quotations have suffered very little from scribal assimilation
to the standard text; but it does not constitute even an ante-
cedent presumption that they have not suffered at all. Here and
there: Origen quotes a Verse with a reading characteristic of
the Byzantine text. But it is quite unsafe for the critic to
build upon these exceptional cases. A tenth-century scribe,
presumably & monk, must have known the Gospels—at any
rate, Matthew, Luke, and John, from which the Church lessons
were mostly taken—almost by heart, and that according to the
Byzantine text. However faithfully he tried to copy the text
before him, there is always an interval between reading and
writing in which, in moments of inadvertence, the human
memory has time enough to substitute & familiar for an un-
familiar phrase. Hort was well alive to the danger of taking
for granted the texts of the Fathers, but it seems necessary to
reiterate the caution since, for all practical purposes, it has
been ignored by von Soden, with disastrous consequences to his
evaluation of patristic evidence for the pre-Byzantine texts.

AN JLLUSION ABOUT MSS.

The student who desires detailed information about the
dates, history, and paleography of individual MSS., I must
refer to the standard text-books.r But it will be well to
begin the discussion of the whole subject by clearing out of the
way a misapprehension which has affected the practice, if not
the conscious theory, of even distinguished scholars. Before the

1 E.g. Sir F. G. Kenyon’s Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the N.T.
(Macmillan, 1912); C. R. Gregory, Tewtkritik des N.T. (Leipzig, 1909); Eb. Nestles
Einfﬁhrung—rewritten and brought up to date by E. von Dobschiitz (Gottingen,
1923)—is excellent on & smaller scale. A bare list of select MSS., with dates and
with von Soden’s enumeration, is to be found in the Introduction to A. Souter’s

edition of the Revisers’ Greek Testament, which also has a selected Apparatus
Criticus (Oxford, 1910). See also Index of MSS., p. 601 ff.
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year A.D. 800 Greek books were written in capital letters or
“ uncials,” but shortly after that date a “ minuscule ”” or “ cur-
sive ” hand—previously only used for informal writing—began
to come into use for books also. The modern printed Greek
characters, it may be remarked, bear much the same relation to
this cursive script as printed italics do to ordinary handwriting.
But it took a couple of centuries before the cursive finally sup-
planted the uncial style, and an actual majority of the uncials
of the Gospels which survive in at all a complete state belong to
this transitional period. Now Greek uncial MSS. are commonly
cited by the capital letters of the English or Greek alphabet,
except the Codex Sinaiticus, to which is assigned the Hebrew x
(aleph). Cursives, on the other hand, are cited by a number.
Now, it is much easier for most people to individualise a' MS.
which is cited by a letter. But, through the overlapping of the
English and Greek alphabets, there are only about forty letters
available ; and some of these have been traditionally assigned
to MSS. of the Gospels which are mere fragments. Thus over
2000 MSS. remain to be cited by a number. But, while a letter
has something of the quality of a proper name, a number is a
‘“ mere number.” Hence an illusion of the superior importance
of uncial testimony is created, which subtly infects the judgement
and the practice even of commentators and others who should
know better. The illusion is fostered by the practice, which
on principle I discard, of referring to uncials as MSS., but
to cursives as mss. The leading MSS. are BN D; next in
importance come L and the newly discovered @. These five
are all uncials. Again the three V¢ uncials, A C W, have
from their antiquity claim to special consideration. But there
are several cursives which are quite as important as these
three, and which are of decidedly greater value than any uncial
after the first eight.

A cursive is not necessarily later than an uncial. There is a
curious ninth-century MS. of which the first part (cited as 566),
containing Matthew and Mark, is written in a cursive hand,
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while the second half (cited as A) is uncial. To the same century
belong 83, “ the queen of cursives,” one of the main supporters
of the BN text; and 565, the gold and purple “ Empress
Theodora’s Codex,” the most important ally of ®, so far as Mark
is concerned. ‘These two are actually earlier in date than some,
and they contain a more important text than any, of those
fifteen uncials which, being designated by the capital letters
E F, ete., look so much more impressive in an Apparatus Criticus.
Of course the mass of cursives are considerably later than the
mass of uncials ; but a notable fact about the authorities for the
text of the New Testament is that, once we get past the year 600,
the value of a MS. for determining the text is very little affected
by the date at which it was written. The explanation of this
is that the Byzantine text, except perhaps in Egypt, became
more and more the universally accepted standard, and, as we
have already pointed out, only in out-of-the-way places, or by
some oversight, could a MS. which did not (as regards the bulk
of its readings) conform to this type be copied without drastic
corrections being first made.! And when such a MS. did get
copied, it was an accident which might occur at practically any
date. Thus, to take an extreme instance, the readings of the
X Veent- Leicester cursive 69—one of the best representatives of
the so-called * Ferrar Group” (18 &c.)—are of the greatest
interest to critics. It seems to have been copied from an ancient
uncial surviving in a monastery in 8. Italy which had long lost

1 An apparent exception is the specially fine illuminated XTIcent. MS, 157.
The text of this, regarded by Hort as the cursive next in importance to 33,
cannot be due to an oversight, since it was written for the reigning Emperor.
Tt is to be explained, I believe, by the colophons at the end of all four Gospels
stating that it was * copied and corrected from ancient exemplars from
Jerusalem preserved on the Holy Mountain.” As the same colophons are
found also in the much older MS. A-566, they must have been in the ancestor
from which 157 was copied. I suggest that a mediaeval Emperor seeing or
hearing of a MS. purporting to represent the old text of Jerusalem might
well wish to possess a copy, although aware that it differed from the standard
text. The *Jerusalem colophon” occurs also in 565, another *“imperial ” MS.,
but only after Mark ; here, too, it may explain the preservation in that Gospel
of an older text. New collation of 1567 by Hoskier, J.T.8., xiv. p. 718 f.

E
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contact with the main stream of Greek Christianity. Again, it
has been shown ! that the XIII®®* Paris cursive 579 was (in Mk.,
Lk., Jn.) almost certainly copied directly from a VI®"* uncial
having a text akin to BN (cf. p. 62). Hence for all practical
purposes these late cursives must be treated as if they were
among our older uncials. The same thing applies to the
XI-XTI®® cursives numbered 1, 28 and 700. These, as we
shall see later, are—along with ® 565 and the Ferrar Group—
the most important members of the family of MSS. (fam. ®)
in which is preserved the ancient text of Caesarea. The
precedence of MSS. depends, mot on their age, but on their
pedigree.

1 A, Schmidtke, Die Evangelien etnes alien Unzialcodex (Leipzig, 1903).
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THE TEXTS OF THE GREAT SEES

SYNOPSIS

Tag VersionNs A8 A CLUE

The antecedent probability that the oldest forms of the Coptic,
Latin and Syriac versions were derived respectively from the Greek
texts current in Alexandria, Rome and Antioch is confirmed in the
first two cases by quotations of early Fathers, in the third by less
cogent evidence.

Tae TEXT OF ALEXANDRIA

Summary of evidence that B & represent, not what Hort called
a “ Neutral ” text, but the purest type of Alexandrian ext.

The text found in Clement, which is largely Western, probably
not really Alexandrian. The B ¥ text used in Origen’s Com-
mentary on John begun at Alexandria before A.D. 230.

Doubt whether the « partially degenerate form of the B text”
(found especially in CL and the Bohairic), to which Hort gave the
name “ Alexandrian,” ever existed as a definite recension,

The distinction between degeneration of a text caused (a¢) by
seribal blunders or stylistic emendation, which are necessarily wrong
readings, (b) through infiltration of occasional readings from other
ancient local texts, which, in certain cases, may preserve a true
reading.

CORRECTED ALEXANDRIAN TEXTS

The survival of B i side by side with certain MSS. which
represent the Alexandrian text partially corrected to the Byzantine
standard, enables us to study the actual process of standardisation.
It appears () that the revision was often very irregular, (b) that the
text of Mark has frequently escaped with much less revision than
that of the other Gospels. Hence emerges the canon of criticism—

51
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“research into the pedigree of a MS. should begin with the study
of its text of Mark.”

TEE WESTERN TEXT

The Old Latin version survives in some few MSS. in a very pure
form, in others with a greater or less amount of correction to the
standard of Jerome’s Vulgate. There are two main families: (1) the
African, best preserved in % (shown by Hort and Sanday to preserve
the text used by Cyprian of Carthage, c. 250) ; (2) the European, of
which b is the type MS. It is possible that @ may represent a third
local type. The probability is that the African Latin (k supported
by €) was translated from a very old form of the Roman text. The
Codex Bezae D for all four Gospels, and the recently discovered W
for Mazk only, give, roughly speaking, the Greek equivalent of the
type of text found in the Old Latin, and in the quotations of Irenacus
of Lyouns, c. 185.

Tre Texr oF EPHEsUS

Our evidence far too scanty to justify a definite conclusion ; but,
such as it is, it suggests that the old text of Ephesus may have been
allied to that of D.

TeE TEXT OF ANTIOCH

The new evidence discovered since Hort wrote makes it possible
to make a clear distinction between an Kastern and a Western text.
The Old Syriac and the mixed cursives can no longer be treated as
authorities for the “ Western ” text.

Summary of reasons for supposing that the Old Syriac represents
approximately the ancient text of Antioch. Relation of this to the
later Syriac and to the Armenian versions.



CHAPTER III
THE TEXTS OF THE GREAT SEES

Tar VERsIONS AS A CLUE

Our jumping-off point, so to speak, for a scientific study of
the text of the New Testament is the consideration that the
churches of Rome, Alexandria and Antioch were the frontier
stations of Greek-speaking Christianity. Adter the fall of Jeru-
salem, these naturally became the home base ”’ of missions to
the peoples whose native speech was Latin, Coptic or Syriac.
This fact facilitates our quest for the early local texts of the
Gospels ; for there is obviously a presumption that the Latin,
Egyptian and Syriac versions were derived from the Greek
texts current respectively in Rome, Alexandria and Antioch.
In the case of Rome and Alexandria this is more than a
presumption. Marcion ec. 140, Justin c¢. 150, and Hippolytus
¢. 190-236 wrote in Rome, and Tatian about A.D. 172 compiled
the Harmony of the Four Gospels, known as the Diatessaron,
either at, or immediately after leaving, Rome. All these wrote
theological works in Greek and so presumably read the Gospels
in Greek, especially as this was the language of the liturgy of the
Roman Church. But their quotations show that the text they
used was similar to that which appears in the surviving MSS. of
the Old Latin. A similar inference may be drawn from the
general coincidence between quotations of the Gospels by Origen,
Athanasius and Cyril of Alexandria with the type of text found
in the Coptic (i.e. Egyptian) versions.
63
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Unfortunately we cannot test the early text of Antioch in
the same way. Theophilus, A.D. 180, is said to have composed a
commentary on the Four Gospels, but in his one surviving work
his quotations of them are too rare to be of use to the textual
critic; and the next writer of this church is Chrysostom, 360.
Nevertheless reasons, less than demonstrative but still cogent,
can be produced in support of the view, in itself antecedently
probable, that the Old Syriac approximately represents an early
text of Antioch. The identification of the old text of Caesarea,
which is the main contribution which I personally have to make
to the subject, will be discussed in the following chapter. But
in the course of this chapter I venture in regard to the text
of Ephesus to put forward a suggestion which avowedly is no
more than mere conjecture.

TeeE TEXT OF ALEXANDRIA

Our first step is to scrutinise the Greek MSS., especially those
of early date, to see if the text of any of them exhibits any close
connection with that of one or other of the three types which
the early versions attest. At once our search is rewarded by
the discovery that the text of the two oldest MSS. B & and their
VIt ally, L, is closely connected with that of the Coptic version
—which exists complete in two dialects, the Sahidic and Bohairic
—and to that implied in quotations of the New Testament
by Origen and Cyril of Alexandria. Moreover, a text identical
with that found in & B L is found in the fifth century fragments
of Luke and John, known as T. T is bilingual, Graeco-Sahidic,
so that this alone would, as it were, anchor this type of text in
Egypt. Besides this, papyrus fragments of the third and fourth
centuries have been found at Oxyrhynchus agreeing closely with
- Bx,! while the text found in later papyri is predominantly,

} Cf. esp. the fragments of John in Owyrhynchus Papyri 208 and 1781,
probable date 4.p. 250-300. Though printed in different volumes (ii. and xv.)

these are part of the same MS. This is the oldest known MS. of any part of
the Gospels and is in book (not roll) form
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though not exclusively, of this type. Additional evidence
may be found in the fact that readings found in the BN text
are sometimes spoken of as ¢ Alexandrian ” in the scholia in
certain MSS.! Lastly, the readings specially characteristic of
this text are not found in the quotations of any early Fathers
outside Egypt.

Bousset has compiled a series of half a dozen tables of
various readings to illustrate the relation between the text of
x BL and the various Graeco-Sahidic fragments T. As these
tables also serve to illustrate the relations of % L to one another
and to B, I reproduce the first of them,? in which he analyses the
104 variants occurring in the fragment containing Lk. xxii. 20-
xiii. 20. The left-hand column shows the number of variants
supported by each of the four MSS.; the others show the
number of times that T is supported by B, % and L respectively.

B. R. L.
BrLT 64 64 64 64
BT 7 7 7 ..
BLT 11 1 .. 11
BT 15 15 ..
T 4 .. 4 ..
xLT 1 . 1 1
T 2 .

Total 104 BT 97 RT 76 LT76

This table is fairly typical of the series, and it shows not only
the close relation of this group of MSS., but the central position
occupied by B. When we find that in 97 out of 104 variants the
reading of B has the support of one or more of the other MSS.,

1 Eg. in ¢, to Mt. xxv. 1, there is the note, ‘sponsa non in omnibus
exemplariis invenitur, nominatim in Alexandrino”’; to Lk. xxii. 43-44, in
Syr. Hiermg, This section is not found in the Gospels among the Alex-
andrians.” Cf. Tischendorf, ad loc.

2 W. Bousset, Textkritische Studien zum Neuen Testament (Leipzig, 1894),

p-77.
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while there are only five cases in which the others combine
against B, the inference that in at least 90 % of its readings B
preserves the text of the common ancestor of the group can
hardly be resisted.

In 1923 a IV*2: MS, of John, representing an older form
of the Sahidic, was found in Egypt. Sir Herbert Thompson
in his noble facsimile edition (Quaritch, 1924, p. xxvi) shows
that this text also is very closely allied to that of B.

The Sahidic, the older of the two complete Egyptian versions,
has only recently been made known to the world 1 in a reliable
form in the magnificent edition of Dr. Horner, along with
the fullest Apparatus Criticus of the Greek text at present
available in English. The Sahidic, it is now clear, goes in the

-main with the B§ text; but in an important minority of
readings it goes over to the side of the text represented by D
and the Old Latin version especially in its African form. From
the figures given in Dr. Horner’s analysis of readings it would
appear (op. cit. iii. p. 387) that for all four Gospels the Sahidic has
505 readings characteristic of D (with or without Latin support)
and 157 distinctively Old Latin. The eaning of this “ Western”
element in the Sahidic cannot be appreciated if considered in
isolation. It must be studied in connection with the appearance
of Western readings in &, in L, and in the other MSS. which have
a text akin to B. Of these the most important are C 33, and,
for Mark, A ¥.2 Again, Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria c. 260,
seems also to have used a form of the B text which had an

! The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Southern Dialect, otherwise
called Sahidic and Thebaic (no name), Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1921.

? Actually the closest supporters of 8 BL T are the two fragments Z %,
which contain respectively about one-third of the Gospels of Matthew and
Luke, Z being nearer akin to N and 5 to L.  C and 33 have g considerable
mixture of other texts. With a very much greater amount of mixture the
Alexandrian text is preserved in four cursives, 167, 579, 892 (esp. in Mk.), and
1241 (=Sod. €371). A few notable readings of the later Alexandrian type are
found in X. Soden, somewhat perversely I think, classes 157 as a supporter
of the “I text.” He does the same (here I have not checked him) with the
uncjal fragments P Q R, except that for John he regards Q as Alexandrian,
For 167 sce pp. 49 and 76 note. 892 was collated by J. Rendel Harris, Journal
of Biblical Literature, 1890,
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infusion of Western readings. The notable fact, however, is
that whenever one or more of these authorities desert B to give
a Western reading, almost always there are others of them
found ranged in support of B. The natural conclusion to draw
from this is that B represents approximately the oldest text of
Alexandria, but that at a very early date MSS. with a Western
text were in circulation in Egypt. Considering the close connec-
tion between Alexandria and Rome, which was mainly dependent
on Egypt for its corn supply, there must frequently have been
Christians from Rome coming to Egypt on business and bring-
ing with them copies of their Gospels. 0dd variants from these
would naturally be entered on the margin of local MSS., and
would thus creep into the text. But, since this happened in a
haphazard way, one set of Western readings would get into one
Egyptian MS., a quite different set into another.

To the view that B represents, not merely an Alexandrian text
but also the earliest form of such, an objection, at first serious,
arises from the Gospel quotations of Clement of Alexandria,
190-200, since these are found to have a specially large infusion
of Western readings.! It ought not, however, to be taken for
granted that these quotations represent an average Alexandrian
text of that date. (1) It is thought by some that his extant
writings were composed after he had left Alexandria. (2)
Clement was not a native of Alexandria, but came there fairly
late in life. He had lived for many years in 8. Italy. Is it
likely that, when he migrated from thence, he left his copy of
the Gospels behind ? Clement usually quoted from memory ;
now in regard to the vagaries of the human memory an appeal
to personal experience is valid. I am myself in the habit of
reading the New Testament in the Revised Version, but I was
“brought up ” on the Authorised, and it is still the version
commonly read publicly in the Church of England. As a result
of this I find, when revising MS. for the press, that, when I
have quoted from memory, the resultant is nearly always a

1 P. M. Barnard in Texts and Siudies, v. b (Cambridge, 1899).
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mixture of the old and the new versions. Now, if Clement’s
own copy of the Gospels represented an early form of Western
text but he commonly heard them read in church from a
text akin to B, it would be inevitable—seeing that he was
apparently not interested in textual criticism—that his quota-
tions would represent now one, now the other, type of text. I
would go further and suggest that, as Clement was head
of the catechetical school, his pupils would be likely to note on
the margins of their own copies notable variants from the
master’s; and as these pupils subsequently became leaders
of the Church, the readings from their copies would tend to get
into the texts used in some of the principal churches. In that
case the text of Clement, so far from representing the earliest
text of Alexandria, would be a main source of its decline.

But the determining piece of evidence (cf. p. 93 ff.) that the
B text represents the early text of Alexandria is its use by
Origen in the earlier books (the limitation is intentional) of the
series of homiletical lectures known as his Commentary on John.
Of course the MS. used by Origen was. not absolutely identical
in text with B. No two MSS. are exactly identical. Sometimes
Origen agrees with 8 against B ; more rarely he agrees with one
of the other manuscripts belonging to the same family; occasion-
ally he has a reading characteristic of D. The few readings in
which he appears to support the Byzantine text may be suspected
as probably the result of corruption in the text of our only MS. of
this work of his. But, all said and done, it would be safe to say
that the manuscript used by Origen for the first ten books of his
Commentary on Jokn differed from B less than B and & differ from
one another. This evidence is highly important for three reasons.

(1) The Fathers, including Origen himself, frequently quote
from memory ; but in this work, which contains a long series
of quotations from John with a running commentary upon them,
we have absolute security that, in regard at any rate to the
longer quotations, Origen is not quoting from memory but
reproducing a written MS.
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(2) Textual criticism belonged to the tradition of Alexandrian
scholarship and it was a subject in which Origen himself was
supremely interested. He had already spent some years on his
tamous Hezapla—a critical edition of the Greek Old Testament.
There is no reason to suppose that at this time he contemplated
a critical edition of the New Testament. But it would be in-
credible that he should not have provided himself with the best
text of the Gospels available, before starting his Commentary
on them. To an Alexandrian critic the best text meant one
based on the oldest MS. procurable. But the oldest MS. which
Origen could procure would have gone behind the time of
Clement, his immediate predecessor in the Catechetical School.
Indeed, its date may well have been nearer the middle than the
end of the second century.

(3) We can exactly date the evidence. Origen himself tells
us that the first five books of the Commentary on Jokn were
written before he left Alexandria for good and migrated to
(Caesarea. This took place in the year 231. We have therefore
a fixed point for the textual criticism of the Gospels. The text
of the Gospels preserved in B (practically, that is, the text
printed by Westcott and Hort) is to all intents and purposes
the text on which Origen lectured in Alexandria in the year 230.

In the quotations of the Alexandrian fathers, especially in
Cyril (d. 444), and in the Bohairic version—which on the whole is
even closer to B than is the Sahidic—occur a number of readings
which look like attempts at grammatical and stylistic improve-
ments of the B text. Readings of this class crop up in all the
Alexandrian MSS., except B. Some are found even in 8; but
they occur most thickly in L, and next to that in C 83 £ AME WMk,
An importance greater than either their number or their char-
acter deserves was attributed to them by Hort. Hort declined
to recognise any connection of By with Alexandria ; -the BN
text he named the © Neutral text,” and assigned it to no
definite locality. And he gave the name “ Alexandrian ”’ to a
toxt conceived of as the B text modified by the minor stylistic
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improvements found in the readings of C L 88, etc., wherever
these differ from both B and the “ Western” texts in any
readings not also found in the ““Syrian” (=Byzantine) text.
This so-called “ Alexandrian ” text he described as * a partially
degenerate form of the B text.” While admitting that no
single MS. preserved this text entire, he ranged it alongside the
“Neutral ” and “ Western ”” as one of three great families of
pre-Byzantine, or, to use his own title, * pre-Syrian,” texts.
It is generally recognised that this was a mistake. MSS. in
which readings of this type are found may well be described in
Hort’s words as exhibiting ““ a partially degenerate form of the
B text.” But all of them include a number of Western readings;
and there is no evidence that any MS. ever existed which con-
tained what Hort calls the *“ Alexandrian ” readings but did not
also include many Western readings. Nor is it certain that the
whole number of the * Alexandrian ” readings ever coexisted
in any single MS. It is quite as likely that * Alexandrian”
stylistic correction and infiltration of Western readings were two
concurrent processes gradual in character acting upon individual
MSS. in the natural course of textual corruption, and thus
affecting different MSS. in different degrees.

If, however, we use a word like “ corruption ” or “ degenera-
tion ” in this connection, we must be on our guard against an
easy fallacy. Any departures in these MSS. from the B type,
which are of the nature of grammatical and stylistic correction,
are “ corruptions ” in the strictest sense of the term ; that is to
say, they are alterations, intentional or accidental, of what the
original authors wrote. But departures from the B text which
consist in the substitution of a reading found in ancient
authorities belonging to the Western family are corruptions in a
quite different sense. In so far as they are departures from
the oldest form of the Egyptian text they are a degeneration
of that particular textual tradition. But the Western authorities
represent a textual tradition of great antiquity belonging to a
different locality, and it may well happen that they sometimes
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preserve a true reading which has been lost in the B text. This
is a point on which clear thinking is extremely necessary. To
say that the text of B is a purer representative of its type than
x is by no means the same thing as saying that it is a purer
representative of the original text of the Gospels as the authors
wrote it. That is quite a different question. For example, the
incident of the Bloody Sweat (Lk. xxii. 43 £.) was, I am inclined
to think, in the original copy of Luke’s Gospel. If so, 8, which
contains the passage, preserves the true text; B, which omits
it, does not. But a comparison of the MSS. and Versions which
contain or reject the passage shows that its absence is char-
acteristic of the particular line of textual transmission which
% B on the whole represent. If so, its presence in ¥ is due to
« gontamination ” with a MS. of the “ Western ” type. But
what follows ¢ Whenever & has a * Western ” reading, it ceases
to be an authority for the Alexandrian text ; but it becomes for
the time being the oldest Greek MS. with a “ Western ” text.
To put it metaphorically, B is a thoroughbred ; X is a cross, butb
a cross between two thoroughbreds of different stocks. Hence,
as evidence for what the authors wrote, the “ Western ” readings
of & are a most valuable authority ; but, if we mistake them for
evidence of the primitive text of Alexandria, we fall into hopeless
confusion. The reader may ejaculate that he is not interested
in the primitive text of Alexandria, but only in what the original
authors wrote. In textual criticism there are no short cuts;
and, sinoce local texts of the Gospels came into existence in the
second century, it will not be till we have got back to these in
their most primitive form that we have all the materials on
which to base our judgement as to what the original authors
wrote.

CORRECTED ALEXANDRIAN TEXTS

The fortunate preservation of representatives of the Alex-
andrian text so ancient and relatively pure as B & presents us
with ap exceptionally favourable op_portunity of studying the
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phenomenon of correction of MSS. of an ancient local text to-
the Byzantine standard. It will be instructive to consider some
examples of this.

The first point to notice is that correction was often ex-
tremely ‘ patchy ” and unsystematic. Thus the corrector of
§, whom Tischendorf styles ®, corrected the earlier chapters
of Matthew with scrupulous care; but his interest in the work
seems to have flagged, and he makes few corrections in the
latter part and hardly any in the other Gospels. This actual
instance of & corrector’s work explains at once a peculiarity of
L, an ancestor of which must have suffered a similar fate; for
the text of L is almost the Byzantine in Mt. i.-xvii., but it has
only a thin sprinkling of Byzantine readings in the latter part
of Matthew and in the other Gospelsl The V or VIcent
correctors of N, however, whom Tischendorf calls 8° and n°P,
were more systematic than X. Indeed, if 8 had been copied
after these various correctors had finished, the result would
have been a mixed text of components and general character
very like C, which has a large proportion of Byzantine (and a
few miscellaneous) readings in all four Gospels, but more so in
Matthew and Luke than in Mark and John.

The XIII®* cursive 579 (cf. p. 50) has in Matthew an
ordinary Byzantine text. In the other Gospels, especially in
Luke, it has a considerable number of Alexandrian readings. In
the Introduction to his edition of this MS., Schmidtke gives
a list of readings in which it differs from the Byzantine text in
order to support one or other member of the Alexandrian group.
On the basis of these lists I have compiled the following figures :
agreements with B &, 31; with B against &, 132; with § against
B, 111 ; with one or other of the group CL 83 A ¥ 892 against
both B and &, 134, We must, however, recollect that the
Byzantine text is much more closely allied to the Alexandrian
than to the Western. Hence the great majority of the agree-

! Interesting figures as to Byzantine correction in L, C and A may be found
in E. A. Hutbon, dAn Atlas of Textual Criticism, p. 13 (Cambridge, 1911).
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ments of 579 with % B C L 33 are necessarily excluded from a list
of readings which purports to include only differences between
579 and the Byzantine text. Again, many of the readings in
which B & agree against that text are of a conspicuous nature,
and therefore would be particularly likely to attract the notice
of the corrector. Bearing this in mind, the interest of the above
figures is the demonstrative proof they afford that, although the
majority of readings in 579 are in agreement with the Byzantine
text, an ancestor must have been a MS. the text of which stood
right in the middle of the Egyptian group of MSS. The value
of & MS. of this kind appears where it supports a reading of
B, & or L, which otherwise is unsupported. Every MS. has a
larger or smaller number of errors due to mistakes by the seribe
who wrote it or one of its immediate ancestors. Such errors in
no sense constitute readings characteristic of the local text
which the MS. as a whole represents. If, however, a singular
reading of any MS. is supported by another MS., which on other
grounds we can connect with the same family, we have sufficient
proof that the reading in question is not an accident or
idiosyncrasy of the particular MS. in which it occurs. If that
MS. happens to be B or &, such support for * singular ” readings
is of special interest.

Another point about mixed texts is illustrated from the
Egyptian group. Except in Mark, A and ¥ have the ordinary
Byzantine text with a fow scattered readings of the later
Alexandrian type; but in Mark this state of things is exactly
reversed. The fundamental text is the later Alexandrian with
a fow scattered Byzantine readings—the proportion of Alex-
andrian readings in the other Gospels being rather larger
in ¥ than in A. If these two MSS. stood alone we should
infer that Mark was copied from an exemplar belonging to a
different family from that used for the other Gospels. But
these two MSS. are only an extreme example of a regularly
recurrent phenomenon. A study of mixed texts belonging to
other families than the Alexandrian shows that it is not the
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exception but the rule for the Gospel of Mark to have a much
smaller proportion of Byzantine readings than the other Gospels.
Nearly every one of the MSS. of which the text is discussed in
our next chapter exhibits this—more especially the Codex Theo-
dorae 565. The phenomenon must, therefore, be explained on
the hypothesis that these MSS. were copied from exemplars in
which the text in all four Gospels had originally been pre-
Byzantine, but which had been more thoroughly corrected to
the standard text in the first three Gospels than in Mark. Mark
provided very few lessons for the selection read in the public
services of the Church. It was much less used and much less
commented on than the other Gospels; of this an interesting
illustration is the X% MS. X, which has a marginal commentary
on the three longer Gospels, but merely gives the bare text of
Mark. Hence the comparative carelessness shown in correcting
Mark to the fashionable type of text is easily accounted for.

There emerges a principle of some importance, but one
which heretofore has been insufficiently emphasised. Seeing
that the Gospel of Mark has escaped Byzantine revision in more
copies and to a greater extent than the other Gospels, it follows
that our materials for reconstructing the old local texts are far
more abundant and more trustworthy in this Gospel. From
this we deduce the following canon of textual ecriticism,
Research into the pedigree of a MS. should begin with a study
of its text of Mark.

TEE WESTERN TEXT

Jerome’s Vulgate, as has been already indicated, played in
the Latin Church the same part as the Byzantine text in the
Greek. The process of haphazard correction of older MSS. to
the standard text resulted in the production of a number of copies
having a mixed text, partly Vulgate, partly Old Latin. Fortun-
ately, besides these, a few MSS. with a text entirely Old Latin, or
with only a small admixture of Vulgate readings, still survive.
These differ from one another very considerably ; and they differ
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even more in the Latin words chosen to represent the Greek than
in the underlying Greek text they presuppose. Hence many
scholars think there must have originally been two independent
translations from the Greek, which subsequently have become
somewhat confused by mixture with one another as a result of
sporadic correction of MSS. of the one translation by MSS. of the
other. However this may be, it is the fact that the Old Latin
MSS.—which it is customary to cite by small italic letters—sort
themselves roughly into two main groups, of which the most
typical representatives are k (Bobiensis) and b (Veronensis).

One of the most important contributions to the criticisra of
the Gospels made in recent years was the demonstration by Dr.
Sanday that the text of % is to all intents and purposes identical
with that used by Cyprian of Carthage ¢. 250. This gives us
another fixed point towards the determination of early local texts.
Accordingly the type of text found in & is commonly spoken of
as the © African Latin.” Unfortunately % is only extant for
Mk. viii.-xvi. and Matt. i.-xv. But another MS. e (Palatinus),
also incomplete, while overlapping with & to some small extent,
contains those parts of the Four Gospels which in & are missing.
In e we have a somewhat later form of the same text as £, with a
slight mixture of European Latin readings. In fact the type of
text in e has much the same relation to that of k as L bears to B.
The African text, so far as Mark and Luke are concerned, is also
supported by ¢, a twelfth-century MS. which has a text, roughly
speaking, half Vulgate and half Old Latin, though in the other
Gospels the Old Latin approximates nearer to the type of b
The Speculum, a collection of proof-texts, cited as m, perhaps of
Spanish origin, helps to eke out our scanty authorities for this
African Latin text.

Tertullian, the predecessor of Cyprian at Carthage, speaks of
the Apostolic Sees, with special reference to Rome, as the ““ wombs

1 ¢f. F. C. Burkitt, J.7.8., Jan. 1908, p. 307 £. The Old Latin and the Itala
(Texts and Studies, iv. 3, 1896) by the same author must be read by all
students of the Latin versions.

F
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of the Catholic Church.”! From this and from the general
probabilities of the case we may tentatively infer that African
Christianity came from Rome, and that the African Latin was
ultimately derived from an early form of Roman text. Further
evidence, slight but pointing in the same direction, may be seen
in the noticeable points of contact between the African Latin
MSS. and Fathers and what little we know of the text of Marcion,
who was in Rome 140-144. The African Latin, it is important
to notice, in many of its readings agrees with B & against the type
of Old Latin of which I will now proceed to speak.

The other type of the Old Latin is called by some scholars the
“ European,” by others the ““ Italic.” The MS. that occupies the
same sort of central position among the European Latin MSS. as
B does among the Alexandrian is, curiously enough, denoted by
the letter b (Veronensis). As the Dean of Christ Church puts it,
“b indeed seems to be almost a typical European MS.; as the
other MSS. of European and of Italian origin, suchasa fh ¢ g7,
all resemble b more closely than they resemble each other.” 2 The
most constant supporter of b is ff2 (Corbiensis IL.). Of the MSS.
mentioned above the oldest 3 is a (Vercellensis) IVee™:, This MS.,
supported by the fragment », stands a little apart from the others.
The difference between a and b is at its maximum in Mark, so that
the critical canon just enunciated justifies the suspicion that it
may possibly represent a third local type, intermediate between
b and %, which in the other Gospels has been partially conformed
to the b text.t

1 De Praescr. Haer. 21.

* H. J. White, Old Latin Biblical Texts, iii. p. xxii., Oxford, 1888. This
vol. contains an edition of g, the Introduction to which is invaluable to the
student of Old Latin texts.

3 Burkitt argues that k also is IVeent- (J.7.8., Oct. 1903, p. 107); b and e
are uniformly dated Veent., ff2 V or VIcent.,

4 The VIent MS. f (Brixianus) has a large number of readings which
occur in the Byzantine text but not in other Old Latin MSS.; many of these
occur in the Vulgate. There is a difference of opinion among experts as to
whether this MS. represents an attempt earlier than Jerome’s to revise the
Latin by comparison with the Greek, or whether it is a Vulgate MS. corrupted
by the influence of the text of the Gothic version, as it seems to have been
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Of the European Latin as a whole it may be said that it repre-
sents a type of text at the furthest remove from that of B. And
even the African Latin, which in small points frequently deserts
the European to support B, is conspicuous for the number of strik-
ing additions— interpolations”’ Hort calls them—to the B text.

The Roman theologians, up to and including Hippolytus, d. 236,
wrote in Greek ; and the liturgy of the Roman Church was in
Greek possibly till an even later date. The number of quotations
in the fragments of Marcion or in the writings of Justin and
Hippolytus sufficiently definite to be used for critical purposes is
not very large, but such as they are they imply the use of a Greek
text,roughly speaking, corresponding to the Old Latin. We know
also that the Diatessaron or Harmony of the Four Gospels com-
piled by Tatian was produced about 170, either during, or im-
mediately after, his long residence in Rome ; and this had a text
of the same character. But the use of the Greek language slowly
died out in the West. Hence it is not surprising that we have
few MSS. which preserve the type of Greek text used in the West
during the period when Greek was still spoken there. For the
Epistles of St. Paul four such survive ; but for the Gospels until
recently there was only one, the Codex Bezae D.

Being practically the sole representative of the Greek text
used in the West towards the end of the second century, D has a
quite unique importance, and a large literature has come into
existence about it. Its text stands fairly well in the middle of
the various MSS. of the Old Latin. Where these differ from one
another, D sometimes supports one type, gometimes another;
but on the whole it is nearer to the European than to the African
type.- In a certain number of readings it supports B against the
Old Latin; in a much larger number it agrees with B against the
Byzantine text. Its date, according to the latest authority, is
fifth century.

copied from the Latin gide of a bilingual Gothic-Latin MS. Cf. Wordsworth
and White, Nov. Test. . . . Hieronymi, p. 656, and F. C. Burkitt, J.T.8,
Oct. 1899.
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D is a bilingual MS., having the Greek on the left, the Latin
on the right-hand page.! Theodore Beza, who presented the
MS. to the University of Cambridge, states that it was found
in the monastery of St. Irenaeus at Lyons; and Dr. E. A,
Lowe 2 produces good reasons for the belief that it was already
in Lyons in the ninth century. Where it was originally written
is a question on which there is at present no agreement among
experts. Southern Italy, Sardinia, or the Rhone valley are
the favourite guesses. In favour of the last-mentioned locality
is the close relation of the text of D to that used by Irenaeus,
Bishop of Lyons c¢. 177-195. This relation was noted long
ago, but is re-affirmed with further confirmation in Sanday
and Turner’s recent edition of the New Testament Text of
Irenaeus.® We may, however, infer that it was written in
some rather out-of-the-way church or monastery, for two
reasons. First, the corruptions in the text imply an ignorant
scribe. Secondly, the story of the man working on the Sabbath
inserted by D after Lk. vi. 4, and the attempt to assimilate the
genealogy of our Lord in Luke to that found in Matthew, are
readings so remarkable that they almost demand comment. Yet,
to the best of my knowledge, no allusion is made to either by any
ecclesiastical writer. This is easily explicable if these readings
were current only in some out-of-the-way church.

The solitary position of D as the Greek representative of the
Old Latin text has been partially relieved, so far as the Gospel of
Mark is concerned, by the discovery in 1906 of W (the Freer
MS. Vi), the possession of which gives the library of Washington
the distinction of containing one of the six most ancient copies of
the Gospels. The text of W presents a unique problem. Its
editor, Prof. H. A. Sanders,* thinks it is descended from an ancestor

1 Tt is customary to cite the Latin half of D, which not infrequently differs
from the Greek, as d. Similarly the (far less important) interlinear Latin of
A is cited as 3.

t J.7.8., April 1924, p. 270 ff.

3 Novum Testamentum 8. Irenaei (Oxford, 1923).

¢ Cf. the elaborate introduction to his collation of W, The New Testament
MS8S. in the Freer Collection, Part I. (The Macmillan Co., New York, 1912).
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made up of fragments from different rolls of the Gospels pieced
together after the attempt of Diocletian to crush Christianity by'
destroying the sacred books. (For another and, I think, more
probable explanation see Appendix V.) Some portions seem
to have been drastically revised to conform to the B ¥, others to
the Byzantine, text. Inthe whole of Matthew and in Lk. viil. 13
to the end it presents a text mainly Byzantine ; since most of
Matthéw is wanting in A (the only other MS. as early as the fifth
century which gives a text closely allied to the Byzantine) we
have in W a welcome accession to the early evidence for this
type of text. For the first seven chapters of Luke and in John
(v. 12 to the end)* the text of W is mainly of the Alexandrian
type. But the most notable feature of W is its text of Mark.
For Mk. i.-v. 30 the text of W is almost word for word the
Greek equivalent of the old Latin version in what seems to be
its oldest form;? it has special points of contact with the
« African” Latin MSS. e and ¢ (k is not here extant). So far,
then, as this part of Mark is concerned we have in W a valuable
addition to the evidence afforded by D for the ancient Greek text
current in the West—to which text alone the title “ Western ”
will in these chapters be applied. For Mk. v. 31-xvi. 8, however,
W-—for evidence see Appendix V—is much the most ancient
authority for the type of “ Eastern » text discussed in Chap. IV.

Tae Text oF EPHESUS

Constantinople, as we shall see shortly, appears to have
adopted its text as well as its theology from Antioch. It was
inevitable, therefore, that at Ephesus, situated as it was between
these two dominant patriarchates, the old local text should
succumb at an early date to the standard text used by both
these Sees. There is reason to believe that some time in the
fourth century Ephesus was compelled to surrender its ancient
liturgy in favour of the Byzantine.? But there is & certain

1 Jn. i 1.v. 11 is by a different scribe and on different parchment, and
seems to have been added to replace a lost quire.
3 Cf. H. A. Sanders, op. cit. p. 67.  * W. Palmer, Origines Liturgicae, i. 106.



70 THE FOUR GOSPELS PT. 1

amount of evidence that in the second century the text used at
Ephesus was akin to that found in D and the European Latin.

The recently discovered second-century document known
as the Epistula Apostolorum is supposed by its editor Carl
Schmidt * to be of Ephesian origin. The evidence adduced is
not conclusive ; and other scholars assign it to Alexandria. The
author of this work is clearly familiar with all four Gospels.
But for our present purpose the most interesting point is that
he seems to have read them in a text like that we call Western
in the strictest geographical sense.

(@) In ch. 2 he has a very remarkable list of the apostles in
which the name of John stands first ; and one of the names is
Judas Zelotes. It might have been imagined that this was due to
a conjectural combination, made by the author himself, between
the names of the two apostles mentioned in Lk. vi. 16, Judas of
James and Simon Zelotes; but this same combination, Judas
Zelotes, occurs (Mt. x. 3), as a substitute for the ordinary
Thaddaeus = Lebbaeus, in the Old Latin abhq ete. It also
occurs in the fifth-century mosaics in the Baptistry of the
Orthodox at Ravenna, which are in another respect connected
with the Western text, in so much as they arrange the evan-
gelists in the order Matthew, John, Luke, Mark, found in D, W,
several Old Latin MSS., and in the Monarchian Prologues (p. 11).

(6) In ch. 3 ad fin. we read ““ He is the word made flesh, born
in the sacred Virgin’s womb, conceived by the Holy Ghost, not
by carnal lust, but by the will of God.” This seems to imply
the famous Western reading of Jn. i. 13, which substitutes
o « . . éyewiify for of ... éyewifpcav and thereby makes
the fourth Gospel also assert the Virgin Birth of Christ. This
reading is found in b, in three quotations of Irenaeus, two of
Tertullian, and was also known to Ambrose, Augustine, and
probably to Justin Martyr.

(c) Possibly his text also included the Longer Conclusion

1 In Texte und Untersuchungen, 1919,
8 Cf. C. Schmidt, op. cit. pp. 219, 224, also below, p. 348.
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of Mark.? This is a characteristic Gallic and Italian reading.
1t is absent from the African Latin, from the oldest Alexandrian
MSS., from the majority and the oldest MSS. known to Rusebius
of Caesarea, from Syr. 8., which seems to represent the old text
of Antioch, and from the Eastern authorities mentioned p. 8.
But it is found in D, in all 0Old Latin MSS. except k, and in the
text used by Irenaeus and Tatian.

These striking agreements between the text quoted in a
document of the second century, probably Ephesian, and the
text used in Italy and Gaul, tempt me to review the nature of
the patristic evidence for the Western text. We notice at once
a special connection between most of our earliest authorities for
the Western text and the Roman province of Asia of which
Ephesus was the capital.

(@) Justin Martyr was converted to Christianity in Ephesus ;
and according to the evidence given by himself at his trial,
though he had lived and taught in Rome, he had done so
without any very close affiliation to the local Church.! The
text of the Gospels he used is therefore more likely than not
to have been the one he brought from Ephesus. Tatian was
a pupil of Justin, and may well have used his master’s text.

(b) Irenaeus as a boy sat at the feet of Polycarp of Smyrna,
and never tires of emphasising the value of the apostolic
tradition of the Churches of Asia and Rome. But the con-
nection between Asia and the Church of Lyons, of which
Irenseus was a member and ultimately bishop, was in no sense
personal to Irenaeus himself. FEusebius preserves the letter
written by the Churches of Lyons and Vienne to the Church of
Ephesus to tell them the story of the martyrdoms in the perse-
cution of 177. This implies a special affiliation of these Gallic
Churches to the Church of Asia. The Greek-speaking com-
munities of the Rhone valley seem always to have kept up a
connection, mainly no doubt for trade purposes, With the cities

1 Cf. the Martyrdom of Justin and the discussion by K. Lake, Landmarks
of Early Christianity, p. 127 (Macmillan, 1920).
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of Ionia, of which they had originally been colonies.! It is, there-
fore, exceedingly probable that the Christianity of the Rhone
valley was derived from Ephesus. In that case the text of the
Gospels used there would naturally be the Ephesian text.

(c) Since Justin, Tatian, and Irenaeus all resided and taught
in Rome, some readings from the text they used would get into
the local text. The text of Irenaeus, we have seen, is closely
related to that of D and the Old Latin. This suggests the
possibility that the earliest Latin translation used in Gaul was
derived, not from the Greek text used in Rome, but from that
used in the Rhone valley. This translation might have spread
thence into Gallia Cisalpina, the consanguineous district of
N. Italy.

The evidence available is quite insufficient to justify any
definite conclusion, but it at least suggests the tentative
hypothesis that while regarding the African Latin as a de-
scendant of the older Roman text, we should look on D and
the European Latin as representing a mixture, varying with
individual MSS., between the Roman and the Ephesian text.

TeE Oup TEXT OF ANTIOCH

We pass on to consider a field of inquiry which more than
any other has been illuminated by recent discovery—the old
local texts of the Asiatic provinces of the Roman Empire. When
Hort wrote, the materials at the disposal of critics were insufficient
to justify any definite conclusion, and we are still hampered by
the lack of ecclesiastical writers from whose quotations of the
New Testament the type of text current in these provinces can
be ascertained. In fact the only early writer native to these
provinces of whom enough survives to be of any practical use for
this purpose is the historian, Eusebius of Caesarea, c. 325. Tt had

1 Three inscriptions have been found in Lyons set up by persons described
as natione Graeca, and one by a lady, natione Asiana. Cf. Vasile Pérvan, Die
Nationalitit der Kaufleute tm romischen Kaiserreiche, pp. 90, 107 (Breslau,
1919).
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long been recognised that Eusebius used a Western ” text, but
one of a peculiar kind, that is to say, a text which, although more
closely allied to D than to 8 B L, is markedly distinet from D.
But the only MS. giving a continuous text of early date which
could be certainly assigned to the Eastern provinces was the
fragmentary Cureton MS. of the Old Syriac version (Syr. C.), which
contains less than half the total contents of the Gospels, and of
Mark only four verses. Hence Hort was justified in including the
0Old Syriac and the sporadic non-Byzantine readings of a similar
character found in cursives like 565 or the Ferrar group under
the general designation of the “ Western text ”—a title which he
inherited from Griesbach,—although he quite recognised the geo-
graphical inappropriateness of this extended use of the adjective,

Since Hort wrote, the situation has been completely changed
by a series of discoveries. Of these the one which has opened up
the prospect of our obtaining at least a general idea of the ancient
text of Antioch was the discovery in 1892 of the Sinaitic Syriac
(which T shall cite as Syr. 8.), a fourth-century palimpsest con-
taining, with some lacunae, a fairly complete text of the Four
Gospels in the Old Syriac version. The Syriac text of Syr. 8. and
Syr. C.,along with an English translation, purposely so literal that
even the order of words in the original can often be followed, was
published in 1904 by F. C. Burkitt under the title Evangelion
Da-Mepharreshe="* Gospel of the Separate,” as distinguished
from the Diatessaron or “ Gospel of the Mixed.” The Intro-
duction and Notes to this edition form a contribution to textual
criticism the value of which to the advanced student cannot be
over-estimated.

It appears that Syr. 8. and Syr. C. represent fundamentally
the same version, but that one or the other must have been
revised partially from a Greek MS. having a glightly different
type of text. Burkitt thinks that Syr. 8. gives the version most
nearly in its original form, while Syr. C. has been revised here and
there by a Greek MS. more or less similar to the Codex Bezae.
However this may be, the fact remains that the version as a
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whole is more closely allied to the Western text than to B,
although Syr. 8., especially in the matter of omission, frequently
supports B against both Syr. C. and D. For instance, it omits
the last twelve verses of Mark and the two notable passages
Lk. xxii. 43 £. (the Bloody Sweat) and Lk. xxiii. 34 (““ Father,
forgive them ). But, though on the whole it ranges itself on
the side of D and the Old Latin against B and its allies, the
0ld Syriac has a sufficiently large number of distinctive readings
found neither in D nor B to justify our regarding it as a third
type of text.

Burkitt was, I believe, the first to work out in any detail the
suggestion that the Greek text underlying the version of the Old
Syriac preserved in Syr. 8. was derived from the older text of
Antioch.! His argument, briefly, is as follows. Tatian, whe
seems to have been the first effectively to plant Christianity in
Mesopotamia, introduced there, not the Four Gospels, but the
Syriac Diatessaron—which for centuries was spoken of as “ the
Gospel.” The Four Gospels, known by contrast to the Diates-
saron as ¢ the Gospel of the Separate,” were a later introduction.
Syr. 8. seems to be an earlier form than Syr. C. of the Syriac
version of the Separate Gospels. Its translator was familiar
with the Diatessaron, and its readings, as well as its renderings,
may sometimes have been affected by that fact; hence the
original Greek text from which Syr. S. was translated will have
differed from the Diatessaron even more than does the transla-
tion. Now the text of the Diatessaron is closely akin to D and
the Old Latin. This resemblance, coupled with the fact that
Tatian came from Rome about A.D. 172, makes it highly probable
that the text used for the Diatessaron was the Roman text.
Where, then, did the text of Syr. 8. come from ? Geographically,
the province of which Antioch is capital marched with the
Syriac-speaking district. More than this, there is evidence that,
after the disorganisation caused by a period of persecution,
Serapion the Patriarch of Antioch, ¢. A.D. 200, re-established the

1 Evangelion Da-Mepharreshe, ii, p. 254,
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Syriac Church by consecrating Palit, the bishop from whom in
after years that Church reckoned its episcopal succession. Thus
the revived Syriac-speaking Church was in a gpecial way a
daughter church of Antioch, and would naturally obtain there-
from the text of the “separate” Gospels which hitherto it
did not possess. The presumption, then, that the Old Syriac
represents the second-century text of Antioch is decidedly high.
Moreover, I would observe that, if any one prefers the view
of certain scholars that the old Syriac version of the Gospels is
earlier than the Diatessaron, the presumption that its text came
from Antioch is considerably enhanced ; for the only reasonable
ground for doubting the Antiochene origin of the Syriac text
arises from the known connection of Tatian with Rome.

Burkitt points out that a number of readings of the Old
Syriac, which are not found in any other Greek MS., occur in
one or more of the cursives 1 &c., 13 &c., 28, 565, 700. Those
MSS., I shall argue in the next chapter, preserve (with much
Byzantine admixture) the old text of Caesarea. Seeing that
Caesarea and Antioch were the capitals of adjoining provinces,
the discovery that those MSS. represent the text of Caesarea
cannot but add weight to the view that the cognate text
implied in the Old Syriac has some special connection with the
neighbouring Church of Antioch.

Any evidence is welcome which throws further light on the
true text of a version which survives only in two MSS., both im-
perfect. For this purpose some use can be made of the Peshitta
—the Syriac version used at the present day in all branches of
the Syriac-speaking Church. ~Of this we have MSS. as early as
the fifth century. Burkitt? hasshown that the Peshitta represents
a Tevision of the Old Syriac made by Rabbula, Bishop of Edessa,
about 425. The MSS. used by Rabbula evidently represented
the Byzantine text, and his revision Was fairly thorough.
Nevertheless the number of readings of the Old Syriac which

1 «§, Ephraim’s Quotations from the Gospels,” in T'exts and Studies, vii. 2
{(Cambridge, 1901).
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survive in the Peshitta is considerable, though the proportion
which these bear to the whole is less than that borne by the
Old Latin readings surviving in Jerome’s Vulgate. Wherever,
therefore, the reading implied in the Peshitta differs from that
of the Byzantine text, there is a fair presumption that it repre-
sents the reading of an Old Syriac MS.

The other Syriac versions are of less value as evidence for the
text of the Old Syriac. We have a number of MSS. of a revision
made for the Jacobite sect by Thomas of Harkel in 616 ; but this
revision went still further in the direction of assimilating the
Syriac to the Byzantine Greek text. He noted in the margin
the readings of three old Greek MSS. in the Gospels and of one
in the Acts which differed from the Byzantine text. These read-
ings (cited as Syr. Hcl™#') are of considerable interest ; but their
importance lies in the evidence they afford for pre-Byzantine
Greek texts, not for the light they throw on the Old Syriac.

Much the same may be said of the °“ Palestinian” or
“ Jerusalem ” Syriac (cited as Syr. Hier.). Burkitt has shown
that this was not a native Palestinian product.! It was produced
in a monastery near Antioch as part of an effort of Justinian to
combat Nestorianism in Palestine by providing orthodox litera-
ture in the vernacular. It is probable that the translators made
some use of previous Syriac versions, but Syr. Hier. cannot be
safely quoted as an authority for the Old Syriac—still less, as
von Soden thought, for the Greek text used at Jerusalem.2

The Armenian version is held by Dean Armitage Robinson 3
to have been originally made, wholly or in part, from the Old
Syriac. In that case it may be used as supplementary evidence
for the original form of that version. This view, however, has
lately been disputed (cf. p. 104); I shall venture later on
(p- 104 £.) to put forward a suggestion of my own in regard to
the most debateable point.

1 J.T.8., Jan. 1901, pp. 174 ff.

? Hoskier, J.T.8., Jan. 1913, p. 242, notes points of contact between the
text of this version and the mixed cursive 157.
< 8 Cf. “ Euthaliana » in Texts and Studies, iil. 3 (1895).
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THE KORIDETHI MS. AND THE TEXT OF CAESAREA

SYNOPSIS

Tee @ FamiLy

The new Koridethi MS. © has been shown by K. Lake to be the
most important member of a family of MSS. of which the next in
importance are the cursives 1 &e., 18 &e., 28, 565, 700. Accordingly
the whole group may appropriately be styled fam.©. Bach member
of this family has been partially corrected to the Byzantine standard ;
but, since in each a different set of passages has been so corrected, we
can, by the simple expedient of ignoring the Byzantine readings,
approximately restore the text of the original ancestor. This
illustrated by a Table. In an Appendix evidence is adduced for
assigning to fam. © certain other less important MSS., in particular
the group 1424 &c.

RELATION TO OTHER ANCIENT TExTS

(1) The text of fam. O is slightly, but only slightly, nearer to the
‘Western than to the Alexandrian type; also it has a large and
clearly defined set of readings peculiar to itself.

(2) Infam.O are found certain striking additions to the T.R.which
the Syriac shares with D and the 0ld Latin, beside others found only
in the Syriac or Armenian.

(3) As regards, however, the longer omissions from the T.R.
found in B and Syr. 8., fam. © nearly always supports the shorter text.

(4) Fam. © is nearer to the 0ld Syriac than is any other surviving
Qreek text, but it is by no means identical ; it is frequently supported
by the Armenian against the Syriac. Most frequently of all it is
supported by the oldest MSS. of the Georgian version.

© anD THE TEXT OF ORIGEN

Griesbach discovered that Origen used two different texts of
Mark ; but, owing to the paucity of MS. evidence then available, he
77
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slightly misinterpreted the facts. These are as follows. In the
surviving portions of the first ten books of his Commentary on Jokn,
Origen used the B & text of Mark; but in the later books of this
work, in his Commentary on Matthew and his Exhortation to Martyrdom,
he used a text practically identical with that of fam. ©. The Com-
mentary on John was begun in Alexandria but finished at Caesarea,
and both the other works mentioned were written at Caesarea.

It further appears that the text of Matthew used by Origen in his
Commentary on that Gospel was the fam. © text—a fact partly
disguised in the printed editions in which the text of fam. © has been
sporadically corrected to the Byzantine standard. Throughout the
Commentary on John, Origen used an Alexandrian text of John, but
in the later books he changed his text of Luke for one of the O type.
These conclusions tested against tables drawn up by Preuschen. At
a later date Origen seems to have used the O text for John also.

Reasons for believing that the fam. 6 text was already in possession
at Caesarea when Origen arrived and was not a recension which he
made himself.

Tae MSS. sENT To CONSTANTINE

The possibility that the fifty copies supplied by Eusebius to
Constantine in 331 represented the old text of Caesarea. By 380
Constantinople had adopted the revised text of Lucian. This would
lead to the correction of the older MSS. to the Lucianic (i.e., practi-
cally, to the Byzantine) standard. Some of these partially corrected
copies would get into the provinces, and may be the parents of some
existing MSS. of fam. ©. Possibility that the Greek texts used by
88. Mesrop and Sahak to revise the Armenian were of this character.

CoNcLUDING SURVEY

Significant fact that the local texts identified above form s series
corresponding to the geographical propinquity of the churches with
which they are connected.

Practical bearing of these results. The textual critic, in weighing
the amount of external evidence in favour of any reading, should
consider primarily, not the number or age of the MSS. which support
it, but the number and geographical distribution of the ancient local
texts in which it can be traced.

It follows that MSS. should be cited, not in alphabetical or
numerical order, but in groups corresponding to the local texts which
they represent. When at least three of the leading representatives of
any local text support a reading, very little is gained by citing the
additional evidence of MSS. which normally support the same local
text.



CHAPTER IV
THE KORIDETHI MS. AND THE TEXT OF CAESAREA

Tug @ FamiLy

TaE uncial MS. to which the letter ® is assigned was discovered
in a remote valley in the Caucasus, where it had long been a kind
of village fetish ; but at a much earlier date it belonged to a
monastery at Koridethi—at the far end of the Black Sea just
inside the old frontier between Russia and Turkey. Owing to
a chapter of accidents—including a disappearance for thirty
years—its complete text only became available to scholars in
19131 Dr. R. P. Blake, in a joint article by himself and Prof.
K. Lake in the Harvard Theological Review for July 1923, argues
that the scribe was & Georgian, familiar with the Coptic script,
but extremely ignorant of Greek. At any rate the ordinary
tests by which the handwriting of MSS. can be dated are
difficult to apply ; but it probably belongs to the eighth century.

The discovery is comparable in importance to that of % or the
Sinaitic Syriac—but for a different reason. The importance of 8
and Syr. 8. depends on their early date and the relative purity
of the types of text they respectively preserve. O is neither so
old nor so pure: it has guffered considerably from Byzantine
revision. Its importance lies in the fact that it supplies &

1 In the edition by G. Beerman and C. R. Gregory, Leipzig, 1913. The
student should be warned that the Appendix which gives the MS. support of
all varisnts in © is quite unreliable so far as its cursive supporters are con-
cerned. As the MSS. most closely allied to © are all cursives, this is a serious

defeot. An edition of ©, with Mark in reduced facsimile, was published by
the Moscow Archeological Society, 1907 ; but this is not easily proeured.
79
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missing link and enables us to see the real connection between
certain cursives, the exceptional character of which has long
been an enigma to the critic. In the demonstration of the
relation between ® and this group of cursives, the first and most
important step was made by Lake in the brilliant article referred
to above in the Harvard Theological Review.

The cursives in question are the following : (¢) Codex 1 and
its allies, commonly cited as fam. 1, or 1 &c. Of this family of
MSS. the only one comparable in importance to 1 is 1582
(X°2t) recently discovered in the Vatopedi Monastery on Mt.
Athos. But the inferior members occasionally preserve original
readings which have been revised out in the two better MSS.!
() The “ Ferrar group > (cited as fam.18 or 13 &c.), extended by
later discovery from the four MSS. 13—69—124—346, edited
by Ferrar and Abbott, to twelve, all of which are probably
derived from a single lost uncial. Within this group 69, 124,
and 983 are specially important as often preserving readings not
found in other members.? (¢) The Paris MS. 28. (d) The

1 Codex 1 of the Gospels and its Allies, by K. Lake, Texts and Studies,
vol. vii. (Cambridge, 1902), contains the full text of 1 collated with its inferior
supporters 118—131-—209, along with a very valuable Introduction. No
collation of 15682 has yet been published, but it is quoted by Soden (as ¢ 183).
Soden also quotes from two others of much less importance, i.e. for Mark, Luke,
John 2193 (Sod. € 1131), for Mark only 872 (Sod. ¢ 208). Soden also includes
22 and 1278 in this family; the case of 22 is discussed by H. A. Sanders in “A
New Collation of Codex 22’ (Journal of Biblical Literature, xxxiii., pt. 2) who in
general agrees. As nearly all the readings of 22 not found in 1—118—131—209
occur in other members of fam. ©, it matters little whether it is classed with
fam. 1 or as an independent member of the larger family.

* A large literature has arisen round the Ferrar group (cf. Further
Researches into the History of the Ferrar Group, pp. 1-8, by J. Rendel Harris,
Cambridge Press, 1900). It would appear that most of the group 13—69—
124—230—346—543—T88—826—828—983—1689—1709 are descended from
a MS. which in the twelfth century was preserved either in some monastery
in Calabria in the “heel” of Italy, or in some allied monastery in Sieily.
In the classical period, S. Italy was not Italian but Greek; but by the
end of the sixth century, apart from a few coast towms, it had become
Latin. But in the eighth and following centuries there was an immense
immigration of Greek-speaking monks—refugees from the Mohammedan
invasions. In the twelfth century, under Norman rule, there was an intellectual
revival in the Greek monasteries of S. Italy. There is excellent evidence
(cf. K. Lake, J.T.8., Jan. 1904, p. 189 ff.) that MSS. were collected at con~
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« Empress Theodora’s Codex ” 565 (cited by Tischendorf as 2re
and by Hort as 81). For Mark this is the most, for the other
Gospels the least, important of the MSS. here mentioned.
(¢) The very interesting British Museum MS. 700, acquired in
1882 but not fully made known to the world till 1890.2

Lake made the all-important discovery that ® and these
notable cursives, taken all together, form in reality a single
family. ‘True ® and the five other sets of authorities mentioned
do not on the face of it exhibit a gingle type of text; but
that is because each of them has been heavily corrected to the
Byzantine standard, and in each case a different set of correc-
tions has been made. If, however, we eliminate from the text
of all these manuscripts those variants which are found in the
Byzantine text, we find that the residuary readings of the six
different representatives of the family support one another to
a quite remarkable extent. Lake illustrates this by a table
analysing the variants in the first chapter of Mark.

In order to indicate the nature of his argument and at the
same time to test its validity in regard to Luke and John, I
have compiled similar tables (p. 83 and App. IL), only with
an additional column for the readings of fam. 1424. On the
left are printed the readings found in one or more MSS. of the
family which differ from the Textus Receptus; on the right are
the corresponding readings of the T.R. The letter f stands
wherever the MS. (or group) indicated at the head of the
column supports the family reading, the symbol & when it

siderable expense from different parts of Greece and from Constantinople to
found, or refound, libraries. The magnificent purple Codex =, still preserved
at Rossano, must have been written either in Constantinople or in Cappadocia.
Accordingly, it is probable that the ancestor of the Ferrar group was brought
to Italy from the East; there is no reason for connecting it with the primitive
text of 8. Italy, which in all probability was akin to D.

1 Rdited by J. Belsheim, Christiania, 1885 ; corrections by H. 8. Cronin
in an Appendix to his edition of N, Texts and Studies, vol, iv. p. 106 ff.
Scrivener and Hoskier cite as 473. ‘

1 Collation by H. C. Hoskier, as Codex 604 (Scrivener’s number); with
Appendix containing a collation of 1278, which Soden reckons a weak member
of fam. 1 (D. Nutt, 1890).

G
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agrees with the T.R. If any MS. supports a third reading,
this is indicated in the column appropriate to that MS. by the
symbol «3™,” The readings of 8 B and D are also given in
order to show how each of them alternately supports and
deserts the fam. © text.

From Lake’s table of variants in Mk. i. it appears that
there are 76 instances in which at least two members of the
family agree with one another in exhibiting readings not found
in the Byzantine text; while there are only 5 instances where
a member of the family gives a non-Byzantine reading other
than that supported by the family. The significance of these
figures is made clearer when it is noted that in regard to this
same set of 76 variants in Mk. i. 8 and B differ from one
another no less than 12 times. It follows that the ancestors
from which ©® and the five sets of allies were derived must
have differed from one another in this chapter considerably
less than 8 does from B. Clearly we are justified henceforth
in referring to this group of MSS.! by the convenient title of
fam. ©. (For connection of W with fam. @, cf. Appendix V.)

In the article in the Harvard Theological Review the authors
confined their discussion to the text of Mark—the Gospel in
which, as we have seen before, the key to the history of the
text of any particular MS. is usually to be found. But as I
happened to have been exercising myself with the problem
presented by the text of ®, I could not rest until I had explored
their solution a little further. The evidence that convinced
me that Lake’s conclusion holds good in regard to the other
Gospels also is presented in Appendix II.

In the course of this investigation I came upon evidence
that the family of which ® is the head has numerous poor
relations. That is to say, there are a large number of MSS.
which appear to be ultimately descended from ancestors the

! When a reading is cited as occurring in fam. 13 or the like, this does not
mean that it is found in all MSS. of that group, but that it occurs in at least
two, and that practically all MSS. of the group which do not give it follow the
Byzantine text instead.



TABLE ILLUSTRATING BYZANTINE CORR

READINGS OF THE FAMILY

8D Jn.vi 66
B

XBD
67
8B 68
69
xBD
70
8D 7
xt
N8B
BD
BD
RD vii 1
XBD

2

* —in one (or two) MSS. only.
3rd = diff

+ow (p. TouTov)
+ex (a. Tov)
arnqifor (p. avrov)

+ pabdqras (p. dwlexa)

~ow (p. amwexpifn)
EYYWK. .« -
~av (8. €)
-T1ov {WyTOS

-6 Is

alTy

etenetapy (B, Dpos)
- xa ¢ Duwv

—rov (& Iovdar)
amo Kapvwrov
eperher

rapadidovar avrov
—wy

—eK

— Ko

pera Tavra (. wepemoarer)

—eyyvs

. WETITTEVK,

N T R M T W Moo Bt B

fam. 1 -fom. 13

f
f
f
f
f
1
c
-
-
f

f*

-
-
f

»

f
f
f

*

-
(3

f
f

*

(wapa)

—
[
"

£

28
¢

N |

I R T Bl T

a. = ante.

665

R K R Rade i W R R R R Bt

s

+ =Sod. but not in Belsheim or Hoskier.
ering from both fam. and .

ECTION IN FAM. ©

700 fam. 1424

B
8D

XBD
D

xBD
NBD

NBD
NBD
BD
xBD
B

D
N

N
NBD
B

XBD

READINGS OF §
—owy

— €K

amh. (8. Tov)

— pafnras

-+ ovy

TEMGT, o o o EYPWK
+ov

+ Tov {wyTos

+06 Is

auTolS

etehel. (p. dwdexa)
+ kot €€ vpwy
+Tov

Tokapuwryy (B 3rd)
fpeNhey

avrov wapadid.
+wy

+ e

+ kot

pera ravra (p. 15.)
+ eyyvs

{ =some members have 3rd.

s s
s s
s f
s s
s f
® i1
f s
s f
ft s
s I3
s f
s s
s s
s s
£t s
s f
s s
s s
s f
3 f
s Iy
p.=post.

VAGVSAVO 40 IXHL ANV SK THLAQII0N '™

€8



84 - THE FOUR GOSPELS PT. 1

same or similar to those of fam. ®, but by lines of descent
which have suffered far more correction to the Byzantine
standard. For details I refer to Appendix IT. Such MSS,
are of interest in that they occasionally preserve apparently
genuine readings of the family text which have been revised
out of the (generally speaking) better representatives. Of
these MSS. the most important is the group which von Soden
styles I°, but which by parity of nomenclature I propose
to cite as fom. 1424, since the X" Kosinitza MS. 1424
(Scrivener’s 1) is its oldest representative.

RELATION TO OTHER ANCIENT TEXTS

But before attempting to inquire further into the origin of
the text represented in fam. ©, we must clear up its relation to
other ancient texts, especially to those of B, D and the Old
Syriac. This is the more necessary as von Soden has mis-
represented and confused the evidence, by putting D into the
same sub-family as ®, and by making the Old Syriac another
witness to the same type of text.

My investigation of this question leads me to formulate
four main conclusions :

(1) So far as minor variants are concerned—and these are
much the most numerous, and are of course the most
significant for the study of the relationship of different texts
—the text of fam. ® is almost equidistant from both the
Alexandrian and the Western texts. The balance inclinés
slightly, but only slightly, to the Western side, while there are
a very large proportion of readings found neither in D nor in
the typical Alexandrian MSS. We have therefore in fam. ®
a clearly defined and distinctive text which may properly be
ranked side by side with the three great texts, Alexandrian,
Western and Byzantine (=Hort’s ¢ Neutral,” “ Western” and
¢ Syrian ”’) hitherto recognised.

(2) In fam. © are found certain striking additions to the
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T.R. which the Syriac shares with D and the Old Lat., besides
others found only in the Syriac or the Armenian.

(3) On the other hand, as regards the longer omissions
from the T.R. which are so conspicuous a feature of the con-
junction of B with Syr. 8., fam. © nearly always supports
the shorter text.

(4) Though the text of fam. ® is nearer than any other
surviving Greek text to the 0ld Syriac, it is by no means its
exact equivalent; and it frequently goes with the Armenian
against the Syriac. Further, it would appear that it is sup-
ported most frequently of all by the oldest MSS. of the Georgian
version.

I proceed to summarise the evidence on which these con-
clusions are based. But the reader who has not previously
made a study of textual criticism is advised on a first reading
to skip this and pass on to the next subsection, “ ® and the
Text of Origen.”

(1) Lake’s table shows that in Mk. i., in cases where B and D
differ, B supports fam. ©® against D 16 times, while D supports
the family against B 15 times, also that in 9 cases fam. © is
supported against BD combined by one or more of the later
Alexandrian group 8 L AY 33 579. That is to say, the text
of fam. ®, in this chapter of Mark, is somewhat more closely
allied to that of Alexandria than it is to D and the Old Latin.
But how far, we ask, is this proportion maintained throughout
the four Gospels ¢ To make a count of all the readings in all
four Gospels is obviously impossible ; but in four different ways
I have been able to compile statistics which give some indica-
tion of the proportion which prevails elsewhere between the
number of Egyptian and D readings.

(@) Hoskier in his edition of 700 (p. ix) sets out all the agree-
ments of that MS. with the great uncials against the Byzantine
toxt. From these it appears that 700 is supported by B against
D 63 times, by one or more members of the group x L CA
against BD combined 34 times, while it joins D against B 111



86 THE FOUR GOSPELS PT.1

times. (b) In the Introduction to Ferrar and Abbott’s historic
edition of 13—69—124—346 (p. xlviii) will be found an analysis
of the variants in Mt. xix.-xx. and Mk. i.-ix. Only those variants
are counted in which the four cursives agree against the T.R.
Out of 25 variants in Mt. xix.-xx., 18 &c. agree 18 times with
B, 17 with D.  Out of 215 in Mk. i.-ix. they agree 88 times with
B, 90 with D. Further, it appears that in a series of selected
passages from all four Gospels fam. 18 differs 376 times from
N, 367 from B, 496 from D. That is to say, while 700 is slightly
nearer to D than to the Egyptian group, the Ferrar group is
distinctly nearer to B & than to D. (c) The statistics given below
(p- 90), compiled from the lists in Lake’s Codex 1 and its Allies,
show the numbers of agreements of fam. 1 with the principal
authorities in turn, and show that fam. 1 is only a very little
nearer to B & than it is to the Old Lat. and D. (d) For © there
are no such statistics to refer to, but a study of the MS, support
for variants in Mk. xiv. and xv. as set out in the Appendix of
Gregory and Beerman’s edition of ® shows that for these two
chapters the proportion of Alexandrian to Western readings is
approximately as 3 to 4. All these several sets of statistics,
it will be observed, come to much the same thing. It so happens
that in fam. 1 and fam. 18 the Byzantine revisers have spared
a slightly larger proportion of Alexandrian than Western read-
ings, while in ® and 700 the opposite has occurred ; but,
considered as a whole, the text of fam. © is not very much
nearer to D than it is to B. Thus the von Soden grouping,
which puts D in the same group as ®, 28, 565, 700, while ex-
cluding from that group fam. 1 and fam. 13, is a complete mis-
apprehension of the evidence.

(2) More interesting, if not more important, is the relation of
Jam. ® to the Syriac and the Armenian versions. This may be
illustrated by selecting a few striking readings in which fam. ®
agrees with Syr. 8., and usually Arm. also, against B.

Mt. i. 16, ’TaxoB 8¢ éyévvnaer Twond Tov dvdpa Mapias,
€€ fis éyennjfn *Inoods is the ordinary reading. Instead of this
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TaroB 8¢ éyévvmaey Twond, & prnaTevdeioca mwapfévos Mapiap
éyévrmaer "Inaody TOV Neyopevov Xpiorov is found in ® and the
Ferrar MSS. 346—543—826—828 (hiat. 69), Old Lat. (incl. d.
hiat. D). Syr.C.agrees with this, approximately. The Armenian
combines both readings—a sure sign that it is & mixed text—
and reads ¢ the husband of Mariam, to whom was betrothed
Mariam the virgin, from whom was born Jesus.” Syr. S. has a
reading which would correspond to ‘TaxwB Oe éybvvmoey Tov
Tochd: Toond @ pvnarevleioa mapOévos Mapiau éyévymoev
"Incobv krh. To me the reading of Syr. 8. looks as if it was
translated from a Greek MS. of the ® 13 &ec. type in
which by accident the name 'lwarjp had been written twice.
Dittography is a very common scribal error ; and seeing that
every one of the preceding 39 names in the genealogy had
been written twice, the repetition of this particular word would
have been exceptionally easy. The reading of Syr. C. will then
be explained as one among many other attempts to correct
this MS. by a MS. of the D type.

M. xxvii. 16, 17. The name of Barabbas is Jesus Barabbas,
®, 1 &c., Syr. S, Arm., Orig. in Mat.

Mb. xxviii. 18. After ¢fis add wabos dméoraréy pe o
maTip, Kay® &TOSTENN® suds ©, 1604, Syr. Pesh. (hiant Syr.
S. and C.), Arm. (hiat Orig.*).

Mk. x. 14. Before elmev add émmpioas 6, 1 &ec., 13 &c.,
28, 565, Syr. S., Arm.

Jn. xi. 39, om. 5 adeny Tov rerenevrnxdTos ©, Syr. 8. Arm.;
Old Lat.

Jn. xix. 13. For T'apBabi —pavement ramdada =arch
1 &o., 565, Arm.©%,  Syr. 8. and C. are both lacking; but
Syr. Pesh. does not favour either I'afBabd or the reading of
1 &c. © has (xipBaba).

Jn. xx. 16. After 8:8dorake add xal mpooédpapey ayracOa
adrod ©, 13 &e., Syt. 8.; Old Lat.

Note, however, that fam. © gives no support to the Syriac
in certain other conspicuous additions, e.g. in Lk. xxiii. 48, Jn.
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iii. 6, Jn. xi. 39, Jn. xii. 12. Further we note that the Armenian
also deserts the Syriac here.

(3) It would appear that fam. ® agrees with Syr. S. in a
number of notable omissions wherein Syr. S. has the support of B.

Mt. xvi. 2-3, ““ Signs of the times,” om. 13 &ec., Arm., Orig. Mt

Mt. xzvii. 21, “ This kind goeth not forth,” &c., om. 6,
1604 (Arm., Orig.¥* habent); e.

Mt. xviii, 11, “For the son of man came,” &c., om. O,
1 &c., 18 &e., Orig.M* (Arm. habet).

Mt. xxiii, 14, whole verse om. ®, 1 &ec., 28, Arm., Dae,
Orig.M&.

Mk. ix. 44, 46, * Where the worm dieth not ” (I1st and 2nd
time), om. 1, 28, 565, Arm. ; k.

Mk. ix. 49, “ And every sacrifice shall be salted with salt,”
om. 1, 585, 700, Arm. ; k.

Mk. xvi. 9-20. That this was originally absent from fam. ®
may be inferred from the scholion to époBodvro yap, Mk. xvi. 8,
in certain members of the family. In the newly discovered
Vatopedi MS. 1582—the oldest MS. of fam. 1—there is a con-
cluding ornamentation after époBoivro yvdp, Mk. xvi. 8, followed
by a scholion:! “In some copies the Gospel ends here, up to
which point also Eusebius Pamphili made his canons, but in
many (copies) there is also found this.”” Then follows xvi. 9-16.
An identical scholion occurs in 1, in the margin ; but Dr. Blake
informs me that in 1582, which he has photographed, this note
is written right across the page in uncial letters as a colophon.
In 22 the word ré\os is written after époBodvro ydp and the same
scholion, only with the allusion to Eusebius omitted, follows.
In nine of the oldest Armenian MSS. the Gospel ends at this
point. So also does the oldest (Adysh) MS. of the Georgian
version.

Lk. ix. 55, “ Ye know not of what spirit ye are,” &c., om.
28, 1424 &c. (Arm. hab.).

Lk. xxii. 43-44. The angel and the Bloody Sweat, om. N

1 Cf. Gregory, Textkritik, iii. p. 1160,
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1071. In fam. 13 it is omitted here but inserted after Mt.
xxvi. 39, where it occurs in Greek Lectionaries as a Good Friday
Lesson. This is explicable only if it was originally absent from
the text of the family in Luke, and was inserted in Matthew
by a scribe who supposed the Lectionary to represent the true
reading of that Gospel. Some MSS. of Arm. omit.

Lk. xxiii. 34, “ Father, forgive them,” om. © (Arm. hab.);
Dab. ‘ .

Jn. vii. 53-viii. 11. Pericope Adulterae, om. 0, 22, 2193, 565,
1424 &c.,Arm.; a f ¢; in1and 15682 at the end of the Gospel—with
a note that it is found in some copies but not commented upon
by the holy Fathers Chrysostom, Cyril Alex., and Theodore of
Mopsuestia ; inserted by 13 &c. after Lk. xxi. 38. It is absent
from all old Georgian MSS., having been introduced by George
the Athonite in his revision, c. 1045.

In view of this concurrence between B, Syr. 8. and fam. 0,
in the omission of conspicuous passages, three points require
notice. (@) There is no evidence that fam. © omitted Lk. xxiil. 38,
¢in Jetters of Greek and Latin and Hebrew,” with B, Syr. S.
and C. (Arm. hab.); or Jn. v. 4 (the moving of the waters) with
B, Syr. C. (hiat. Syr. 8.), Arm.© Though, of course, the words
may have been inserted in all MSS. of the family by Byzantine
revisers. (b) Fam. © agrees with Syr. S. in certain conspicuous
insertions, which are found also in D. By reference to any
good Apparatus Criticus the student may verify this under the
references Mt. v. 22, Mt. x. 23, Mt. xxv. 1, Mk. x. 24. (c) Fam. ©®
seems to support B against both Syr. 8. and D in omissions in
Mt. iv. 10, Mt. xx. 16, Lk. xx. 34.

(4) It is clear that the Greek text from which the Old Syriac
was translated is more closely related to that of fam. ® than to
any other extant Greek MSS. ; but it would be a great mistake
to suppose that it is in any sense the same text. Indeed a
notable feature of the fam. ® text is the number of its agree-
ments with B against the Syriac. It is also noteworthy that
the fam. ® is frequently supported by the Armenian against
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the Old Syriac. The lists of readings in Lake’s edition of
Codex 1 provide materials on which a rough estimate may be
based. From these lists I have compiled the following statistics:

Variants quoted in which fom. 1 differs from TR, . . . 520

Of these, number peculiar to fam.1 . . . . . . 68
452

Readings of fam, 1 found in Syr. 8. or C. but not in Arm.. . 57
» » » Syr. 8. or C. supported by Arm. . 46

103

” » » Arm. but not in Old 8yr. . . 49

»» » . D or Old Lat. but not inx, Bor L. 85

» » » N or B but not in D or Old Lat. . 90

In considering these statistics it should be remembered that
many variants in the Greek cannot be represented in Syriac
or Armenian, and therefore the proportion of agreements with
these versions as contrasted with B, 8 D or L, etc., is necessarily
understated. Nevertheless they show clearly (a) that fam. 1
(which previous statistics have shown is a typical representation
of fam. ®) does not by any means stand to the Old Syriac in
the same relation as does D to the Old Latin. (8) That its
affinities with the Armenian are almost as numerous (95 as
against 103) as those with the Old Syriac.

When this chapter was already in slip proof Dr. R. P, Blake,
who is working on the text of the Georgian version, showed me
a collation of Mk. i. in the Adysh MS. (dated a.D. 897) and
in the recently discovered X°®* Chanmeti fragments, which
appear to represent an older form of that version than that
reproduced in the printed editions.! The MSS. frequently differ
from one another; but the remarkable fact stands out that in
the majority of cases in which one or more of these Old Georgian

! Of the Adysh Gospels there is a photographic facsimile by E. S. Tagaishoibi

(Moscow, 1916). The two Chanmeti fragments are dated respectively a.n. 914
and 995; edited by V. N. Benefevid (Petropoli, 1908-9).
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MSS. differs from the T.R., its reading is supported by fam. ©.
In Mk. i. in the Georgian there are altogether 83 variants from
the T.R. Of these 28 are found nowhere else; and most of
them look as if they were due to a translator’s freedom. Of
the remaining 55, no less than 38 occur in one or more of the
seven main authorities for fam. ® ; and 5 others occur in MSS.
classed by von Soden as minor supporters of the I text.t 1If, on
further investigation, it should appear that this close relation
between fam. ® and the Georgian holds throughout all four
Gospels, the Old Georgian version will become an authority of
the first importance for the text of the Gospels; for it will
enable us to check and supplement the evidence of ® and its
allies much as the Old Latin does for that of D.

Tae Text oF OrRIGEN AND EUSEBIUS

Seeing that fam. ® includes the main authorities for what
von Soden calls the “I text,” with the three all-tmportant
exceptions of D, the Old Latin and the Old Syriac, it seemed
worth while to ask whether his theory that this text represents
a recension by Pamphilus, the friend of Eusebius, would hold
good, provided the authorities for it were restricted to fam. ®.
1, therefore, turned to his discussion (vol. i. p. 1494) of the
quotations of Eusebius of Caesarea, whom he regards as the
leading patristic authority for the I text. He gives a list of
Fusebian readings, of which the great majority are found in fam.
®; but a substantial number are quoted as if they occurred in
D only. After my results had been published K. Lake proved
that in Mark (i.e. where our MS. authority for fam. ® is at its
best), Eusebius actually used the fam. © text ; but from the facts
as presented by von Soden I drew the faulty conclusion that
the text of Eusebius had much the same relation to that of
fam. ® as 8 C. L. 33 bear to B, i.e. that the text of Eusebius
represents a somewhat degenerate form of the text found in

1 Old Georgian has the notable readings (p. 87) in Mt. xxvii. 16-17, xxviii.
18; Mk. x. 14. Lacking photographs of the MSS. those in John were not checked.
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Jam. ®—a degeneration largely due to mixture with a text of.
the D type.

At this point there flashed across my mind the distinction
between the two texts used by Origen which was worked out as
long ago as 1811 by Griesbach in his Commentarius Criticus '—
a book to which my attention had been called by Prof.
C. H. Turner some months before. Griesbach’s thesis was that
Origen in his Commentary on John used an “‘ Alexandrian ”
text of Mark for Mk. i-xi., and a “mixed text” for the
remainder of the Gospel, but that he used a * Western ”’ text
of Mark in his Commentary on Matthew and in his Exhortation
to Martyrdom, both of which belong entirely to the period when
he lived in Caesarea. It occurred to me to review the evidence
submitted by Griesbach in the light of MSS. of the Gospels which
have only been discovered or properly edited since his time. The
results were astonishing.

Two points became clear. (@) The difference noticed by Gries-
bach between the use of an “ Alexandrian ” and of a “ mixed ”
text of Mark corresponds to the change, not from the earlier to
the later chapters of Mark, but from the earlier to the later books
of the Commentary on John. (b) Both this “ mixed ” text of
Mark and the so-called ““ Western >’ text used in the Commentary
on Maithew and in the Exhortation to Martyrdom are practically
identical with the text of fam. ®. At once we notice the salient
fact that the change in the text used corresponds, roughly
speaking, to a change of residence. Origen himself tells us
that the first five books of the Commentary on John were written
before he left Alexandria for Caesarea, in 231. The Exhortation
to Martyrdom was written shortly after the outbreak of the
persecution of 235; the Commentary on Maithew (about 240)
is probably one of the works taken down by shorthand from
lectures delivered on week-days in the church at Caesarea.

I proceed to submit statistics in support of the above con-
clusions.

1 Part IL. pp. x-xxxvi,
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(1) In books i.-x. of the Commentary on John, Origen quotes the
greater part of Mk. i. 1-27 and the whole of Mk. xi. 1-12, besides
o few odd verses. The number of variants in Mk, i. 1-27 cited
by Griesbach is 36. For 2 of these there is no support in MSS.

of the Gospels; but in one, and perhaps both, of these cases

Origen seems to be paraphrasing rather than quoting his text.
In the remaining 34 readings Origen is supported 31 times
by one or both of the MSS. B & and once each by the other
Alexandrian MSS.C, L, A; but in only 117 of the 34 is he supported
by fam. ®. From the shorter passages quoted in books i-X.
(i.e. Mk. vi. 16; x.18; xi. 15-17; xii. 26-27 ; xiv. 60) Griesbach
cites 16 variants. Origen is supported in 10 of these by B,
and in 1 each by C, A; for 3 there is no MS. support, and 1 occurs
in the T.R. The continuous passage Mk. xi, 1-12 is specially
important, for it is so long that by mno possibility can it be a
quotation from memory; it must therefore represent the third-
century MS. of the Gospel used by Origen. Apart from an
accidental omission (I think in some ancestor of our copy of
‘Origen on John) 2 the variants noted by Griesbach number 31;
in 29 of these the reading of Origen is supported by one or both
of the MSS. B & ; in 1 by fam. ©, and in 1 by the T.R., where
these texts differ from B x. It may be of interest to note that
in the passages examined above, where B and ¥ differ, Origen
has 6 agreements with B as against T with X.

(2) The number of variants in Mark cited by Griesbach from
the later books of the Commentary on John is 43. For 5 of these
the text of Origen has no MS. support ; in 6 cases it agrees with
the T.R. We have seen (p. 45 i) that when a quotation by an

1 Of these readings 16 occur in B or ¢ and the remaining 1 in D so there
are none distinctive of fam. ©. N.B.—In two cases, where Griesbach, using the
Benedictine text, cites variants of Origen which differ from B ¥, in Brooke’s
edition Origen’s reading agrees with those MSS.

2 Tn Mk. xi. 7-8 Origen omits xal éxdfigey . . . 85ov, bubt to make sense
adds the last four words after dypiw. Burkitt (J.T.8. xvii. p. 151) thinks
this was a defect in Origen’s MS. of the Gospel. As, however, there is a similar
omission (through homoioteleuton) in the quotation of Mt. xxi. 8 on the same
page in Brooke’s edition (i. p. 208), it seems to me more likely to be a defect in
the MS. of the Commentary on John, an ancestor of which was prone to omission.
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ante-Nicene Father agrees with the T.R. against earlier texts,
there is always a possibility that this may be the result of later
scribal alteration in the MS. of that Father; again, whenever a
reading in a patristic quotation is not supported by a single MS.
of the Gospels, there is a presumption, either that the author is
quoting from memory or paraphrasing, or that it is an error in the
MSS. of his work. In view of these considerations it is highly
significant that of the remaining 32 variants no less than 30 are
found in fam. ® (10 occurring only in the MSS. of this family),
while Origen is supported only once each by & and D, and never
by B, against the family.

(3) From Origen’s Commentary on Matthew, Griesbach cites
99 variants in Mark ; of these 8 are peculiar to Origen, and 13
occur in the Byzantine text.! Of the remaining 78 as many as
74 are found in one or more members of fam. ® ; while Origen
has one single agreement with each of the four MSS. B, C, A, D,
where these differ from fam. @.
 (4) The figures in regard to the passages of Mark quoted in
the Exhortation to Martyrdom are, if anything, more striking.
Of the 15 variants instanced by Griesbach, 11 occur in fam. ® ;
1 goes with the T.R. against fam. ®; 3 are unsupported by any
MS., but of these 1 is practically the reading of fam. ®, and the
other 2 spoil the sense and are obviously errors in the MS. (or
printer) of Origen. Figures like these amount to demonstration.
The text of Mark which Origen used at the time he wrote these
works was that of fam. ©.

The next step was to test the character of the text of Matthew

! The suspicion that some, if not all, of the 13 Byzantine variants do not
represent -what Origen actually wrote, is partially justified by the fact that one
of them (Mk. xiv. 62) is quoted in Origen’s Commentary on John (bk. XViil. )
according to the reading of fam. ©. Of these 13 variants 2, though found in
the great majority of Byzantine MSS., do not occur in the printed T.R., which
has, besides some very late readings, a few derived from Codex 1. Since this
MS. was used by Erasmus, the T.R. occasionally supports fam. © against the
Byzantine text. For the purpose of the above calculations, the only MS.,
except those mentioned in the table on p. 83, which I have reckoned as evidence
for fam. © is 544.
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which was used by Origen. I recollected that books on textual
criticism commonly speak of the reading ¢ Jesus Barabbas” in
Mt. xxvii. 17 as found *in MSS. known to Origen,” as if this
characteristic reading of fam. ® was one which, though known
to Origen, did not occur in the text he ordinarily used. But on
turning to the passage in the Commentary on Matthew I found
to my surprise that this reading occurs in the text recited and
commented on by Origen. It is the omission of the name Jesus
before Barabbas that should properly be described as a reading
« found in MSS. known to Origen.” Origen dislikes the reading
of the text he is using, and suggests that the name Jesus may be
an heretical interpolation ; but it is in his text. He informs his
readers that it is absent from MSS. known to him, but, pre-
sumably, not equally well known to them.!

An investigation of several sections in this Commentary
(chosen for the exceptional length of the quotations they
included) revealed the facts set out in Appendix III. Briefly,
the majority of readings in Origen are found in one or more
members of fam. ®; but a minority are not. Further examina-
tion, however, showed that, where the text of Origen deserts
that of fam. ©, it is almost always in order to agree with the
Byzantine text. In M. xxii. and xxv., which were selected
for minute study, Origen’s quotations differ from the T.R. in
45 variants. In 37 of these his reading is supported by one
or more members of fam. ®. Clearly we must make a choice.
Either Origen used a text which in the main was that of fam. ©,
but occasionally went over to the side of the Byzantine text,
or the Gospel quotations in the MSS. from which is derived
the printed text of Origen have been to a slight extent assimilated
to the Byzantine standard. This is obviously the more probable

1 The mystical interpretation, verum mysterium, of the contrast of the two
prisoners Christ and Barabbas which he proceeds to develop has much more
point if regarded as his way of making the best of a text which gave to both
the name Jesus; though the meaning is slightly obscured by the fact that
it is introduced by the word enim, which I cannot help thinking stands for
~ofv, misread or misrendered as if it were yép. )
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alternative, and affords one more example of that assimilation
of biblical quotations to the standard text which is one of the
principal causes of corruption in the text of the Fathers (cf. p. 45 ff.).
That this assimilation has affected the MS. tradition of Origen’s
quotations from Matthew more than those from Mark is only
what we should expect; for precisely the same distinction is
found in the textual traditions of the Gospels themselves.

The evidence given above as to the assimilation to the
Byzantine text of the quotations of Origen in the Commentary
on Matthew compels us to discount the appearance in other
works of Origen of occasional readings of the Byzantine type.
In particular we can disregard the Byzantine readings which
occur here and there in the Gospel quotations in the Commentary
on John—more especially as that work depends upon a single
MS. of the tenth century. Bearing this in mind I proceeded
to test the quotations in the Commentary on Jokn of Gospels
other than Mark, selecting for the purpose a number of the
longer, and therefore presumably more representative, passages.
The tests, though by no means exhaustive, all pointed in one
direction. Origen, so long as he was at work on the Commentary
on John, continued to use his Alexandrian MS. for John (and in
the main, I think, for Matthew); and where 8 B differ, Origen’s
MS. of John more often agreed with B than with 8. But at
some point or other he seems to have changed his MS. of Luke, as
well as that of Mark, for one of the type of fam. ®. Incidentally,
we may infer that for some time after he reached Caesarea Origen
read the Gospels, not in a Four-Gospel Codex, but on separate rolls.

After reaching these results, it occurred to me to check them
by the discussion on “ the Bible-text of Origen ” by E. Preuschen
in the Berlin edition of the Commentary on Jokn, 1903. Preuschen
shows conclusively that Origen frequently quotes from memory,
conflating, for example, the Matthean and Lukan versions of the
Parable of the Supper. From this it follows that we cannot
indiscriminately take all his quotations as evidence of the text
he used ; we must be careful to use only passages where it is
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evident from the context that he is commenting on a MS.
open before him. But Preuschen goes on to argue that, even
where it is clear that Origen is using a written copy, the text
from which he quotes does not correspond at all closely with
that found in any extant family of MSS. To prove this point
Preuschen (p. xciv) selects three passages (all from tom. xix.), and
gives the variants with the MS. evidence for each. The central
column in the tables given below reproduces his statement
of the facts. The right-hand column is my own addition, and
gives the MS. evidence (much of which, of course, was not
available when he wrote) for the readings of fam. ®. It will-
be seen at once that this fuller statement of the evidence points
to a conclusion very different from that which Preuschen draws.

ORIGEN. SUPPORT QUOTED SUPPORT FROM
BY PREUSCHEN. Fam. O,
Mk. xii. .
v. 41. kai éoTos . | 1, 69, Syr. Sin., 0, 1, 13, 28, 69, 565.
(for kafioas) Hel™®, Arm. .
katévavre (T.R.) .| 8ADLal (T.R.) 6, 1, 69, 124,

(dmévavr. B 33 579) 565.
, karevamrov 13 &e.
amévavr: 1424 &e., U,

b44.

kol Tas . . . | Solus*
(for wds)

PBaldrev . . . 692 13, 691 (¢Bale), 124.
(for BdAAe)

0. 42. e\fotoa 8¢ . | D, Latt., Boh. Sah. | ©, 565, 700.
(kat . . )

v. 43, etrev . . | BRNADIL, A, 33 O, 565, 700,
(for Aéyer) . . KU a. k. verss.

) wroxn obTy) . .1 D,a,b,ff,¢% 0, 565, 700.
(order)

éBalev .. .| BADL, A 33 0, b65.
(for BéBankev

* 7r@s mis-spelt wds: xal added to restore grammar.
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LUKE xxi. 1-4

OriceN’s TEXT.

SUPPORT AS QUOTED

SupPPORT FROM

(T.R. xal Twva)

KM, T, ¢ f, 4,
Syr. Hel.*<, Aeth.

BY PREUSCHEN. Fan. O,

Lk. xxi.

v. 1 els ... els ... | Syr. Cur. 13 and 124 read e%e.
(for e . . . els) Was €8¢ a mar-
T.R. ginal note, cor-

recting the first
els to eS¢, which
has been applied
to both ocecur-
rences of eis ?

v.1. els 10 yafo- | BRDLX 1, 69,

Pvldriov 76 8dpa 1, 33, 69.
abrdv  wAovriovs e, Syr. Pesch.
(order)
v. 2. om. & . | 8, a, Boh., Arm. 124,
om. xai before rova . | BN LQ X, 33. 124,

(6, 1, 700 7wa al.)

om. éxel D, Syr. 8in. Cur. 2193 (of fam. 1).
Pesch. Aeth.
Aerta 8o . BxQLX, 33 0.
(order) Vulg. Syr. Sin.
Cur. Pesch. Boh.
v. 8. % mrexy avry | AX,1, EGH al. (T.R.) 6, 1, 565, 700.
(T.R.) a, Syr. Hel.
(for abmy 7 wroxy
8 B D, 13 &ec.)
v. 4. wdvres BxDA
(for dravres)
70, 8@pa Tob feob | ADQ?EGH (T.R.) 6,13 &ec., 700.
(T.R.) al. Latt. verss.
(om. 705 B0t B N
1 &ec.)
TayTa . BxDQLX 13 &e., 1071
(for dmrovra) 33, 69
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As displayed by Preuschen in the central column, the MS.
evidence ‘appears amply to justify his conclusion that the text
of Origen does not correspond to any of the recognised families.
But the right-hand column tells a different tale. It shows
that, so far as these particular passages are concerned, the text
used by Origen has the closest resemblance to that of fam.®
—though I suspect that the two readings in which Origen
and © both agree with the T.R. against a few members of
fam. © are not original, but the result of the text of both having
been conformed to the Byzantine standard. Now, if the above
passages had been selected by myself to substantiate the con-
clusion for which T have argued above, the remarkable coincidence
they exhibit between the text of Origen and fam. © would have
been impressive. But they are passages specially selected by
Preuschen in order to prove a thesis precisely opposite to mine,
viz. that Origen’s quotations correspond to no known form of
text. The fact, therefore, that they so exactly bear out my
own conclusion is, I venture to think, a strong confirmation
of the correctness of this conclusion.

The third passage which Preuschen selects is Jn. vii. 40-46.
In this he quotes five variants. In three of these the reading
of Origen is supported by BTL; in the fourth, by T. There
remains the substitution of the perfect yeyévyray for the aorist
&yévero, 8 reading of Origen found in mno extant MS. of the
Gospels. Seeing that the text of the Commentary on John
depends on & single copy of the tenth century, our confidence
that this last variant really stood in the passage as originally
quoted by Origen must be very small. Since of the four other
variants three are found in BT L and the fourth in the Graeco-
Sahidic MS. T—the text of which, so far as it survives, is even
pearer to B than x—the passage merely serves to corroborate
my own observation that the text of the Fourth Gospel used
by Origen throughout the Commentary was on the whole nearer
to B than to R.

1 have not found leisure to test the scattered quotations
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from Luke or John which occur here and shere in the Commentary
on Matthew—a peculiarly delicate task, since most of them are
short passages likely to be quoted from memory. But I have
noted one passage where the context makes it clear that he is
quoting from a written text, for he contrasts the readings of John
with the Synoptics. This occurs in his comment on Mt. xvi. 24
(tfom. xii. 24). Origen here (Greek and Latin support one
another) quotes John with the addition of the words * and
they laid upon him the cross.” This addition is one of the
most remarkable of the Ferrar readings and is only found else-
where in Syr. Hier. This in itself is almost enough to prove
that, whether he always quoted from it or not, Origen at this
time certainly had access to a copy of John with the fam. ®
text.

A further question must now be raised. Does fam. ® repre-
sent a text which Origen found already in possession in A.p. 231
when he moved to Caesarea ? Or is it a recension which he
himself made at a subsequent date ¢? There can, I think, be no
reasonable doubt that fam. ® represents the old text of Caesarea
and not a recension by Origen. The following are relevant
considerations.

(1) In his Commentary on Matthew (tom. xv. 14), Origen,
after deploring the number of variants between texts of the
Gospels, gives a brief account of the efforts that he had himself
made, Oeod SidovTos, towards the restoring the true text of
the LXX ; but adds that he had not dared to do the same thing
for the text of the New Testament. In exemplaribus autem
Novi Testamenti hoc ipsum me posse facere sine periculo non
putave. This passage would be decisive evidence that, at the
time of writing the Commentary on Matthew, Origen had produced
no recension of the Gospels, but for the fact that the words
I have quoted from the old Latin version are not found in the
Greek. But the Greek MSS. of the Commentary on Maithew
ultimately all go back to a single much mutilated, and possibly
intentionally abbreviated, archetype ; also the clause in question,
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read in its full context, seems essential to the point which
Origen is wishing to make. Hence it may be taken as reasonably
certain that an equivalent clause originally stood in the Greek.
In view, however, of the margin of uncertainty, further con-
siderations may be adduced in support of that conclusion.

(2) Eusebius devotes a large part of the sixth book of his
Eecclesiastical History to a description of the work of Origen ;
but, though he expatiates at length on Origen’s critical labours
on the text of the Greek Old Testament, he says nothing at all
about any such work on the New.

() Origen’s discussion of the reading Jesus Barabbas,
Mt. xxvii. 16, 17, makes it quite clear that he objected strongly
on theological grounds to the idea that the sacred name of
Jesus should be borne by a robber. He affirms that it was
absent from many MSS., and suggests that it was an heretical
interpolation in the text on which he is commenting. This
surely implies that it was in the text most familiar at Caesarea.
Indeed, as he was obviously lecturing with a copy of the Gospel
open before him, one would naturally suppose that it was the
copy ordinarily used for public worship in the church in which
his homiletical lectures were delivered. In a recension made
by himself the offending passage would have been omitted,
since he had excellent MS. authority for so doing.

(4) Jerome twice alludes to exemplaria Adamantit, that is,
“the copies of Origen » (Adamantius was another name of
Origen). The allusion is obscure. Jerome, however, shows no
knowledge of any reading characteristic of fam.®;' but he
frequently appeals to MSS. practically identical with .
Reasons will be given (cf. App. IV.) for the view that if Jerome
associated any text with the name of Origen it was that of X.

We conclude that fam. © represents the text which Origen
found already established in the Church of Caesarea in 231.

1 This statement is based on a fairly thorough examination of the lists of
non-Byzantine readings, either expressly cited by Jerome or introduced by him
into the Vulgate, given in Wordsworth and White's Vulgate, pp. 653-671
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This affords another fixed point for the history of the text of
the New Testament.

The text of the New Testament is a subject about which so
many theories have been spun that it may be well to recapitulate
the evidence that this particular conclusion is not a matter of
theory but rests on definitely ascertained fact. (z) ©® and the
group of allied MSS. contain between them an enormous number
of readings which deviate from the standard text; in the great
majority of these deviations different members of this group sup-
port one another in the readings substituted for those of the
standard text. (b) The readings in which one or more of this
group of MSS. disagree with the Byzantine text are a definite
set, to be ascertained by purely objective observation; it is
found that these residual readings correspond to the text of the
Gospels of Matthew and Mark used by Origen in his Commentary
on Matthew, and to the text of Mark and Luke used in the later
books of his Commentary on Jokn. There is no room here for
subjective judgements, the facts either are, or are not, as I have
stated.

Tae MSS. sENT To CONSTANTINE

Caesarea and its Library had a considerable reputation in
the Nicene and early post-Nicene period. Nevertheless, the
number of MSS. which show a larger or smaller admixture of
the © text is larger than we should have antecedently expected
if it represented merely the local text of Caesarea. Again, the
very different way in which the Caesarean and the Byzantine
texts are mixed in the different members or sub-families of
the @ group suggests that these MSS. represent different mixtures
current in several different localities. This implies that the ®
text was at one time very widely circulated. Here, I believe,
von Soden is on the right track.

When Constantine rebuilt the old city of Byzantium, hoping
by magnificent buildings and imported works of art to make
it worthy to replace Rome as the capital of the Empire, from
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policy and conviction he showed himself specially lavish towards
the Church. About 331 he wrote %o Eusebius—the corre-
spondence is still extant—desiring him to prepare at the Imperial
expense fifty copies of the Scriptures on vellum for the use of
that number of churches in the new eity. von Soden suggested
that what he calls the “ I text » ig descended from a recension
made by Eusebius and disseminated through these copies.
von Soden’s I text,” however, never existed, nor is there any
evidence that Eusebius undertook a recension of the Gospels.
But the natural thing for Eusebius to do would be to have the
copies asked for by Constantine made from the text he used him-
self, i.e. that of MSS. deemed good at Caesarea. This would differ
very little from that of the MS. used by Origen a century earlier
in the same Church ; and, as K. Lake has recently shown, Euse-
bius as well as Origen used a text of the type preserved in fam. ©.

Some fifty years later, c. 380, Jerome was at Constantinople.
He found that the authorities there advocated the text of the
martyr Lucian—a text which, as we shall see later, was practi-
cally identical with what I have called the Byzantine text.
We can readily understand their preference of the Lucianic
recension ; it includes the longer conclusion of Mark and so
many other interesting passages omitted by the Caesarean text.
(Cf. the lst, p. 88.) Assuming, then, that the authorities
at Constantinople had decided to adopt it, what would become
of the fifty copies given by Constantine ? They were not
written on perishable papyrus, but on vellum ; and the vellum
on which the two contemporary MSS. B were written is still
in excellent preservation after the lapse of mearly 1600 years.
They would not be destroyed, they would be corrected—some
copies more thoroughly than others, some in one place, some
in another. In the course of time the wealthier churches of the
city would desire clean new copies, undisfigured by constant
_correction. They would get these from the best reputed copying
establishments, whether secular or monastic, in Constantinople.
Such establishments would have been careful to provide them-
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selves with copies of the standard ‘text; so the new copies
would represent the Lucianic text. What would become of the
old ones ¢ Most probably they would be given away or sold
cheaply to smaller churches or monasteries in the provinces,
who could not afford to buy new and clean copies of the standard
text. Thus many of the fifty copies originally made for Con-
stantinople, more or less corrected to the standard text, would
get into the provinces. Some of them in all probability are
the ancestors of some of the mixed MSS. we now possess.!

I venture the suggestion that one of these discarded MSS.
was used by St. Mesrop and St. Sahak to revise the Armenian
version. These two, we are told, translated the Scriptures
into Armenian about a.p. 400; but subsequently, receiving
““correct ” copies from Constantinople, proceeded to revise their
earlier work. Dean Armitage Robinson? argues that the
original translation was made from the Old Syriac. This has
been lately disputed by the French scholar Prof. F. Macler—
& summary account and criticism of whose theories is given
by R. P. Blake in the Harvard Journal of Theology, July 1922.
Macler holds that the Armenian was derived directly from a
Greek text of the type which von Soden calls the “ I text,” most
nearly related to ®, and lacking many of the characteristic readings
of D—a phrase which would serve as a description of fam. @,
The question is one which hinges largely on linguistic considera-
tions, a judgement on which demands a knowledge of both
Armenian and Syriac, which I unfortunately lack. But it
certainly fits in with statistics given on p. 90, which show
that the Armenian is frequently a supporter of fam. ®, not
only where fam. ® and the Old Syriac agree, but almost as often
where they differ. The hypothesis that the Greek MS. used by
St. Mesrop to revise his first translation had the fam. ® text
might, I think, explain the phenomena noted by Armitage

! The peculiar mixture of texts in MSS. like 83 and 157 would be easily
explained on the hypothesis that they are descended from Alexandrian ancestors
sporadically corrected by MSS. of this mixed Lucianic-Caesarcan type.

2 In “Euthaliana,” Texts and Studies, iii. 3.
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Robinson, and also those brought forward by Macler. Its
verification, however, must await the publication of a text of
the Armenian version based on a critical study of the oldest
MSS. with complete apparatus, which, to the best of my knowledge,
does not yet exist. Meanwhile it would seem sufficiently plausible
to justify us in provisionally regarding the Armenian as & supple-
mentary witness for the text of fam. ©.

Besides this, in Palestine itself, there would necessarily be
in circulation many copies of the old text of Caesarea. These
also would suffer correction from the standard text; and these
half-corrected copies may be the ancestors of some surviving
members of the ® group. One such copy, very heavily revised,
was, 1 believe, used by the corrector of 8, known as N° who
worked in the library of Caesarea (cf. p. B78). Again, since
Jerusalem, until the Council of Chalcedon, 451, was under the
jurisdiction of the metropolitan of Caesarea, it is possible that
Jerusalem used much the same text as Caesarea. It is at any
rate an interesting fact that in 565, at the end of Mark, there
is a colophon stating that it was copied from old MSS. from
Jerusalem. If Constantinople, (Caesarea, and Jerusalem were all
centres of distribution, the evidence for a wide circulation of the
@ text is readily accounted for.

But though there is an element of speculation in any theory
as to how this Caesarean text came to be propagated, there is
none, I submit, in the conclusion that in fam. ©® this text is
preserved. Superficially the MSS. of this family differ greatly
from one another; but on examination it appears that this is
solely due to the different degree to which they have been
corrected to the Byzantine standard. Deduct the Byzantine
readings, and the differences between these MSS. in regard to
the residual text is very small. There are differences, but they
differ far less from one another than do 8 BL. From this
fact, and from the very close correspondence of this residual
text with the quotations of Origen, we are entitled to infer
that (however we may explain its preservdtion) the readings
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of this family give the text read at Caesarea about 230 in an
extremely pure form.

It would be well worth while for some scholar to prepare
a continuous text of fam. ®, after the model of Ferrar and
Abbott’s edition of 18 &c. It would then, I think, appear that
a practically continuous text of this type, at least for Mark,
has been preserved. And this text would rank alongside
B and D as the third primary authority for the text of the
Gospels.

CoNcLUDING SURVEY

If we look at the map we see at once that the Churches
whose early texts we have attempted to identify stand in a
circle round the Eastern Mediterranean-—Alexandria, Caesarea,
Antioch, (Ephesus), Italy-Gaul, and Carthage. The remarkable
thing is that the texts we have examined form, as it were, a
graded series. Each member of the series has many readings
peculiar to itself, but each is related to its next-door neighbour
far more closely than to remoter members of the series. Thus
B (Alexandria) has much in common with fam. ® (Caesarea);
fam. ® shares many striking readings with Syr. S. (Antioch);
Syr. 8. in turn has contacts with D b a (Italy-Gaul); and, following
round the circle to the point from which we started, £ (Carthage)
is'in a sense a half-way house between D b @ and B (Alexandria
again).

Antecedently we should rather expect the text of any
particular locality to be, up to a point, intermediate between
those of the localities geographically contiguous with it on
either side. But the exactness of correspondence between the
geographical propinquity and tbe resemblance of text exceeds
anything we should have anticipated. And this fact is, I feel,
of some weight in confirming the general thesis propounded in
these chapters.

There remains to draw a practical conclusion. In discussions
of variants in commentaries and elsewhere it is usual, in quoting
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the MS. evidence for a particular reading, to cite first the
uncials which support it in alphabetical order, then cursives in
arithmetical order. This practice is fundamentally misleading.
von Soden’s method of quoting authorities in three great groups
(K H 1) would have been a great improvement had he divided
his I group into three, corresponding to ®, D, Syr. 8., and their
respective allies. What we want to know in any given case is
the reading (a) of B and their allies, (b) of D and its allies
WMk Old Lat., () of the leading members of fam. ©, () of the
0ld Syriac, Armenian, and Old Georgian, and (e) of the T.R. In
subsequent chapters, therefore, I shall cite MSS. thus. Further,
it is not as a rule necessary to cite all the evidence of each group.
Thus, if a reading is supported by x B L, nothing is gained by
adding CA Y to the list; if it is supported by a, b, e, k, it is
superfluous to add further Old Latin evidence. Only where the
leading authorities of any of the great texts disagree with one
another is it, for ordinary purposes, important to cite their sub-
ordinate supporters. The method of citing all uncials, and that
in alphabetical order, disturbs the judgement and inevitably gives
an undue weight to mere numbers. The fallacy of numbers
isinsisted on by Hort (ii. p. 43 fL.), as it is only through a chapter
of accidents, different in every case, that any MS. not representing
the standard text has survived. The first principle of scientific
criticism is that MSS. should be not counted but weighed.
And the weight of a MS. depends on the extent to which it
preserves, more or less, one of the ancient local texts.

P.S.—For a summary account of the confirmation by sub-
sequent research of the main conclusions of this chapter, see
above (p. vii.), Preface to Fourth Impression. The reconstructed
Caesarean text for three chapters of Mark is given in the
article by K. Lake, etc., there referred to. '
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THE MSS. AND THE LOCAL TEXTS

(The student should memorise primary and secondary authorities.)

ALEXANDRIA, ANTIOCH. CamsarEa.  |ITALY AND GaAvUL.| CaRTHAGE.
Primary Authority B Syr. 8. © 5p5Mx D e
Secondary do. . % L Sah. Boh. Syr. C. 1&c.18 &c. 28700 b a (W¥<) e
(WHk) 0ld Georgian
|
Tertiary do. . C, 33, Wik Syr. Pesh. 1494 &c. 544 | G2 B™ iy M
AMk. \P-Mk N—E—O & Frag.: m (Cf. a) ch‘ Lk,
Frags.: TLk. Jn. ZMt. ELk (Arm')
Supplementary . | 579"<1x7= 892 1241 Syr. Hel. U A 1071 1604 g lgq m
157 X Syr. Hier. Old Arm. 0/
Patristic . . Origen A.p. 230 Origen A.D. 240 Tatian 170 Cyprian 250
Cyril Alex. 430 Eusebius 325 Irenaeus 185

1 &c. =1—22—118—131—209~-8724k-—1278—16582-—2193. 13 &c.= 183—69—124—230-—346—543—788—826—828-—983—1689—1709,
1424 &c. =28 MSS,, including M, cited by Soden as T2, Byzantine Text: SVQ; EFGH; (A, KII, Y); (T); (WHt),
Mized Frags. P QRL:. N, B—%ﬂ: = fam. 1=80d. I7; 13 &e. =fam. 18 =Sod. I*, Sod. I* misleadingly includes D with ©, 28, 544, 565, 700.




\

THE REVISED VERSIONS OF ANTIQUITY
SYNOPSIS

Tag BEGINNINGS OF CRITICISM

Alexandria the birthplace of Textual Criticism in its application
to the Greek Classics. The Christian scholarship of Alexandria.

Origen’s Hexapla, an attempt to produce a critical text of the
Septuagint or Greek O.T.

The recensions of Lucian in Antioch and of Hesychius in Egypt.

Tee REevisioN BY LUCIAN

Evidence that the Byzantine text is ultimately descended from
the recension of Lucian. Although, however, it originated in Antioch,
the capital of the Roman province of Syria, it is preferable to call
this text  Byzantine ” (with Griesbach) rather than (with Hort)
“Syrian.” It appears to be an eclectic revision based on earlier
texts, including, as well as the Alexandrian and Western texts, a text
akin to Syr. 8.

CHARACTER OF THE RECENSION

Probably Lucian attempted to produce & “ catholic ” text; it
is nearer to the Alexandrian than to other local texts. The nature
and origin of the “ Western” element accepted by Lucian. The
problem whether the Byzantine text has preserved readings of earlier
texts not otherwise known to us.

The earliest MS. with a text approximately that of Lucian is
Vet A 3 von Soden, however, thinks the purest form of this text
is to be found in 8 V ©, and pext to them in the group EFGH. He
classes A with K II, which, he thinks, give Lucian’s text with an
appreciable admixture of readings of fam.©. Safest to take SV Q as
the typical MSS. of the Byzantine text without begging the question
as to whether A, E, or 8 nearest to Lucian.

109
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Ter ReceNsioN or HEsvoHIUS

Bousset finds this in the B X text ; Hort (but tentatively) in that
of C L Boh., etc.

There were two schools of textual criticism, one preferring the
“inclusive ”” method followed by Lucian and the scribes (or editor)
of C L P, etc., the other following the strict Alexandrian tradition,
which is comparable to Hort’s. B is the product of the latter school.

To which school did Hesychius belong ?  Significance of Jerome’s
strictures on his recension. Possibly connection of B & text with
Pierius.

In any case the B X text goes back in essentials to the time of
Origen or earlier, and represents the oldest text of Alexandria.



CHAPTER V
THE REVISED VERSIONS OF ANTIQUITY

. Tur BEGINNINGS OF CRITICISM

THE science of textual criticism was born in Alexandria when
Aristarchus (c. 200 p.0.) made his famous effort to produce 2
critical text of the poems of Homer. Subsequent scholars
followed his lead. Diligent search was made for the oldest
and most authentic texts with the support of the royal patrons.!
Ptolemy Euergetes had already begged of Athens the loan
of the official copies of the Greek Tragedians—and afterwards
refused to restore the originals. And &l its ultimate destruction
it was the pride of the Library of Alexandria to possess and
reproduce the purest texts of the Greek classics. The name
Library disguises the fact that the institution in question corre-
sponded much more closely to what we mean by a University,
considered especially as 2 centre of specialist learning and
research. About A.D. 180 the Christian Pantaenus started
what is known as the Catechetical School, which, as Dr. Bigg
remarked, had very much the same relation to the Royal
Library as a denominational Theological College in Oxford or
Cambridge has to the University.

It is not, therefore, surprising to find Origen, the third head
of this School, very early in his career already at work on a
critical edition of the text of the Old Testament. This was
known as the Hexzapla and was finished about 240, some years
after his retreat to Caesarea. The Hezxapla presented in six

1 Cf. T. W. Allen, Homer: The Origins and the Transmission (Oxford,
1924), p. 292 ff-
111
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parallel columns the original Hebrew, a transliteration of it
into the Greek alphabet, and four rival Greek translations of it
then current. Eusebius (H.E. vi. 16) tells us of the diligent
search in out-of-the-way places made for the most ancient MSS.
of these versions. Fragments of the Hezapla survive, but the
work as a whole must have been so cumbrous that it is unlikely
it was ever copied except in certain books. But the column
containing the LXX version was published separately by
Eusebius and Pamphilus, and became the standard text of the
Greek Old Testament used in Palestine. This text appears to
be preserved in a relatively pure state in two MSS. of the
Pentateuch and two of the Prophets.?

Jerome tells us that the Churches of Antioch and Con-
stantinople preferred a text revised by the martyr Lucian,
while at Alexandria the text approved of was that of a certain
Hesychius.2

Lucian of Antioch died a martyr a.p. 312. The identity
of the Hesychius here mentioned is uncertain, but he is generally
supposed to be the Egyptian bishop of that name who
also, in 307, suffered martyrdom. In the passage just cited,
Jerome is speaking of the Old Testament. But in the open
letter to Damasus (cf. p. 590), which stands as a preface to
the Gospels in the Vulgate, he makes it clear that the recensions
of Lucian and Hesychius included the New Testament as well.

Tee RevisioN BY Lucian

It is practically certain that what I have spoken of as “ the
Byzantine text” of the New Testament goes back to this
revision by Lucian of Antioch to which Jerome alludes. Or,

1 Cf. H. B. Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, p. 76 ff.

% « Alexandria et Aegyptus in Septuaginta suis Hesychium laudat auctorem,
Constantinopolis usque Antiochiam Luciani Martyrii exemplaria probat,
mediae inter has provinciae Palestinae codices legunt, quos ab Origene
elaboratos Eusebius et Pamphilus vulgaverunt : totusque orbis hac inter se
trifaria varietate compugnat.” From Jerome’s Preface to the Vaulgate version
of Chronicles.
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to speak strictly, the Byzantine text, as it appears in the Textus
Receptus, has the same relation to the text of Lucian as the
ordinary printed editions of the Vulgate have to the text of
Jerome. It is the same text, but somewhat corrupted during
the Middle Ages, partly by the fresh errors of generations of
copyists and partly by an infiltration of readings from the older
texts it superseded. The evidence for this conclusion may be
briefly summarised. It is stated in the Menologies—short
accounts of a Saint for reading on his day—that Lucian
bequeathed his pupils a copy of the Old and New Testaments
written in three columns in his own hand. A famous repre-
sentative of the school of Lucian is John Chrysostom, who wrote
at Antioch from 381 onwards. Towards the end of his life he
was for a short time, over the turn of the century A.p. 400,
Patriarch of Constantinople. The quotatiofs of the New Testa-
ment in his voluminous works are numerous; and they prove
that the text he used was substantially the Byzantine, apart
from its mediaeval corruptions. But the Byzantine text, we
shall see, when closely examined looks as if it was formed as the
result of a revision made on the principle of following alternately
or, if possible, combining Alexandrian, Western and Eastern
texts. Also, a text giving just these particular combinations
and alternations of readings is not found in the quota-
tions of any Father earlier than Chrysostom ; but after that
it becomes more and more common, beginning with writers
connected with either Antioch or Constantinople, until it
replaces all others. The conclusion, then, seems obvious
that the text of Chrysostom represents a revision made at or
near Antioch early in the fourth century, and speedily adopted
not only there but in Constantinople. And since Jerome, who
had himself studied in both these cities before 380, expressly
says that these Churches used the revised text of Lucian, it
would seem gratuitous scepticism to suppose that the apparently
revised text used by Chrysostom was other than that of Lucian.

But, if it be asked for, there is further evidence. Ulfilas,
1
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who converted the Goths, translated the Gospels and parts of
the Old Testament into Gothic. As he died about 380, the
Gothic version must be earlier than that date. The Gothic is
the first of the early versions to show a predominantly Byzantine
text; and in 341 Ulfilas, we know, was consecrated Bishop
at Antioch. It may be added that the great LXX scholars,
Field and Lagarde, starting from certain readings definitely
marked as Lucianic in the Syro-Hewapla, produced convincing
reasons for supposing that in some books certain MSS. of the Old
Testament give the text of Lucian.! The text of these MSS.
agrees with the Old Testament quotations of Chrysostom, and also
with such fragments of the Gothic version of the Old Testament
as survive. It is also remarkable that the Lucianic recension of
the Old Testament appears, like the Lucianic text of the New
Testament, to be a revision which aims at combining earlier texts.

The contention that the Byzantine text is an essentially
revised text—following sometimes one, sometimes another of
the earlier texts—made in or near Antioch about 300, was the
foundation - stone of Westcott and Hort’s theory of the
textual criticism of the New Testament. To appreciate its full
force, the student must read the relevant parts of Hort’s Intro-
duction. And nothing that has been discovered since appears
to me to have weakened their case, so far as the main issue is
concerned. Hort himself believed that this revision was most
probably the work of Lucian ; but, to avoid committing himself
on this point without further evidence, he gave this text the
name “ Syrian” to indicate that it originated in the Greek-
speaking province of Syria of which Antioch was the capital.
The name was unfortunately chosen. It is very confusing to
the uninitiated, who naturally suppose it implies some special
connection with the ‘ Syriac” versions—which belong, as a
matter of fact, not to * Syria,” but to the Syriac-speaking
Church, whose centre was Hdessa in Mesopotamia. Moreover,
the term * Syrian,” though applicable to the original recension

t H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greck, p. 82 fi.
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of Lucian, is not appropriate to the standard text of the
Byzantine Empire if, as Hort himself thought, this is the
result of a later revision. Whether the Byzantine text of the
IXeent- jg identical with the text of Lucian or a slightly
revised form of it is a question not easy to answer. But,
paradoxical as it sounds, it is this IX*™* text that really
concerns us most ; for it was by the Byzantine standard, not
by that of the actual text of Lucian—supposing these to be
different—that MSS. of mixed texts, which are of such importance
to the critic, have been corrected. It is, therefore, by deducting
actual Byzantine, not hypothetical Lucianic, readings that we
get back to the older element in their text. For these reasons
I have reverted to Griesbach’s nomenclature, and speak of
this text, not as “ Syrian,” but as “ Byzantine.”

But there are some important respects in which Hort’s view
of the constituent elements in the Lucianic Tevision must be
modified in the light of subsequent discovery. As Burkitt
points out, in the Additional Notes contributed by him to the
second edition of Westcott and Hort’s Greek Testament (p. 330),
g text like Syr. S.stands in places against ¥ B D united,
entering not infrequently as an independent constituent element
into the Antiochian (Syrian) text.” A notable instance is the
famous “ On earth peace, goodwill towards men.” Here the
reading of Syr. S. has passed into the Textus Receptus, against
the united testimony of & B D Latt., which read “ peace among
men in whom he is well pleased.” So again the Byzantine
text reads dptoTov, with Syr. 8. and C., Arm., against the &prov
of & B D Latt. in Lk. xiv. 15.

Conflate readings, in which the Lucianic text puts side by
side a variant found in § B with the alternative given in D Lat.,
formed one of the most striking pieces of evidence adduced by
Hort to prove that the Lucianic text was a revision based on
texts of the other types. Hence a “ conflate reading,” in which
Syr. 8. supplies one member and ¥ B and D Lat. combined
provide the other, is striking evidence, not only of the independ-
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ence of the Syr. S. type of text, but of the importance attached
to it by the revisers.

Of the instances quoted by Burkitt, Mk. i. 13 may be cited.
The Byzantine text reads éxel év 75 épjjue. One member
of this phrase, é«el, is found in Syr. 8., supported in this instance
by some representatives of fam. ®; the other member, év 75
épripe, is in N B D Latt. Another very pretty example is
noted by Prof. Lake.! The Byzantine uy mpouepipuvare unde
pekerdre (or mpopererdre) (Mk. xiii. 11) is a conflation of uy
mpopepipvare B D Latt., ete., with us mpouenerdre ¥ 047 Syr. S.
Another example is the reading of the T.R. in Lk. ii. 5, vy
pepvnorevpéry adrod yuvawkl ‘“his betrothed wife.” Here
éuvnorevuéry without ywvawi is read by xB; but Syr. S,
supported by a, b, ¢, [f?, reads “ wife,” omitting the word for
“ betrothed.” Curiously enough, D and e in this case support
B against the combined Latin and Syriac.

CHARACTER OF THE RECENSION

If the Lucianic revision originated in Antioch, the revisers
(we should expect) would start with a bias in favour of the
traditional text of that Church. Nevertheless, the Byzantine
text is fundamentally nearer to the Alexandrian than to the
“ Western ” type. There was an ancient rivalry between
Antioch and Alexandria, and antecedently we should not have
expected an Antiochian revision to start off, as it were, from the
Alexandrian text. Burkitt suggests that the fall of Paul of
Samosata, 270, may have had something to do with it. Certainly
this meant the triumph of the  catholic” as opposed to the
“ nationalist ” tendency in theology; and it is possible that
Lucian definitely set out to produce a “ catholic” recension
of the Scriptures. That is, he may have sent for MSS. from
Alexandria, Ephesus, and, perhaps, even Rome, and endeavoured,
with the aid of these as well as the local text of Antioch, to

t J.7.8., Jan. 1900, p. 291,
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produce a .text representing the combined traditions of the
Great Churches. Whether because of the special prestige
enjoyed by Alexandrian scholarship in regard to textual
criticism in general, or from the accident that of the MSS. he
used the Alexandrian happened to be the oldest, he seems to
have taken that text as the basis for his revision. Strange,
then, as it sounds, it really does look as if Lucian and his
fellow-revisers were in very much the same position as the
English and American revisers after another fifteen hundred
years. All desired to restore the true original text of the
Gospels, all desired to retain the traditional text of their own
Church, except in so far as the latest researches in textual
criticism made this impossible, and all accepted MSS. of the
B & type as the best.

It would, however, seem a fair presumption that the majority
of readings in which the earliest form of the Lucianic text differs
from that of § B L is likely to represent a text traditional at
Antioch. This leads us o take a slightly different view of the
so-called “Western” element in the Lucianic text. Most of the
“Western”’ readings adopted by Lucian might have been derived
from either Syr. 8. or D, since there is so much in common between
these two. But if, on other grounds, we regard Syr. S. as
descended from the old text of Antioch, then we should suppose
that Lucian did, as a matter of fact, adopt these readings because
they occurred in the current text of Antioch, and did not go
abroad, as it were, to derive them from MSS. of the type of D.

What, then, are we to say of the readings in the Lucianic
text which occur in D but not in Syr. S.%? They may, as
suggested above, have been derived from MSS. brought from
Ephesus or Rome for the use of the revisers. But the pheno-
menon cannot be considered apart from the occurrence in
Syr. C. of D readings not found in Syr. 8. and of the occurrence
in the text of Eusebius ! of D readings not found in fam. ®. The
text of Syr. C., it is generally agreed, is later than that of Syr. S.;

1 My argument is weakened by the discovery that Eusebius used the fam. © text.



118 THE FOUR GOSPELS BT 1

Eusebius is later than Origen, who in Eusebius’ own city seems
to have used the fam. ® text; and Lucian of Antioch is later
than the translator of Syr. 8., who may be presumed to have
used the old text of Antioch. In each case we have evidence
that the D element is later. We have already seen that the
later text of Alexandria suffered considerably through infiltra-
tion of Western readings. It would look as if the same thing
happened everywhere. Indeed, if Italy and Asia both used a
text of the D type, it would be inevitable that copies of the
Gospels brought by Christians from these provinces should
everywhere be a source of mixture. We conclude, then, that
the old text of Antioch had suffered a degeneration similar
to that we find in the later Alexandrian MSS., and that the
Antiochene MSS. used by Lucian had much the same relation
to the Greek text underlying Syr. 8. as C L 83 579 have to B.
That is, he used a form of the old text of Antioch corrupted
by stylistic amendment, assimilation of parallels, and an infiltra-
tion of readings from texts of the D type.

The importance of this point is largely indirect. It bears
on the question, whence did Lucian get the readings known to
- us only from their occurrence in the Byzantine text. Most of
the readings of the Byzantine text, which do not also occur
in one or other of the earlier texts, are of the nature either of
minor stylistic improvements or of assimilation of the text of
one Gospel to a parallel passage in another. Very few look
original ; but Lucian must have found them somewhere,

Hort held that the Lucianic revision was based solely on
texts of the three types of early text which he distinguished
~the “Neutral,” represented by B % ; the Alexandrian,” C L ;
and the “Western,” D Old Lat. He concluded that any
readings of the Lucianic text not to be found in our existing
authorities for these earlier texts were either very late or due
to the editorial efforts of the revisers. The discovery of Syr. 8.
has shown that some readings of the Lucianic text were older
than Hort supposed. But two incomplete MSS. of the Old
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Syriac form but slender evidence for the old Greek text of
Antioch, and it is probable that some of the readings of the
Lucianic text which do not appear in the Syriac were derived
from the old text of Antioch. It is even possible that some
of the agreements with the Byzantine text found in Origen’s
Commentary on Matthew may be original. Most of these are
no doubt due to scribes and translators who have modified
what he actually wrote to conform with their own Biblical
text. But some may well be readings common to the texts of
Antioch and Caesarea. Unfortunately we cannot detect such
readings in ® and its allies, supposing any occur there, simply
because we have no means of distinguishing them from the
admixture of Byzantine readings due to later revisers. Thus
we have really no means of identifying those readings of the
old text of Antioch, which survive in the Byzantine text, but
_ which do not happen to occur in the Old Syriac, except internal
probability. That criterion is, as & matter of fact, unfavourable
to most characteristically Byzantine readings; but there age
some few which I think are deserving of more serious considera-
tion than was accorded them by Hort. For the old Alexandrian
text we have MS. evidence not substantially inferior to that
possessed by Lucian, and we know how to use it better ; but
for the various types of Eastern text Lucian must have had
MSS. of a greater variety and better quality than any we possess.
Hence, though the principles on which he made use of them
may have been the reverse of critical, to say offhand that he
has never preserved an ancient reading for which we have no
other authority seems over-bold.

The fifth-century Codex A is the earliest Greek MS. giving
a text which is approximately that of Lucian, though it seems
to have a small proportion of readings belonging to earlier texts.
The name Alexandrinus which it bears (it was given to Charles I.
by an ex-Patriarch of Alexandria) is thus another pitfall for the
innocent student, who naturally supposes that the text it re-
presents is Alexandrian ; and, curiously enough, outside the
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Gospels its text is Alexandrian ; for the rest of the New Testa-
ment A is a most constant ally of B §.1

In von Soden’s opinion, the purest form of Lucian’s text is
to be found in the group 8 V Q, which he calls the Kt text. In
this judgement he may be right ; but it is safer to regard this
text as that received at Constantinople in the VIt and
thus as the purest type of the Byzantine ” text. The group
EF GH he regards as the Kl text, with a small infusion of
“Ferrar ” readings. Another group, headed by K II, preserves,
he thinks, the text used by Chrysostom in his Homilies on John
and has a small mixture of “ I ” readings ; he regards A as a
member of this group with a few intrusive readings.

But once it is conceded that Lucian’s revision was based
on the eclectic principle of choosing, now an Alexandrian, now
a “ Western ” reading, it ceases to be of any great importance
to know, in the case of any particular reading, whether as a
matter of fact it is the one which Lucian happened to prefer.
All that really matters is the broad fact that the Byzantine text
is ultimately descended from his revision. Whether the oldest
form of it is to be found in A or E or S is & comparatively small
matter. The difference between the text of A and that of most

! The evidence for the ordinary view that it was written in Alexandria
has been seriously shaken by Burkitt (J.7.8., 1910, pp. 603 fi.), who suggests
that it came, via Mt. Athos, from Constantinople. Personally, I should
rather assign it to some place like Caesarea or Berytus (Beyrout) half-way be-
tween Antioch and Alexandria—for three reasons. (1) It contains, immediately
after the New Testament, the two Epistles of Clement. An attempt to assign
to these canonical or quasi-canonical authority is made in the Apostolic Con-
stitutions, a late fourth-century work which undoubtedly emanated from
that part of the world. (2) The combination of an Antiochian text of the
Gospels with an Alexandrian text of the Acts and Epistles suggests some place
where the influence of Antioch and of Alexandria met. (3) Its text of the Old
Testament appears to be a non-Alexandrian text heavily revised by the
Hexapla which we know was the dominant text of Palestine. The quotations
of the LXX in New Testament writers and Josephus more often than not
agree with A against B, which MS. seems to represent a pre-Origeniec Alexan-
drian text (H. B. Swete, 0p. cit. p. 395). But the Gentile mission started from
Antioch, not Alexandria ; and the New Testament writers and Josephus wrote
in Antioch, Asia Minor, or Rome; and would be likely to have used the
Antiochian rather than the Alexandrian recension of the Jewish Bible.



ce. v THE REVISED VERSIONS OF ANTIQUITY 121

of the uncials in the long list headed by E and ending with 8V
(© was unknown to Tischendorf, and von Soden does not give its
readings 1) in an ordinary Apparatus Criticus is really very small.
In fact, the group A E S would be found supporting one another
far more often than the leading members of the Egyptian group
8 BL. The one really important reading which was certainly
absent from the text of Lucian, although it is found, sometimes
with, sometimes without, asterisks or obeli, in a majority of the
Byzantine MSS., is the Pericope Adulterae (Jn. vii. 53-viii. 11).

TrE RECENSION oF HESYCHIUS

Is it possible to identify that recension of Hesychius which
Jerome tells us was preferred in Alexandria in his day ? Hort,
very tentatively, suggested that it is to be found in what he
called the ““ Alexandrian ” text, ¢.e. in that later form of the
B text whose characteristic readings appear most abundantly
in CL and in the Bohairic version. Bousset, in his Textkritische
Studien, argued that B represents this recension. In that case,
since B was probably written in Alexandria within twenty years
or 8o of the death of Hesychius and was copied by an exception-
ally careful scribe, it will represent an almost exact transcript
of what Hesychius wrote. On the other hand, the early date of
B makes it equally possible that it was produced, before the
Hesychian revision had had time to become the standard text of
Alexandria, by some scholar who dissented from his critical
methods.

It is not sufficiently realised that the difference of tempera-
ment and method which divided Hort and Scrivener in the
nineteenth century, existed also in the fourth. Kusebius, in
whose lifetime B, and possibly 8 also, were written, virtually
formulates two contrary principles, upon either of which an

! Von Soden assigns Q to VIIIcent., but Dr. Blake (having photographed the
original on Mt. Athos) tells me he feels certain it is late IXcent- or Xcent., Tf
80, no MS., earlier than IXcent- gives the K* text; but von Soden holds that it is
found in the VIcent- Purple MSS. (apart from their I mixture).
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acceptable text of the Gospels could be framed. In various
passages where he writes as a textual scholar, he says that the
last twelve verses of Mark are absent from * almost all” or
from ““ the more accurate ” copies. But in his letter to Marinus,?
after discussing the possibility of rejecting this passage altogether,
he proceeds, “ While another, not daring to reject anything
whatever that is in any way current in the Scripture of the
Gospels, will say that the reading is double, as in many other
cases, and that each reading must be received ; on the ground
that this reading finds no more acceptance than that, nor that
than this, with faithful and discreet persons.” Now this
“inclusive ” principle, that no reading can safely be rejected
which has behind it a considerable weight of authority, is
precisely that upon which the Lucianic revision was based.2

But the tradition of Alexandrian scholarship in regard to
the text of Homer and the Greek classics was in favour of the
opposite principle, that, namely, of basing a text on the oldest
MS. The Ptolemies, we have seen, made great efforts to procure
the oldest possible copies, and the emphasis laid by Eusebius
on the efforts of Origen to do the same for the Greek Old
Testament, shows that Christian scholarship inherited this
tradition. A typical Alexandrian editor would have diligently
sought out the oldest copy attainable and followed that. And,
if it omitted passages found in later MSS., he would have regarded
these as interpolations. Hort speaks of “ the almost universal
tendency of transcribers to make their text as full as possible,
and to eschew omissions” ;3 and infers that copyists would
tend to prefer an interpolated to an uninterpolated text. This

! Quoted by Westcott and Hort, vol. ii. Appendix, p. 31.

? But Lucian also had a ecritic’s conscience and the * inclusiveness ” of
his method may easily be exaggerated. He omits, for example, two notable
interpolations in Matthew. The section *“Seek ye to rise,” ete., Mt. xx, 28,
found in D & Syr. C. Hel™# Old Lat., is shown by the MS. evidence to have
been widely current, both in East and West. He also omits the spear-thrust,
Mt. xxvil. 49, found in NBCLUT, etc.; but a reading so supported and
also known to Chrysostom can hardly have been unknown to Lucian.

* W.H. ii. p. 175.
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may be true of some of the local texts of the second century ;
it is the very opposite of the truth where scribes or editors
trained in the tradition of Alexandrian textual criticism are
concerned. The Alexandrian editors of Homer were as eagle-
eyed to detect and obelise “interpolations” in Homer as a
modern critic. That they actually excised such passages with-
out MS. authority is improbable, for most of the passages they
suspect are found in existing MSS. On the other hand, many
lines occur in papyri and in quotations of Homer by earlier
writers, like Plato, which are not in our MSS. ; so it would seem
as if, wherever there was MS. authority for omission, they
inclined to prefer the shorter reading.

That Christian scholars and scribes were capable of the
same critical attitude we have irrefragable evidence. The
obelus, invented by Aristarchus to mark suspected passages in
Homer, is frequent in MSS. of the Gospel to mark just those
sections, like the Pericope in John, which modern editors reject.
The first corrector of %, probably the contemporary Siopfwrris,
was at pains to enclose in brackets and mark with dots for
deletion two famous passages in Luke written by the original
scribe which, being absent from B W 579 and the Egyptian
versions, we infer were not accepted in the text at that time
dominant in Alexandria, viz. the incident of the * Bloody
Sweat” in Gethsemane (Lk. xxii. 43 {.) and the saying “Father
forgive them” (Lk. xxiii. 34). This is conclusive evidence, either
that the passages in question were disliked on dogmatic grounds,
or that the Christian scholars of Alexandria were as much alert
as Hort to rid the text of interpolations. In either case the
notion is completely refuted that the regular tendency of scribes
was to choose the longer reading, and that therefore the modern
editor is quite safe so long as he steadily rejects. And that
there were Christian scholars outside Egypt who adopted the
Alexandrian principle we have abundant evidence. Take two
of the critical notes in 585. The words “ Blessed art thou among
women ~ are omitted in the text of Lk. i. 28 ; they are added
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in the margin with the note ““ not found in the ancient copies ”’
ov keiTas év Tols dpyaioss. - Similarly in John there is the even
more remarkable note . . . ds év Tols viv dvTiypddois u
keipevoy wapélenpra,  (The section about the Adulteress) . . .
I have omitted as not read in the copies now current.” Thus
two passages, both in themselves attractive and dogmatically
unobjectionable, are rejected, the one because it was omitted
by the ancient, and the other by the modern, copies. Surely
we have evidence of a resolution to purify the text from all
possible interpolation equal to that of Hort, who omitted one
set of passages because absent from the pure * Neutral ” text,
and another set because absent from the “ aberrant ” “ Western”
text. - In codices 1 and 1582 the note on the Pericope points
out that it is not mentioned in the Commentaries of Chrysostom,
Cyril, and Theodore of Mopsuestia. 1582, besides having the
foregoing note on the Pericope, also, as we have seen, gives
Mk. xvi. 9-20 as a sort of Appendix; but in the margin it has
at v. 19 the note, ““Irenaeus, who was near to the apostles
(6 Tév dmocTéhwy TARaiov), in the third book against heresies
quotes this saying as found in Mark.” This is criticism of a
high scientific order.

Now, whoever was responsible for it, the B text has been
edited on the Alexandrian principle. Indeed the difference
between B and the Lucianic recension would be comparable
to that between the text of Westcott and Hort and the text
of the Revised Version. The Revisers definitely reject no reading
for which there is respectable authority, W.H. follow the oldest
MS. and suspect interpolation even in that. Now, Hesychius
may have gone on this principle. His recension may, like
Jerome’s Vulgate, have been made at the invitation of the
Patriarch. And if the Patriarch deemed an official revision
desirable, diligent search would be made throughout Egypt for
the oldest copies. The climate of Egypt is exceptionally
favourable for the preservation of papyri, as the discovery in a
jar the other day (cf. p. 56) of a copy in the Coptic of the Gospel
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of John 1500 years old reminds us. It would be remarkable
if Hesychius could not procure copies well over a century old.
Certainly, whoever edited it, the text of B looks as if it had been
based on copies old enough to have escaped serious corruption ;
and there is no conceivable reason why copies may not have
been used as old as the middle of the second century.

If B represents the recension of Hesychius—as, on the whole,
I am inclined to believe—then the later Alexandrian text
CL AV 83, 579 must bear the same relation to it as the later
Byzantine text does to Lucian’s revision, or the mediaeval
Vulgate to Jerome’s authentic text—that is, it must represent
the inevitable degeneration which frequent copying entails, along
with a certain amount of re-infiltration into the revised text of
readings from older unrevised texts.

But there is another possibility. Hesychius may have had
more concern for the practical needs of the plain man than for
the demands of strict scholarship. Like Lucian he may have
preferred a text which included such “ Western ” readings as
were well known and long established, in which harsh grammar
and inelegancies of style had been emended, and in which
Mark’s Gospel did not break off short in the middle of a sentence
but had a reasonable ending. Now this is precisely the kind
of text which we find in C L ¥ 83, 579 and the Bohairic version,
which Hort describes as a “ partially degenerate form of the
B text.” Three of these, L. ¥ 579, besides some fragments
which belong to the same family, have the Shorter Conclusion
of Mark. Some of the * Alexandrian ” grammatical improve-
ments can be traced back as far as Clement and Origen; the
Shorter Conclusion of Mark occurs in the third century Sahidic.?
Thus there is no convincing reason for dating the *“ Alexandrian”
text later than Hesychius.

The main objection to identifying B with the Hesychian
recension is Jerome’s emphatic denunciation of the text of

1 As the Shorter Conclusion occurs in the African Latin %, it may be part
of the * Western ” mixture in the Sahidie.
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Hesychius, along with that of Lucian, as an interpolated and
corrupt revision. His attack on the Lucianic text is not difficult
to explain ; after all, what Jerome says about the Lucianic text is
practically what Hort, judging by the B x standard, said of it
fifteen hundred years later. But if B represents the Hesychian
text, it is hard to see how Jerome can speak of it as * inter.
polated.” For the reasons given in Appendix IV.—where his
words are quoted in the original—I am personally not disposed
to attach much weight to his statement.

On the other hand, if LW 579 represent the text of
Hesychius, another explanation is possible. ~Jerome had studied
in Antioch and Constantinople and must have been familiar with
the Lucianic text, but at the date when he wrote the Preface
to the Vulgate Gospels he had not yet been to Alexandria.
Hence his knowledge of the Hesychian text may have
been at second-hand, and may have been derived from some
Alexandrian scholar of the school of Origen who, like Hort,
regarded the ““ Alexandrian ” corrections of L ‘¥ 579 as corruptions
and the Shorter Conclusion of Mark as an interpolation, and had
expressed his views with vigour. Now there was a certain
Pierius, known as “ the younger Origen,” a disciple of Origen
and head of the Catechetical School ¢. 265; from Jerome’s
notice of him (De vir. sllustr. 76) he would seem to have survived
by some years the persecution in which Hesychius was martyred,
and to have lived the last part of his life at Rome. We
know that Jerome had read and admired some of his writings,
and he once appeals to the authority of “ the MSS. of Origen and
Pierius.”! Isit possible that Jerome derived fromsomestatement
of Pierius the unfavourable verdict which he expresses on the
text of Hesychius? In that case the B text represents the
text of the Catechetical School which prided itself on keeping
alive the traditions of Origen.2

1 Jerome’s Commentary on Matthew, ad ch. xxiv.

? Burkitt, J.7.8., Jan. 1916, p. 149, suggests that Origen himself may have
discovered some old MS. which escaped corruptions which were already wide-
spread, and 8o was responsible for the revival of a purer text,
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The question, however, whether we owe the B §& text to the
action of Hesychius, Pierius, or some unknown scholar, is quite
of minor importance. The essential point is that these MSS.
appear to Tepresent, more nearly than any others, the text used
by Origen before A.p. 230 ; and Origen, especially when engaged
on such an important work as his Commentary on John, would
certainly have used the oldest text he could procure. We may,
then, affirm with confidence that any reading of B which is
supported by x, L, or any other MS. of the Egyptian family
almost certainly belongs to the Alexandrian text in its earliest
form.



VI
INTERPOLATION AND ASSIMILATION

SYNOPSIS

Tre Farracy oF THE SHORTER TEXT

Prof. Clark’s criticism of the maximbrevior lectio potior; in classical
authors accidental omission is more common than interpolation,
hence the presumption is in favour of the genuineness of the longer
reading. This principle cannot be applied without reservation to
the text of the Gospels. But it has an important bearing on the
general discredit attached to the Western text, as interpolated and as
at times paraphrasing the true text.

The number of omissions in & through homoioteleuton illustrates
the possibility of accidental omissions having occurred in the earliest
copy which reached Alexandria. The very conscientiousness of
Alexandrian seribes would prevent the restoration at a later date

of the omitted passages.

SoME NoTABLE READINGS

Accidental omission would be soon repaired in the place where a
book was originally published, more slowly elsewhere ; but an in-
sertion found in a local text remote from the place of writing may
be suspected as an interpolation. Consideration of some famous
readings in the light of this principle.

“ Neither the Son,” Mt. xxiv. 36 ; Jesus Barabbas, Mt. xxvii. 17 ;
the spear thrust, Mt. xxvii. 49; “ Seek to rise,” etc., Mt. xx. 28;
“ The Light at the Baptism,” Mt. iii. 16 ; “The Bloody Sweat,” Lk.
xxii. 43 f.; * Father, forgive them,” Lk. xxiv. 34,

ASSIMILATION OF PARALLELS

The tendency of scribes to make small verbal alterations in the
direction of bringing passages where the Gospels already resemble
one another into a still closer resemblance. This assimilation of

129 K
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parallels the main cause of textual corruption and has affected all
lines of transmission. The B text has suffered less in this way than
any other but is by no means immune.

“ Western non-interpolations,” the name given by Hort to some
nine conspicuous readings, found in B, but absent from D or the
Old Lat. He regarded these as harmonistic interpolations ; but he
unduly isolated these nine from a large number of additions in the
B text which, though less striking, are much more obviously due to
assimilation to parallel passages.

Nevertheless it is fallacious to suppose that every omission by
the Western text is right ; thus the omission of the words * He was
taken up into heaven,” Lk. xxiv. 51, is quite possibly an attempt to
harmonise the Gospel with the Acts, and not vice versa.

The Voice at the Baptism, Lk. iii. 22, is another case where the
Western text is probably original. B and its allies (here followed
by T.R.) assimilate the text in Luke to the parallel version in Mark
and Matthew. In the main, however, the Western text has suffered
most, and the Alexandrian least, from assimilation.

ConorusioN

A notable set of variants illustrating three principles: (1) the
operation of assimilation on different lines of text tradition; (2)
the “ conflate ” character of the Byzantine text; (3) the relative
immunity of texts of Mark from later revision.

Although we may think that Hort relied too exclusively upon
the B text, and that an “eclectic ”” text following now one, now
another, of the old local texts is theoretically a sounder basis, it in
no way follows either (@) that we return to Lucian’s text, much less
to its degenerate descendant the T.R., or (b) that we deny the
Alexandrian text, preserved in B N, to be the best of the local texts,
and therefore the one which, in the main, a critical modern editor
must follow.

For most practical purposes Westcott and Hort’s edition is
satisfactory ; but there is a real need for a new thesaurus of variants
to take the place of Tischendorf’s great edition.

In conclusion, the delimitation of local texts shows that our
evidence for the substantial integrity of the text of the Gospels as
a whole rests on a wide and multiple basis. When, however, fine
points of scholarship or the niceties of evidence bearing on the
Synoptic problem are at issue, we may have at times to go behind
the text found in the best modern printed editions of Greek
Testament.



CHAPTER VI
INTERPOLATION AND ASSIMILATION

Trae Farracy oF THE SHORTER TEXT

Tae whole question of interpolations in ancient MSS. has been
set in an entirely new light by the researches of Mr. A. C. Clark,
Corpus Professor of Latin at Oxford, quem honoris causa nomino.
In The Descent of Manuscripts,t an investigation of the manu-
script tradition of the Greek and Latin Classics, he proves
conclusively that the error to which scribes were most prone
was not interpolation but accidental omission. It is not too
much to say that this conclusion entails a revolution in accepted
critical methods. Hitherto the maxim brevior lectio potior,
that is, that the shorter reading of two readings is probably
the original, has been assumed as a postulate of scientific eriticism.
Clark has shown that, so far as classical texts are concerned,
the facts point entirely the other way. ‘A text,” as be puts it,
“is like a traveller who loses a portion of his luggage every
time he changes trains.” Once this is stated, its truth is self-
evident ; any one who has ever sent his own MS. to a typist
knows that the accidental omission of words, lines, or sentences
is a constant occurrence, while interpolation is not. Of course
marginal notes, various readings, etc., do constantly creep into
the text of ancient MSS. But while intentional interpolation
is quite exceptional, omission—commonly accidental, but some-
times, it would seem, intentional—is a constant phenomenon.

1 QOxford, 1918.
131
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In a smaller work,! Clark applies to the Gospels and Acts
the principles which he had worked out in the sphere of classical
studies. So far as the Acts are concerned, he goes a long way
towards proving his case. But, if I may take it upon me to
pronounce upon the work of so eminent an authority, I would
say that he underestimates the difference between the textual
traditions of the Gospels and of classical literature in two
important respects. First, it so happens that the omission of
passages found in other texts is specially characteristic of B, and
next to B of 8, fam. ®, Syr. 8., and £, i.e. of the authorities which
in other respects preserve good and ancient texts. Secondly, the
antecedent probability that some traditions as to the sayings
or deeds of Christ, not included in any of the Gospels, would
have been in circulation in the early Church is high ; and it
would be very natural to record them in the margin of a Gospel,
from whence they might easily slip into the text. For these
two reasons the principle that “ the longer text is probably the
more original ”* cannot be applied without considerable reserva-
tion to the particular case of the Four Gospels.

This principle, however, has an indirect bearing on the
“bad name ” given to “ Western ” readings as such. It was not
merely on account of its alleged abundance of interpolation
that a general discredit was attached by Hort to the * Western ”
text. It was even more on account of a supposed tendency
to “ paraphrase.” The text of B §, being held innocent of this
free treatment of the original, acquired the credit which always
attaches to a respectable witness as against one known to be
in some respects disreputable.?2 But to speak of a passage in
one MS. as being a “ paraphrase ” of the text found in another
implies that we know already the answer to the prior question,

! The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts, Oxford, 1914. The main
argument of this book is very conveniently summarised and in some ways
strengthened in an article in J.7.S., Jan. 1915.

? 8o far was this preference carried that, even in cases where the
* Western ™’ reading, on the face of it, appears more probable, Hort rejects it.
Perhaps the clearest example is the preference of the reading ‘EA\pioras
which makes nonsense, to "EN\yvas Acts xi, 20.
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which of the two represents the original. In the case of the B
and D texts this was supposed to be settled in principle by the
phenomena of Acts. Here the D text is almost invariably the
longer, and, if we accept as a self-evident principle brevior lectio
potior, it follows that it is a paraphrastic expansion of the
shorter text. But ever since Prof. Ramsay wrote his St. Paul
the Traveller, scholars on purely historical grounds have been
emphasising the claims of quite a number of the Bezan additions
to be authentic. Clark shows in a large number of these cases,
that, if we accept the longer text of D as original,! we can
explain the origin of the shorter B text. All we need suppose
is that one or more ancestors of B had suffered considerably
from what is, after all, the commonest of all mistakes of care-
less scribes, the accidental omission of lines. Wherever the
grammar of a sentence was destroyed by the omission, some
conjectural emendation of the injured text was made to restore
sense. The result of this process would inevitably be the
production of a shorter text, by the side of which the original
would look like a paraphrastic expansion.

But, if the riot of ““ paraphrase * supposed to be characteristic
of the Western text of Acts is otherwise explained, the accusation
of paraphrase in regard to the text of the Gospels must be given
a rehearing. In the Gospels the difference between the text
of B and D is much less striking. Except occasionally in Luke,
there are very few readings to which, without exaggeration,
the name paraphrase can be applied. There are variations in
the order of words, in the use of tenses, prepositions, conjunctions,
there is an occasional substitution of symonyms. But, as we
shall see later (p. 328 £.), differences of this sort are to be found
even between MSS. as closely related as 8 B L. The differences
between D and any one of these MSS. are far more numerous
and more conspicuous than their differences from one another ;
but they are not such as to entitle us to assert that the D text

1 ¢t J.T.8., Jan. 1915, p. 226 ff. Intentional omission of details thought
unimportant is also likely.
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is a paraphrase of the B, while the text of L is not. And if
we once admit an element of corruption in B, then both B and D
might, though in a very different degree, be described as “ para-
phrasing ” the original text.

But the question whether in other respects the B or the D
text is the purer has really very little to do with the value of
their evidence for insertions or omissions. Take a MS. like .
In this, in the Gospels alone, there are no less than 46 instances
of accidental omission, which probably formed one or more
complete lines of the exemplar from which it was copied, due
to homoioteleuton. There are other omissions, presumably of
lines in the exemplar, where homoioteleuton cannot be invoked
in extenuation of the error. And there are innumerable omissions
of single words. Almost all the longer and many of the shorter
omissions have been added in the margin, by the first corrector
or sometimes by the original scribe. If one glances through
the photographic facsimile of §, there is hardly a page without
such correction. But ¥ is a handsome expensive copy produced
in a regular scriptorium, written by a professional scribe and
corrected by a careful Swpfwrrs. Now let us suppose that
the original text of Acts was something like D, and that the
first copy which reached Alexandria was separated from the
autograph by half a dozen ancestors. And suppose that two
or three of these ancestors had been copied by scribes neither
better nor worse than the scribe of %, but had not been gone
over by a 8i0pfwmis. At each stage where the omission made
nonsense or bad grammar the owner would make the minimum
of conjectural emendation that would make the construction
grammatical or restore what from the context appeared to be
the sense intended. This process of omission and correction
repeated two or three times would result in a copy of the Acts
‘with a text like that of B. If this was the first copy of the book

! The hypothesis that accidental omission was supplemented by intentional
omission of what seemed unimportant detail is not to be entirely excluded.
Probably a longer period elapsed before the Acts was regarded as inspired
scripture than was the case with the Gospels.
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to reach Alexandria, the original, being on papyrus, would soon
be worn out; but all the earliest copies known in Alexandria
would be derived from it. It follows that the more scrupulously
subsequent scribes copied these, and the more anxious Alex-
andrian scholars were to go back to the earliest copies, the less
chance would there be of the original omissions being repaired
from MSS. brought in from outside. Even if a copy of the more
complete text was brought from Rome, the Alexandrian scholar,
like Hort, would condemn it as a corrupt and paraphrastic text.

SoME NoraBLE READINGS

This leads me to suggest a principle of criticism which, so
far as I am aware, has not hitherto been formulated. Accidental
omissions are most likely to be made good in the place where a
book was first given to the world ; for there more than one copy
made from the autograph will be in circulation. On the other
hand, in a city far removed from the place of publication the
higher the local standard of textual purity, the greater the likeli-
hood that an accidental omission in the earliest copy which had
arrived there would remain unrepaired. The principle, of course,
must not be pressed too far. Indeed it only applies to omissions
which contained something of a more or less interesting character.
Omissions of words that added little to the sense, or which people
would prefer to think spurious, would be as likely to remain
unrepaired in the ‘Church where a Gospel was first published
as in any other. The omission, for example, by Syr. S. of the
words 0d8¢ ¢ vids Mt. xxiv. 36, cannot be defended, even if
proof positive was produced that this was the old text of Antioch
and that Matthew was written there. But the principle does
give a new importance to the identification of local texts. I,
as I think probable, Luke and Acts were written either at
Rome or Corinth, omissions in B § will carry less weight than
those which occur in the Western text. In that case, we shall
be inclined to follow Hort in suspecting what he calls the
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is a paraphrase of the B, while the text of L is not. And if
we once admit an element of corruption in B, then both B and D
might, though in a very different degree, be described as “ para-
phrasing *’ the original text.

But the question whether in other respects the B or the D
text is the purer has really very little to do with the value of
their evidence for insertions or omissions. Take s MS. like N.
In this, in the Gospels alone, there are no less than 46 instances
of accidental omission, which probably formed one or more
complete lines of the exemplar from which it was copied, due
to homoioteleuton. There are other omissions, presumably of
lines in the exemplar, where homoioteleuton cannot be invoked
in extenuation of the error. And there are innumerable omissions
of single words. Almost all the longer and many of the shorter
omissions have been added in the margin, by the first corrector
or sometimes by the original scribe. If one glances through
the photographic facsimile of ¥, there is hardly a page without
such correction. But % is & handsome expensive copy produced
in a regular scriptorium, written by a professional scribe and
corrected by a careful Siopfwrifs. Now let us suppose that
the original text of Acts was something like D, and that the
first copy which reached Alexandria was separated from the
autograph by half a dozen ancestors. And suppose that two
or three of these ancestors had been copied by scribes neither
better nor worse than the scribe of &, but had not been gone
over by a Siopfwrids. At each stage where the omission made
nonsense or bad grammar the owner would make the minimum
of conjectural emendation that would make the construction
grammatical or restore what from the context appeared to be
the sense intended. This process of omission and correction
repeated two or three times would result in g copy of the Acts
with a text like that of B.l If this was the first copy of the book

* The hypothesis that accidental omission was supplemented by intentiona)
omission of what seemed unimportant detail is not to be entirely excluded.
Probably a longer period elapsed before the Acts wag regarded as inspired
scripture than was the case with the Gospels.
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to reach Alexandria, the original, being on papyrus, would soon
be worn out; but all the earliest copies known in Alexandria
would be derived from it. It follows that the more scrupulously
subsequent scribes copied these, and the more anxious Alex-
andrian scholars were to go back to the earliest copies, the less
chance would there be of the original omissions being repaired
from MSS. brought in from outside. Even if a copy of the more
complete text was brought from Rome, the Alexandrian scholar,
like Hort, would condemn it as a corrupt and paraphrastic text.

SoME NoraBLE READINGS

This leads me to suggest a principle of criticism which, so
far as I am aware, has not hitherto been formulated. Accidental
omissions are most likely to be made good in the place where a
book was first given to the world ; for there more than one copy
made from the autograph will be in circulation. On the other
hand, in a city far removed from the place of publication the
higher the local standard of textual purity, the greater the likeli-
hood that an accidental omission in the earliest copy which had
arrived there would remain unrepaired. The principle, of course,
must not be pressed too far. Indeed it only applies to omissions
which contained something of a more or less interesting character.
Omissions of words that added little to the sense, or which people
would prefer to think spurious, would be as likely to remain
unrepaired in the "Church where a Gospel was first published
as in any other. The omission, for example, by Syr. S. of the
words 0088 ¢ vids Mt. xxiv. 36, cannot be defended, even if
proof positive was produced that this was the old text of Antioch
and that Matthew was written there. But the principle does
give a new importance to the identification of local texts. If,
as I think probable, Luke and Acts were written either at
Rome or Corinth, omissions in B § will carry less weight than
those which occur in the Western text. In that case, we shall
be inclined to follow Hort in suspecting what he calls the
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“ Western non-interpolations ” of Luke, on the ground that they
are absent from the Roman text of Luke ; but we shall hesitate
to agree with him in rejecting passages for which Western
evidence is good, simply because they are absent from B. Again,
if Matthew, as I believe, was written in Antioch, passages found
only in Alexandrian or geographically Western authorities will
be regarded with suspicion, but we shall look with special favour
on any insertion attested by Syr. S.; and so far as this Gospel
is concerned we shall not be in too great a hurry to reject readings
which are only attested by the Lucianic text.

This principle works out well in practice. The most interest-
ing addition in Syr. 8. is in Mt. xxvii. 17. Pilate says to the
Jews, “ Whom will ye that I release unto you ? Jesus Barabbas,
or Jesus whom they call Christ ¢ ” Thus phrased the alternative
offer made by Pilate has an extraordinarily original look. The
omission of the name “ Jesus” before Barabbas might easily
be accidental. duiy 'Incodr in O is written YMININ—the
omission of the second IN would be an instance of an error
80 common in ancient MSS. that a technical term * haplography ”
has been invented to describe it. Once omitted, motives of
reverence would come into play; and the dislike of the idea
that a brigand bore the sacred name, would lead to the preference
of the shorter text. This is not mere conjecture ; Origen, we
have seen, found it in the text of Caesarea, but tries to reject it
on the ground that the name Jesus could pot have belonged
to one who was a sinner.! And the weight of his opinion would
lead to its wholesale excision in other texts.

On the other hand there are three striking additions in
Matthew found in the non-Antiochene types of text represented
by B and D Old Latin respectively, which do not commend
themselves as genuine. The spear-thrust at the Crucifixion
(Mt. xxvii. 49) in B §, ete., is easily explicable as an attempt at
harmonising Matthew and John. The saying “Seek to rise,
etc.,” found in D @ Syr. C. after Mt. xx. 28 is a feebler and, I

1 Cf. the discussion by Burkitt, Evangelion da M. epharreshé, vol. ii. p. 271.
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would add, less Christian way, of putting the maxim “ take the
lowest place” as found in Lk. xiv.8f. The Light at the Baptism,
inserted by the Old Lat. MSS. a g (Mt. iii. 16), which was known
to Justin and Tatian (and therefore may be early Roman), is
obviously legendary embellishment.

Similar results appear when we compare and contrast the
additions made to Luke in the Western and Alexandrian texts
respectively. We have already noted that a study of the
Acts tends on the whole—there are exceptions in all statements
with regard to MSS.—to confirm the originality of the longer
Western text. Of the additions to the Gospel, the longest and
the best attested outside is the incident of the Bloody Sweat and
the comforting angel in Gethsemane, Lk. xxii. 43-44: Justin
Martyr, ¢. 153, alludes to this and expressly says that it occurs
“in the memoirs,” his term for the Gospels. It was in the text
known to Irenaeus, Tatian, and Hippolytus. Thus it must
have stood in the Roman text at a very early date. The fact
that it was known to Dionysius of Alexandria, ¢. 250, and occurs
in % L suggests that it may have belonged to that very early
state of the Western text which had invaded Alexandria at the
time of Clement ¢.200. True it is omitted by Syr.S., but it occurs
in Syr. C., and in the oldest MS. of the Armenian there is a note
saying that it occurred in the *first translations” but was
omitted in the “newly issued translations.” Since the oldest
Armenian seems to have been made from the Syriac, it is not
impossible that it has been * revised out ” in Syr. 8. Linguistic-
ally, as I think Harnack was the first to point out, the passage,
short as it is, betrays several characteristically Lucan expres-
sions. Lastly, we gather from Epiphanius, who defends the
reading on account of its antiquity, that it caused serious per-
plexity to some orthodox persons as seemingly derogatory to
the full Divinity of our Lord. Presumably it seemed beneath
the dignity of the Uncreated Word Incarnate to evince such a
degree of mwdfos ; and still more to require a created angel asa
comforter. Hence there was every reason, if not for excising it
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from the text, at least for regarding MSS. in which it had
been accidentally omitted as original. We conclude then that
B W 579, etc., which omit the words, though they may possibly
give the earliest Alexandrian text, do not preserve the original
words of Luke.

Another famous omission attested not only by B W 579 but
also by fam. ® and Syr. 8. is the cry from the Cross, ““Father,
forgive them, for they know not what they do,” Lk. xxiii. 34.
Here we cannot be quite sure that the reading stood in the earliest
form of the Roman text; for, though found in ce and known
to Irenaeus and Tatian, it is omitted by D @ b. But ce, though
mixed MSS., probably represent the African Latin, which on
the whole seems nearer than a b to the oldest Roman text. And
the reading is found in Origen (Lat. trans.) as well as & L Syr. C.
Arm. Some years ago the suggestion was made, I think by
Dr. Rendel Harris, that the passage had been deleted because
some Christian in the second century found it hard to believe
that God could or ought to forgive the Jews, since they were the
chief instigators in all the persecutions, and, unlike the Gentiles,
had no excuse for their villainous conduct—being originally
called to be the chosen people and the possessors of the scriptures
that spoke of Christ. One might add, it would have appeared
to a second-century Christian that, as a mere matter of fact,
God had not forgiven the Jews. Twice within seventy years
Jerusalem had been destroyed and hundreds of thousands of
Jews massacred and enslaved. It followed that, if Christ had
prayed that prayer, God had declined to grant it. How much
simpler to surmise the words to be an interpolation ? And, if
even a single copy could be found lacking the words, the surmise
would become a certainty. From the MS. evidence we must
infer that the omission, if it be an omission, must have been
made at an earlier date than that of the Bloody Sweat. The
words, of course, may well have been handed down in a genuine
tradition, even if they were not recorded by Luke. But their
claim to be an authentic part of the text of the Third Gospel
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deserves serious consideration ; and, whatever may be the final
verdict, it will be worth while to have stated the case, if only to
illustrate the fact that absence from certain MSS. is not neces-
sarily evidence of interpolation.

ASSIMILATION OF PARALLELS

Jerome in his preface to the Vulgate Gospels mentions
assimilation of the texts of the Gospels to one another in parallel
passages as one of the chief sources of corruption of the text.
The remark was an acute one, and a study of the existing MSS.
shows that it is the commonest of all forms of error. The best
known example is the Lord’s prayer, which in the oldest MSS.
occurs in a shorter form in Luke; in the Byzantine text it is
assimilated to Matthew. As a textual phenomenon assimilation
is not peculiar to the Gospels. It occurs to a small extent in
Homer, where it is found that recurrent phrases tend to
resemble one another more closely in the inferior than they do
in the better MSS. It has also operated as a corrupting influence
on the text of the Epistles to the Ephesians and Colossians.
But the Gospels are a special case, since such a large proportion
of their total contents, expressed in language often all but
identical, occurs in more than one of them, so that the oppor-
tunity they afford for assimilation of parallel passages is quite
unique. The danger of this particular form of corruption
would be still further increased by the fact that, not only would
most scribes know the Gospels almost by heart, but a scribe who
was copying Mark or Luke was usually one who had just
refreshed his memory by copying out the text as it stands in
Matthew. With the words of one Gospel running in his head
it would be exceedingly difficult to copy accurately passages in
another Gospel which were almost but not quite the same.

But assimilation is not only the commonest source of cor-
ruption of the text of the Gospels, it is also the one most
difficult to check. Other forms of corruption would result in
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each separate local text having its own special set of wrong
readings; these can be detected by comparison with other
texts. But assimilation of parallels, being a process which must
have gone on independently in all local texts, might easily
result in identical errors along different lines of transmission.
Hence, though each text will have its own special set of assimila-
tions, there is no security that occasionally, especially in certain
striking passages, all texts may not have coincided upon the
same assimilation. This is a possibility that neither textual critics
nor students of the Synoptic Problem have ever really faced.

Now the strongest argument for the general purity of the B
text is that it is free from so many of the assimilations that
are found in the Later Alexandrian, the * Western.” or the
Byzantine texts. But, though far freer from assimilation of
parallels than any other text, B is not entirely immune. And
there are quite a number of cases where the Western text—
though on the whole it has suffered far more than any other in
this way—is free from particular assimilations which have
infected B. Detailed evidence on this point I shall reserve for
the chapter on the Minor Agreements of Matthew and Luke
against Mark. In this place I propose merely to call attention
to the importance in regard to this particular issue of the set
of readings called by Hort  Western non-interpolations,” and
to connect it with the previous discussion of the Roman and
Alexandrian texts of Luke.

Eight of the nine readings to which Hort gave the name
“ Western non-interpolations ”’ occur towards the end of Luke,
no less than seven being in the last chapter (the ninth is the spear
thrust, Mt. xxvii. 49). These are omitted by D and the Old
Latin, but, with two exceptions, by no other MS. Hort coined
the complicated title “ Western non-interpolation,” in order to
avoid smirching the fair name of the ““ Neutral ”’ text by speaking
of these readings as “ Neutral interpolations ”’ ; but, assuming
them not to be genuine, that is what they really are. All the
same I believe he was right in rejecting at any rate the majority
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of them. Firstly, if Luke was written in the West, it is hard to
suppose that the omission of so many passages, all of an interesting
character and all crowded into the same context, would have
escaped notice at Rome, where presumably other copies from
which the gaps could be refilled would be available. Secondly,
as Hort saw, most of these additions are of the nature of har-
monisations between Luke and other parts of the New Testament.
But Hort was, I think, mistaken in his emphasis on these nine
out of a large number of omissions by the same Western
authorities.

Besides the eight striking readings in the last three chapters
of Luke and the one in Matthew to which Hort gives the special
title « Western non-interpolations,” there are a large number of
smaller omissions in the Old Latin, sometimes supported by D,
of words or sentences found in the B text. To some of these
Hort himself calls attention (ii. p. 176), and he puts them in
single brackets in his text—whereas the selected nine are dis-
tinguished by double brackets.! But there are other omissions
consisting only of a word or two which he ignores. But, if Hort
was right in definitely rejecting as assimilations the major
“ non-interpolations * in Matthew and Luke (which merely re-
produce the general sense of something found in another Gospel),
he ought to have rejected more than twenty other passages in
most of which the insertion reproduces in one Gospel the
actual words of a parallel passage in another. To the student of
the Synoptic Problem these minor omissions in the Western
text are all important, though it would be unsafe to assume that
the omission is in every case original ; D is no more infallible

1 The “ Western non-interpolations ” in double brackets are in Lk. xxii.
19-20, xxiv. 3, 6, 12, 36, 40, 51, 52; also the mention of the spear thrust not
found in the T.R., Mt. xxvii. 49. Those in single brackets, sometimes con-
sisting of only a few words, occur in Mt. vi. 15, 25, ix. 34, xiii. 33, xxi, 44,
xxiii. 26; Mk. ii. 22, x. 2, xiv. 39; Lk. v. 39, x. 41 £, xii. 19, 21, 39, xxii. 62,
xxiv. 9; Jn. iii. 32, iv. 9 (cf. W.H. ii. p. 176). Among those not noted in
Hort’s text are Mt. xxi. 23 diddokorr: (om. a bce Syr. 8. C.); Mk, ix. 35 (om. .
DEk); Mk xiv. 85 kal wepcakimrew (om. Daf); Lk vili. 44 700 xpaomédou
(om. D Lat.) ; Jn. xii. 8 (om. D Syr. 8.); others are discussed below, Chap. XL.
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when it omits than when it inserts. I emphasise this point
because Hort’s isolation of these nine passages very much obscures
the extent to which the B text has suffered from assimilation, not
only as between Matthew and Luke, but also between the
Synoptics and John. '
Nevertheless it is worth while to protest against a too ready
inference that, in regard to genuineness, the whole series, whether
of major or minor “ non-interpolations,” must stand or fall
together. This is a fallacy. What the MS. evidence proves is
that these passages were, as a matter of fact, absent from the
ancestor of D and the Old Latin, but present in an ultimate
ancestor of all other texts. The tacit assumption that either
the one or the other of these ancestors was in every case correct
is quite unwarranted. No MS. or group of MSS. is even approxi-
mately infallible ; and all have suffered from some accidental
omissions. It is more probable that in some cases B is correct
in retaining the words, even if in the majority D is right in
omitting them. The real case against the genuineness of these
readings rests, I must repeat, not on their omission in one line
of the MS. tradition, but in the fact that they look like attempts
at harmonisation, especially between the Synoptics and John.
But there is one of Hort’s nine passages where the argument
from assimilation seems to me to cut the other way. Can the
sentence, “ and he was taken up into heaven,” Lk. xxiv. 51,
really be regarded as due to “ assimilation ” from the story of
the Ascension in the Acts ? If so, it is an assimilation of an
incredibly unskilful kind ; for it makes the Ascension take place
on Easter Day instead of forty days later as the Acts relates.
Besides, the words “he was taken up into heaven” seem
required to explain the back reference in Acts i. 2, which implies
that the Gospel contained an account of what Jesus began to do
and to teach “ until the day when he was taken up.” This is
rather pointless unless the Gospel contained an account of the
Ascension. On linguistic grounds it is probable ! that a con-

Cf. Hawkins' Her. Syn. p. 177 ff.

4
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giderable interval elapsed between the writing of the Gospel and
Acts. In the interval the author may have come across a fresh
cycle of tradition. Tf so, Acts i. 2 should be read as an attempt
by the author to recall his former statement with the object of
correcting it in favour of the account of the Ascension forty days
later which immediately follows. In that case the omission
of the words in Lk. xxiv. 51 is an attempt to remove a contra-
diction between the Gospel and the Acts; it is the text which
omits, not that which inserts, that has suffered harmonistic
correction.

Another clear example of the avoidance by the Roman text
of Luke of an assimilation found in the Alexandrian is the
Voice at the Baptism, Lk. iii. 22. In B, ete, the words are
practically identical with those in Mark and Matthew, s.e.
“Thou art my beloved Son, in thee I am well pleased.” But
Dabcff?, ete, with the notable support of Clement of Alex-
andria, read * Thou art my [beloved] Son, this day have I begotten
thee.” Now this reading is quite definitely that cited by
Justin and was therefore current in Rome c. 1565. Again, on
grounds of internal probability it is clearly to be preferred for
two reasons. () The tendency of scribal alterations would be
to make the text of Luke agree with Matthew and Mark, as
in B; with this reading, on the contrary, there is a discrepancy
between the Gospels. (b) The Lucan reading could readily be
quoted in favour of the view, afterwards regarded as heretical,
that Christ only became the Son of God at his Baptism. Once,
therefore, the assimilation with the other Gospels had been
made in any MS., it would be preferred as more orthodox, and
would rapidly be taken up into other texts.

I would not, however, leave the reader with the impression
that the D text has suffered less from assimilation than that
of B. Quite the contrary. In D assimilation is, not only more
frequent, but more thoroughgoing. Take, for example, uy
BoBob+ dmd Tob viv dvbpwmovs Eay Lwypdv, Lk. v. 10. Here
D, with the partial support of e, reads Sedre xai w7 yéveafe
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alels ixBbwr® moujow yap Vuds dhets dvfpodmov, which is very
much closer to the language of Matthew. But it is unnecessary
to labour this point, since everybody admits that, not only the
“ Western ” and the Byzantine texts as a whole, but each
different sub-group of MSS. of these texts, have in different
ways and in different places suffered assimilation. The text
of B alone has been placed by critics on a pedestal by itself,
and, because it has undoubtedly suffered less than any other
MS., has been supposed to be immune. And this unfounded
supposition has played havoc with the scientific study of the
Synoptic Problem.

CoxNcrLusION

The history of the text of the Gospels is, as it were, concen-
trated into a single passage in the set of variants in the lists of
the Twelve Apostles (Mt. x. 2-4, Mk, iii. 16-19, Lk. vi. 14-16).
It would appear that in the first century local traditions varied
as to the twelfth name ; and each of the Synoptics embodies a
different tradition. Origen remarks,! “ The same man whom
Matthew calls Lebbaeus and Mark Thaddaeus, Luke writes as
Judas of James.” It appears, then, that in the text he used,
obviously in this instance the correct one, each Gospel gave a
different name. In Syr. 8. Judas, in ab# (but not in D k)
Judas Zelotes is substituted for Lebbaeus in Matthew, though
not in Mark. For this part of Matthew e is missing, but in this
MS. the name Judas is substituted in Mark also. If we re-
member that Judas, not Iscariot, is mentioned as one of the
Twelve by John, we understand why the list which contained
his name should be supposed the more authentic. Clearly the
discrepancy troubled scribes. We turn to the Greek uncials
and what do we find ? There is no variant in Luke; but Bn
read Thaddaeus in both Matthew and Mark ; 2 D reads Lebbaeus

1 Com. in Rom. praef.

2 124 (probably also the Ferrar ancestor) supports B§X. Other members
of fam. © have the Byzantine conflation.
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in both Gospels; while the Byzantine text reads ‘ Lebbaeus
who is called Thaddaeus ” in Matthew, but is content to follow
Bx in Mark. We notice three points. (1) The tendency to
assimilation is seen at work everywhere—in & B, in D, and in the
Old Latin and Old Syriac—but in each case operates somewhat
differently. (2) The Byzantine text is * conflate ” ; it ingeniously
combines the readings of two ancient traditions each of which
had good support. (3) Editors and scribes are less concerned
to correct the text of Mark.

Hort, we have argued, was right in regarding the Textus
Receptus as a descendant of the revision made by Lucian of
Antioch about A.p. 300. And he was right in his contention that
in the main this revision was based on earlier texts which we can
still identify. We group these earlier texts into an Egyptian,
admirably preserved in & B L ; an Ttalian and Gallic, represented,
with many corruptions, in D a b ff2; an African (perhaps = earlier
Roman),foundink, e, (WHE); an Antiochene, less adequately known
to us through the Old Syriac; a Caesarean, fairly well preserved
in the non-Byzantine readings of fam. ® (W), This grouping
of the older texts differs radically from Hort’s, but not in a way
that seriously affects his view of the methods of Lucian’s Tevision,
though we may feel a little less confident than he that Lucian
possessed no MS. containing ancient and possibly correct readings
not found in our surviving authorities. But then comes the
really fundamental question : was Hort right in reprinting almost
in its entirety the oldest Egyptian text ? Or was Lucian right
in the principle, if not in its detailed application, of framing an
eclectic text, adopting readings now from one text, now from
another, presumably on the combined grounds of extent and
antiquity of attestation and of “ internal probability ”* 2

To this question one must, I think, answer that the eclectic
principle of deciding in each separate case on grounds of
“internal probability ” what appears to be the best reading
is, in spite of its subjectivity, theoretically sounder than the
almost slavish following of a single text which Hort preferred.

L
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But this in no way means that we return to the Textus Receptus.
Lucian’s canons of ““ internal probability ” differed fundamentally
from ours. For example, his eye would be inclined to look
with most favour on that one of two readings which attributed
to an evangelist a more smooth, graceful, and stately style.
To us, roughness, within limits, is a sign of originality. Again,
to him it would seem more likely that a reading, supposing it .
was found in MSS. sufficiently numerous and ancient, which .
brought two evangelists into closer agreement with one another
was more likely to be original than one which enhanced the
difference between them. We should judge otherwise. Hence,
even if we accept the necessity of an eclectic text, the selection
of readings admitted to it would differ very considerably from
that made by Lucian. On the other hand, while realising that
B has more wrong readings than Hort was ready to admit,
due weight must be given to Hort’s principle that the authority
of a MS., which in a majority of cases supports what is clearly
the right reading, counts for more than that of others in cases
where decision is more difficult. Hence a critical text of the
Gospels (though not, I think, of Acts) will, like that of Hort,
be based mainly on the text of Alexandria as preserved in our
two oldest MSS. Bx. But a future editor will be on the look
out for evidence that will enable him to detect instances where
these, like all other MSS., have been corrupted by assimilation
of parallels or grammatical touching up, and he will be ready
to accept a far larger number of readings from authorities which
represent the local texts of other churches. In particular he
will give special weight to the readings of fam. ®.

The rejection, however, of a theory which enabled Hort to
attribute supreme authority to the B text complicates ¢n practice
the task of the textual critic. Textual criticism is not the only
department of life where an infallible guide, if such existed, would
save us trouble and uncertainty. No purely external mechanical
test of the genuineness of readings has yet been devised. Where
important variants exist, and can be shown to have existed as
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early as the third century, we can in the last resort only fall back
on the exercise of insight and common sense to make our choice.
Those qualities being rare, or, at any rate, hard to recognise by
any objective test in a matter of this kind, there will always
remain a difference of opinion on many points. It follows that,
.if by a “ scientific ” text is meant one reached by some mechanical
and objective principles which completely rule out the subjective
vagaries of the individual editor, such cannot be attained. In this
department of knowledge the appeal is in the last resort to the
insight, judgement, and common sense of the individual scholar,
which are necessarily ““ subjective.”

What, however, is most wanted at the present moment is
not a new critical text—for most purposes Westcott and Hort
is good enough. The real need is for an edition of an entirely
different character—a thesaurus of various readings to bring up
to date Tischendorf’s large edition of 1869. von Soden attempted
this and failed ; his edition is not only full of inaccuracies, it is
often actually unintelligible. But, I would insist, in such an
edition, it is of quite fundamental importance that the text
printed above the Apparatus Criticus should be, not an eclectic
text constructed by the editor himself, but the Byzantine text.!
The reason is obvious. -The number of MSS. which have
altogether escaped revision from the Byzantine standard is
extremely small, yet the readings which the critic most wants
to know are those of older texts which differ from the
Byzantine text; if, then, the Byzantine text is printed above
the Apparatus Criticus, the readings the critic first wants are
those which first strike the eye. Again the Apparatus itself would
be enormously simplified ; for it need only contain readings which
differ from that text. Any MS. not cited in the Apparatus would
be understood, either to agree with the text printed at the top of
the page, or not to be extant for that passage; and accordingly

1 For this purpose the Byzantine text should be determined by some
purely objective criterion, such as the agreement of two out of the three
MSS. SV @, or, perhaps better, ESYV,
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the extent of hiatus in important MSS. should be noted on each
page. MSS. should be cited in separate groups, according
as they habitually agree with the Alexandrian, Hastern or
Western type of text. Lastly, since textual criticism under the
most favourable circumstances involves great strain on the.
eyesight, small print and small numbers and letters above the,
line, such as von Soden delights in, should be resolutely eschewed.

In conclusion it is worth while to note that those same
investigations which have compelled us to reject Hort’s theory
have shown that the authorities available for determining the
text are more numerous and more independent of one another
than that theory would allow. It follows, therefore, that, though
on minor points of reading absolute certainty may often be
unobtainable, a text of the Gospels can be reached, the freedom
of which from serious modification or interpolation is guaranteed
by the concurrence of different lines of ancient and independent
evidence. For the historian, as well as for the ordinary Christian
reader, a text like that of Hort or Tischendorf, or that used in
preparing the Revised Version, may be taken as reliable for all
ordinary purposes. But for fine points of scholarship, or when
dealing with the Synoptic Problem, where the settlement of a
question of great import may depend on the minutest verbal
resemblances or differences between the Gospels, it is vital
to realise that in our search for the original reading we must,
on occasion, go behind the printed texts.
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Vil
THE FUNDAMENTAL SOLUTION

SYNOPSIS

HISTORIANS AND THEIR SOURCES

The conception of ¢ copyright ”—a consequence of the invention
of printing—has entirely changed the conditions under which it
is legitimate for authors to make use of previous writers. Ancient
historians frequently reproduce almost verbatim considerable
portions of the work of their predecessors.

Tae PRIORITY OF MARK

The accepted view that Mark (so far from being, as Augustine
thought, an abridgement of Matthew) was a source used by Matthew
and Luke requires slightly restating. Matthew may be regarded as
an enlarged edition of Mark; Luke is an independent work in-
corporating considerable portions of Mark.

TFive reasons for accepting the priority of Mark.

(1) Matthew reproduces 90 %, of the subject matter of Mark
in language very largely identical with that of Mark ; Luke does the
same for rather more than half of Mark.

(2) In any average section, which occurs in the three Gospels,
the majority of the actual words used by Mark are reproduced by
Matthew and Luke, either alternately or both together.

(3) The relative order of incidents and sections in Mark is in
general supported by both Matthew and Luke; where either of
them deserts Mark, the other is usually found supporting him.

This conjunction and alternation of Matthew and Luke in their
agreement with Mark as regards (a) content, (b) wording, (c) order, is
only explicable if they are incorporating a source identical, or all but
identical, with Mark.

(4) The primitive character of Mark is further shown by (a) the
use of phrases likely to cause offence, which are omitted or toned
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down in the other Gospels, (b) roughness of style and grammar, and
the preservation of Aramaic words,

(8) The way in which Marcan and non-Marcan material is
distributed in Matthew and Luke respectively looks as if each had
before him the Marcan material in g single document, and was faced
with the problem of combining this with materia] from other sources,

Matthew’s solution was to make Mark’s story the framework
into which non-Marcan material is fitted, on the principle of joining
like to like. Luke follows the simpler method of giving Marcan and
non-Marcan material in alternate blocks ; except in the Passion
story, where, from the nature of the case, some interweaving of
sources was inevitable.

Two objections to the view that the document used by Matthew
and Luke was ezactly identical with Mark. (1) Why did they omit
certain sections of Mark? (2) How explain certain minute verbal
agreements of the other two against Mark? To meet these, the
theory of an Ur-Marcus, or earlier edition of Mark, has been proposed.
Its merits will be determined by the study of the facts that follow—
subject to the general consideration that they were authors not
scribes, and its implications.

MarTHEW’S OMISSIONS

At first sight, these seem to number 55 verses (of which 25 are
found in Luke), but under examination even this small amount
rapidly shrinks.

Matthew appears to omit three miracles recorded by Mark ; but
details from the omitted sections appear elsewhere in Matthew as
amplifications or modifications of similar stories which he has em-
bodied from Mark. Matthew, then, was not omitting, but rather
conflating, incidents which stood in Mark.

Three other items omitted by Matthew are guaranteed as Marcan
by internal evidence. Matthew therefore used our Mark,

Luke’s GrEaT OMISSION

-

The case for an Ur-Marcus rests mainly on the fact that Luke
omits the long section Mk. vi. 45-viii. 26.

The theory is plausible that Luke’s copy of Mark lacked vi. 53-
viil. 21, ¢.e. all but the first and last paragraphs of this section.
Formidable objections, however, arise from (@) linguistic evidence
for genuineness of the section adduced by Hawkins, (b) the need of
postulating two editions of Mark, both of which were without a
conclusion ; for the text of Mark used by Matthew and Luke seems,
like that of our oldest MSS., to have ended at xvi. 8.

It is possible that Luke wntentionally omitted this section. As an
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alternative, a case is stated for the view that, in the copy of Mark
used by him, the section was absent through accidental mutilation
of the papyrus roll.

MiNOR AGREEMENTS OF MATTHEW AND LUKE

These are discussed at length, with reference to the original
Greek, in Chapter XI. They appear to be due to three causes.
(1) In a few passages there is evidence for the existence of a version
of a saying or incident in Q parallel to that of Mark. (2) Matthew
and Luke consistently improve Mark’s style and grammar; inevit-
ably, therefore, they will sometimes coincide in the more obvious
corrections. (3) A larger number are explicable as corrupt readings
of the great MSS., due to assimilation of parallels as between Matthew
and Luke or to minute errors in the text of Mark.

In the majority of cases the reading found in Matthew and Luke
is, from the standpoint of grammar or style, an improvement on Mark.
It follows that if the agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark
cannot be entirely explained by the causes above mentioned, the
only alternative is the hypothesis of Dr. SBanday that the text of
Mark used by the other evangelists had been subjected to a slight
stylistic revision. = But this, be it noted, is the exact reverse of any
Ur-Marcus theory; for it implies that our text of Mark is more
primitive than the text used by Matthew and Luke.

Tae DocuMENT Q

Matthew and Luke have in common material, which is not found
in Mark, amounting to about 200 verses, mostly discourse. The
hypothesis that this was derived from a document now lost—
commonly alluded to by the symbol Q—is more probable than the
view (a) that Luke copied Matthew (or vice versa), or (b) that the
common source was oral tradition.

The Q hypothesis, however, can be pressed too far, (1) Where the
versions of sayings in Matthew and Luke differ considerably, the
probability is high that one {or both) of the two versions did not
come from Q. (2) Matthew probably omitted some sayings of Q
which Luke retained, and vice versa. (3) Short epigrammatic
sayings would be likely to circulate separately by word of mouth.
Hence all attempts at a reconstruction of Q must be tentative.

Tre OVERLAPPING OF Q AND MARK

Certain items, in all about 50 verses, occur in both Mark and Q.
Each had a version of John’s preaching, the Baptism and Temptation,
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the Beelzebub Controversy, the parables of the Mustard Seed and
Leaven and of some shorter sayings.

Some critics hold that Mark’s version of the above items was
derived from Q. More probably Mark and Q represent independent
traditions. This is shown by detailed examination of the passages
in question.

A MoDERN ILLUSTRATION

An illustration from contemporary literature of the necessity
on occasion, and of the working out in practice, of editorial processes
like * conflation,” * agglomeration,” etc.

The representation of Christ’s life and teaching in Matthew and
Luke comparable, not to the exactness of photographic reproduction,
but rather to the creative interpretation in a great portrait.

ApprrioNar Nortes

(A) Omyissions from Mark

List of passages of Mark which are absent () from both Matthew
and Luke, (b) from Matthew only, (c) from Luke only; (d) list of
passages of Mark which are absent from Luke but for which Luke
in another context substitutes a version from a different source.

B) The non-Marcan parallels tn Matthew and Luke
P
(C) Passages peculiar to Matthew
(D) Passages peculiar to Luke



CHAPTER VII

THE FUNDAMENTAL SOLUTION

HISTORIANS AND THEIR SOURCES

TaE mechanical invention of printing has reacted on the methods
and conventions of authorship itself in more ways than we are
apt to imagine. When books were copied by hand, copyright
had no commercial value; no kind of injury could be done
either to author or publisher by any one who made and sold
copies. But in the setting up of a printed book capital is sunk ;
work has been done and a risk has been incurred, in return
for which it is reasonable that the publisher should enjoy such
legal protection against unauthorised reproductions as will
enable him to derive a fair profit. Again, in antiquity an
author, unless, as most commonly happened, he was a man of
inherited wealth, lived on the bounty of some noble patron of
letters. Printing has enabled a modern Horace to live, not
by flattering a Maecenas, but on the profits of his books. For
both these reasons the conception of property in literature has
arisen.

Hence there has gradually grown up an entirely different
convention as to the manner and conditions under which it is
legitimate to make use of what others have written. The
change is one which affects historical more than any other kind
of writing. Whenever a historian is not an actual eye-witness of
the events he records, or the first to write down a living tradition,

he is bound to depend to a large extent on the works of previous
1656
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historians. The modern convention requires that when this
happens he shall either quote the exact words of his authority
or entirely re-write the whole story with some general indication
of the source from which it comes. Here again the printing
press has made a difference. It has facilitated the development
of inverted commas, footnotes for reference, and other such
devices unknown to the scribes of Classical Antiquity, which
make it easy for an author to indicate without clumsy circum-
locutions the exact extent of his debt to predecessors. The
conventions of every art are determined by what is mechanically
possible ; it is not, therefore, surprising that these inventions
have reacted on actual methods of composition employed by the
modern author in so far as these entail a use of previous writers.
In antiquity, however, and in the Middle Ages, only the
writings of a few outstanding men like Thucydides are wholly
original ; more commonly the historian pursued what we should
call a method of “scissors and paste.” Without any acknow-
ledgement, he will copy page after page from his source, omitting
passages that for his purpose seem irrelevant, adding here and
there material from’ some other authority. What he copies he
frequently gives almost word for word, but he will often abridge,
and occasionally paraphrase, in order to elucidate some difficulty
or to preclude what he would regard as a false i 1mpressmn which
the language of the original might convey.

This kind of editorial adaptation of earlier sources can be
traced in all the historical books of the Old Testament, and in
many classical and mediaeval writers. I would call attention
to one example in each of these fields where the survival of the
original sources, the nature of the subject matter, and the
accessibility to the ordinary reader of the relevant literature,
combine to make a study of ancient methods and their bearing
on our present investigation both exceptionally profitable and
relatively easy. Turn to the books of Chronicles in a reference
Bible. It is clear that, from 1 Chron. x. on, almost everything
is an abridgement, with trifling modifications, of the narrative
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in the books of Samuel and Kings.! Consult the appendices
dealing with the earliest accounts of St. Francis of Assisi, either
in the Life by Sabatier or in that by Father Cuthbert, and you
will see a “ synoptic problem,” explicable on these lines. Lastly,
compare the fragment of the Greek historian Ephorus lately
discovered at Oxyrhynchus with the account of the same events
in Diodorus,? and you will find an illustration in a Greek writer
practically contemporary with the authors of the Gospels of
Matthew and Luke. You will notice, and the analogy is
important, that the Greek writer, in contrast to the Hebrew,
makes many more little alterations of phrase so as to leave
upon all that he has incorporated the impress of his own style.

TrE PrioriTY oF MARK

Such being the almost universal method of ancient historians,
whether Jewish or Creek, it is natural to ask whether the
remarkable resemblance between the first three Gospels, which
has caused the name Synoptic to be applied to them, would not
be most easily explained on the hypothesis that they incorporate
earlier documents. A century of discussion has resulted in a
consensus of scholars that this is the case, and that the authors '
of the First and Third Gospels made use either of our Mark, or
of a document all but identical with Mark. The former and the
simpler of these alternatives, viz. that they used our Mark, is
the one\which I hope in the course of this and the following
chapters to establish beyond reasonable doubt.

The attempt has recently been made to revive the solution,
first put forward by Augustine (cf. p. 10), who styles Mark a
kind of abridger and lackey of Matthew, “ Tanquam breviator
et pedisequus ejus.” But Augustine did not possess a Synopsis
of the Oreek text conveniently printed in parallel columns.

t These and other O.T. analogies may most conveniently be studied in
Deuterographs by R. B. Girdlestone (Oxford, 1894), where the relevant passages

are printed in parallel columns with the differences indicated by italics,
* Cf. Oxyrkynchus Papyrs, xiii. p. 102 fi,
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Otherwise a person of his intelligence could not have failed to
perceive that, where the two Gospels are parallel, it is usually
Matthew, and not Mark, who does the abbreviation. For
example, the number of words employed by Mark to tell the
stories of the Gadarene Demoniac, Jairus’ Daughter, and the
Feeding of the Five Thousand are respectively 325, 374 and 235 ;
Matthew contrives to tell them in 136, 135 and 157 words.!
Now there is nothing antecedently improbable in the idea that
for certain purposes an abbreviated version of the Gospel might
be desired ; but only a lunatic would leave out Matthew’s
account of the Infancy, the Sermon on the Mount, and practically
all the parables, in order to get room for purely verbal expansion
of what was retained. On the other hand, if we suppose Mark
to be the older document, the verbal compression and omission
of minor detail seen in the parallels in Matthew has an obvious
purpose, in that it gives more room for the introduction of a mass
of highly important teaching material not found in Mark.

Further advance, however, towards a satisfactory solution
of the Synoptic Problem has been, in my opinion, retarded by
the tacit assumption of scholars that, if Matthew and Luke
both used Mark, they must have used it in the same way. To
Professor Burkitt, I believe, belongs the credit of first protesting
against this assumption : “ Matthew is a fresh edition of Mark,
revised, rearranged, and enriched with new material; . ..
Luke is a new historical work made by combining parts of
Mark with parts of other documents.” 2 The distinction thus
stated by Burkitt I shall endeavour to justify and to elaborate
in & new direction in Chap. VIII. I conceive it to be one of
fundamental importance in any attempt to estimate the value
of the”Third Gospel as an historical authority for the life of
Christ.

Partly in order to clear the way for a more thorough investi-
gation of this point, partly because this book is written for others

! Cf. J. C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae?, p. 159 (Oxford, 1909).
® The Earliest Sources for the Life of Jesus (Constable, 1922).
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besides students of theology, I will now present a summary
statement of the main facts and considerations which show the
dependence of Matthew and Luke upon Mark, Familiar as these
are to scholars, they are frequently conceived of in a way which
tends to obscure some of the remoter issues dependent on them.
They can most conveniently be presented under five main heads.

1. The authentic text of Mark contains 661 verses. Matthew
reproduces the substance of over 600 of these. Mark’s style is
diffuse, Matthew’s succinct ; so that in adapting Mark’s language
Matthew compresses so much that the 600 odd verses taken
from Mark supply rather less than half the material contained
in the 1068 verses of the longer Gospel. Yet, in spite of this
abbreviation, it is found that Matthew employs 51 9%, of the
actual words used by Mark.? ‘

The relation between Luke and Mark cannot be stated in this
precise statistical way—for two reasons. First, in his account
of the Last Supper and Passion, Luke appears to be * con-
flating ”—to use the convenient technical term for the mixing
of two sources—the Marcan story with a parallel version derived
from another source, and he does this in a way which often makes
it very hard to decide in regard to certain verses whether Luke’s
version is a paraphrase of Mark or is derived from his other
source. Indeed there are only some 24 verses (cf. p. 216 £.) in this
part of Luke’s Gospel which can be identified with practical
certainty as derived from Mark, though it would be hazardous to
limit Luke’s debt to Mark to these 24. Secondly, there are
also, outside the Passion story, a number of cases where Luke
appears deliberately to substitute a non-Marcan for the Marcan
version of a story or piece of teaching. Thus the Rejection at
Nazareth, the Call of Peter, the parable of the Mustard Seed, the
Beelzebub Controversy, the Great Commandment, the Anointing,
and several less important items are given by Luke in a version
substantially different from that in Mark, and always, it is

1 Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, ed. W. Sanday, pp. 85 ff.
(Clarendon Press, 1911).
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important to notice, in & context quite other from that in which
they appear in Mark.

Another striking feature in Luke’s relation to Mark is his
“ Great Omission,” so called, of 4 continuous section of 74
verses, Mk. vi. 45-viii, 26, Besides this he omits several shorter
sections, which added together amount to 56 verses. If we
leave out of account all Passages where there is reason to suspect

Mark) have been reproduced by Luke. Whep following Mark,
Luke alters the wording of his original a trifle more than
Matthew does ; on the other hand he retaing many details which

of the actual words of Mark, that is, a very slightly higher
proportion than does Matthew,

From these various figures it appears that, while Matthew
omits less than 10 %, of the subject matter of Mark, Luke omits
more than 45 %, but for much of this he substitutes similar
matter from another source, Each of them omits numerous
points of detail and several complete sections of Mark which
the other reproduces; but sometimes they both concur in
making the same omission. The student who desires to get
a clear grasp of the phenomena would do well to prepare for
himself, by the aid of the lists in the Additional N ote (A) at the
end of this chapter, a marked copy of the second Gospel, indicat-
ing by brackets of four different shapes or colours—(q) passages
peculiar to Mark ; (B) those reproduced by Luke, but not by
Matthew ; (c) those reproduced by Matthew, but not by Luke ;
() those which Luke omits, but for which ¢ another context he
substitutes a parallel version,

IL. Let the student take g few typical incidents which occur
in all three Synoptists—I would suggest Mk. ii, 13-17 and
xi. 27-33 to begin with—and, having procured 5 Synopsis of the
Gospels, underline in red words found in a]l three, in blue words
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found in Mark and Matthew, in yellow words found in Mark
and Luke. If this is done throughout the Gospels it will appear
that a proportion varying from 30 %, to over 60 9, of the words
in Mark are underlined in red, while a large number of the
remainder are marked either blue or yellow.! What is still more
significant, if the collocation of words and the structure of
sentences in Matthew and Luke be examined, it will be found
that, while one or both of them are constantly in close agree-
ment with Mark, they never (except as stated p. 179 ff.) support
one another against Mark. This is clear evidence of the greater
originality of the Marcan version, and is exactly what we should
expect to find if Matthew and Luke were independently repro-
ducing Mark, adapting his language to their own individual style.

III. The order of incidents in Mark is clearly the more
original ; for wherever Matthew departs from Mark’s order Luke
supports Mark, and whenever Luke departs from Mark, Matthew
agrees with Mark. The section Mk. iii. 31-35 alone occurs in a
different context in each gospel; and there is no case where
Matthew and Luke agree together against Mark in a point of
arrangement.

A curious fact, of which an explanation is suggested later,
p- 274, is that, while in the latter half of his Gospel (chap. xiv.
to the end) Matthew adheres strictly to the order of Mark (Mk. vi.
14 to end), he makes considerable rearrangements in the first
half.2 Luke, however, though he omits far more of Mark than

1 The happy possessor of W. G. Rushbrooke’s magnificent Synopticon will
find the work done for him by the use of different types and colours. Of
Greek Synopses on a smaller scale, the most conveniently arranged are
A. Huck’s Synopse (Mohr, Tibingen) and Burton and Goodspeed’s Harmony
of the Synoptic Gospels (Universities of Chicago and Cambridge). For those
who have little or no knowledge of Greek an admirably arranged Synopsis
based on the English of the Revised Version'is The Synoptic Qospels by J. M.
Thompson (Clarendon Press).

2 A convenient chart showing Matthew’s rearrangements of Mark’s order is
given in the Commentary on Maithew by W. C. Allen in the “ International
Critical ” series (T. & T. Clark, 1907), p. xiv. The discussion of the relation of
Matthew and Mark in this work, pp. i-xl, is the most valuable known to me; I
cannot, however, accept the theory of Matthew’s second main source, p. xli ff.

M
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does Matthew, hardly ever departs from Mark’s order, and only
in trifling ways.! On the other hand, wherever Luke substibutes
for an item in Mark a parallel version from another source, he
always gives it in a different context from the item in Mark
which it replaces. This, as we shall see later, is a fact of very
great significance for the determination of the source of Luke’s
non-Marcan material.

We note, then, that in regard to (a) items of subject matter,
(b) actual words used, (c) relative order of sections, Mark is in
general supported by both Matthew and Luke, and in most cases
where they do not both support him they do so alternately,
and they practically never agree together against Mark. This
is only explicable if they followed an authority which in con-
tent, in wording, and in arrangement was all but identical
with Mark.

IV. A close study of the actual language of parallel passages
in the Gospels shows that there is a constant tendency in Matthew
and Luke—showing itself in minute alterations, sometimes by
one, sometimes by the other, and often by both—to improve
upon and refine Mark’s version. This confirms the conclusion,
to which the facts already mentioned point, that the Marcan
form is the more primitive. Of these small alterations many
have a reverential motive. Thus in Mark, Jesus is only once
addressed as “ Lord” («dpte), and that by one not a Jew (the
Syrophoenician). He is regularly saluted as Rabbi, or by its
Greek equivalent 8:iddoxare (Teacher). In Matthew xdpee
occurs 19 times; in Luke xdpie occurs 16, émiordra (Master)
6 times. In the same spirit certain phrases which might cause
offence or suggest difficulties are toned down or excised. Thus
Mark’s “ he could do there no mighty work” (vi. 5) becomes in
Matthew (xiii. 58)  he did not many mighty works s while Luke
omits the limitation altogether. “ Why callest thou me good ?”
(Mk. x. 18) reads in Matthew (xix. 17) “ Why askest thou me
concerning the good 2” Much more frequently, however, the

1 Thege are enumerated and discussed in Oxzford Studies, p. 88 fI.
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changes merely result in stylistic or grammatical improvements,
without altering the sense.

But the difference between the style of Mark and of the
other two is not merely that they both write better Greek. It
is the difference which always exists between the spoken and
the written language. Mark reads like a shorthand account of
a story by an impromptu speaker—with all the repetitions,
redundancies, and digressions which are characteristic of living
speech. And it seems to me most probable that his Gospel,
like Paul’s Epistles, was taken down from rapid dictation by
word of mouth. The Mark to whom tradition ascribes the
composition of the Gospel was a Jerusalem Jew, of the middle
class ;1 he could speak Greek fluently, but writing in an
acquired language is another matter. Matthew and Luke
use the more succinct and carefully chosen language of one who
writes and then revises an article for publication. This partly
explains the tendency to abbreviate already spoken of, which is
especially noticeable in Matthew. Sometimes this leads to the
omission by one or both of the later writers of interesting and
picturesque details, such as “in the stern . . . on a cushion”
(Mk. iv. 38), or “ they had not in the boat with them more than
one loaf” (Mk. viii. 14). Usually, however, it is only the
repetitions and redundancies so characteristic of Mark’s style
that are jettisoned. Sir John Hawkins2 collects over 100
instances of “enlargements of the narrative, which add nothing
to the information conveyed by it, because they are expressed
again, or are directly involved in the context,” which he calls
“ context-supplements.” The majority of these are omitted by
Matthew, a large number by Luke also ; though Luke sometimes
omits where Matthew retains, as well as vice versa. Again,
Mark is very fond of “ duplicate expressions *” such as “ Evening
having come, when the sun set ” (i. 32).3 In these cases one or

! His mother had a house large enough to be a meeting-place for the
church, and kept at least one slave girl (Acts xii. 12 f.), and his cousin
Barnabas had some property. 2 Hor. Syn.? p. 125,

* Cf. Hor. Syn.? p. 139 fl., where 39 instances are given.
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other of the later Evangelists usually abbreviates by leaving out
one member of the pair; and not infrequently it happens that
Matthew retains one and Luke the other. Thus in the above
example Matthew writes evening having come,” Luke “the sun
having set.”

Matthew and Luke regularly emend awkward or ungram-
matical sentences; sometimes they substitute the usual Greek
word for a Latinism ; and there are two cases where they give
the literary equivalent of Greek words, which Phrynichus the
grammarian expressly tells us belonged to vulgar speech. Lastly,
there are eight instances in which Mark preserves the original
Aramaic words used by our Lord. Of these Luke has none,
while Matthew retains only one, the name Golgotha (xxvii. 33);
though he substitutes for the Marcan wording of the cry from the
Cross, “ Eloi, Eloi . . .” the Hebrew equivalent «“ Eli, EL . . .”
as it reads in the Psalm (Mk. xv. 34 =Mt. xxvii. 46 =Ps. xxii. 1).

The examples adduced above are merely a sample given to
illustrate the general character of the argument. But it is an
argument essentially cumulative in character. Its full force
can only be realised by one who will take the trouble to go
carefully through the immense mass of details which Sir John
Hawkins has collected, analysed and tabulated, pp. 114-153
of his classic Horae Synopticae. How any one who has worked
through those pages with a Synopsis of the Greek text can
retain the slightest doubt of the original and primitive character
of Mark I am unable to comprehend. But since there are, from
time to time, ingenious persons who rush into print with theories
to the contrary, I can only suppose, either that they have not
been at the pains to do this, or else that—like some of the
highly cultivated people who think Bacon wrote Shakespeare,
or that the British are the Lost Ten Tribes—they have eccentric
views of what constitutes evidence.

V. An examination of the way in which the Marcan and
non-Marcan material is distributed throughout the Gospels of
Matthew and Luke respectively is illuminating. The facts
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seem only explicable on the theory that each author had before
him the Marcan material already embodied in one single docu-
ment ; and that, faced with the problem how to combine this
with material from other sources, each solved it in his own way
—the plan adopted by each of them being simple and straight-
forward, but quite different from that chosen by the other.

Certain elements in the non-Marcan matter clearly owe
their position in the Gospels to the nature of their contents.
For example, the two first chapters of Luke, with their account
of the Birth and Infancy of Christ, differ so much in style and
character from the rest of the Gospel that they are almost
certainly to be referred to a separate source, whether written
or oral we need not now discuss ; and the same remark applies
to the first two chapters of Matthew. Obviously, however,
these stories, whencesoever derived, could only stand at the
beginning of & Gospel. Similarly the additional details, which
Matthew and Luke give in their accounts of the Temptation
and the Passion, could only have been inserted at the beginning
and at the end of their Gospels. But the greater part of the
non-Marcan matter consists of parables or sayings which do
not obviously date themselves as belonging to any particular
time in the public ministry. It would appear that the Evangelists
had very little to guide them as to the exact historical occasion
to which any particular item should be assigned. That, at any
rate, seems to be the only explanation of the curious fact (to
which my attention was drawn by Sir John Hawkins) that,
subsequent to the Temptation story, there is not a single case in
which Matthew and Luke agree in inserting a piece of Q material
(the meaning of the symbol Q will appear later) into the same
context of Mark. The way, then, in which materials derived
from the Marcan and from non-Marcan sources are combined
must have been determined mainly by literary considerations,
and very little, if at all, by extrinsic historical information.

The student who wishes to get a thorough grasp of the facts
is advised to mark off in blue brackets—in a New Testament,
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not in a Synopsis of the Gospels—all passages of Matthew and
Luke which appear to be derived from Mark. For this purpose
the list of parallels in Additional Note B will be of assistance.
He will then see clearly the difference in the methods adopted
by Matthew and by Luke.

Matthew’s method is to make Mark the framework into
which non-Marcan matter is to be fitted, on the principle of
joining like to like. That is to say, whenever he finds
in a non-Marcan source teaching which would elaborate or
illustrate a saying or incident in Mark, he inserts that particular
piece of non-Marcan matter into that particular context in the
Marcan story. Sometimes he will insert a single non-Marcan
verse 80 a8 most appropriately to illustrate a context of Mark,
e.g. the saying about faith (Mt. xvii. 20), or about the Apostles
sitting on twelve thrones (Mt. xix. 28). Sometimes he expands
a piece of teaching in Mark by the addition of a few verses from
another source on the same subject; e.g. the non-Marcan saying
on divorce, Mt. xix. 10-12, is appropriately fitted on to Marean
discussions of the same theme. So the Marcan saying, repeated
in M. xix. 30, “ The first shall be last and the last first,” suggests
to him the addition in that particular context of the parable
of the Labourers in the Vineyard which points the same moral.
Similarly the moral of the Marcan parable of the Wicked
Husbandmen, Mt. xxi. 33 ff. (which is directed against the
Jewish authorities), is reinforced by the addition immediately
before and after it of the anti-Pharisaic parables of the Two
Sons and the Marriage Feast.

Examples of this kind of adaptation of non-Marcan matter
to a Marcan context could be indefinitely multiplied. But it
is worth while to call special attention to the bearing of this
process on the longer discourses in Matthew. All of them are
clear cases of “agglomeration,” that is, of the building up of
sayings originally dispersed so as to form great blocks. Four
times, starting with a short discourse in Mark as a nucleus,
Matthew expands it by means of non-Marcan additions into a
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long sermon. Thus the 7 verses of Mark’s sending out of the
Twelve (Mk. vi. 7 fi.) become the 42 verses of Mt. x. The
three parables of Mk. iv.—with one omission—are made the
basis of the seven parable chapter, Mt. xiii. The 12 verses,
Mk. ix. 33-37, 42-48, are elaborated into a discourse of 35 verses
in Mt. xviii. The “ Little Apocalypse ” (Mk. xiii.) is expanded,
not only by the addition of a number of apocalyptic sayings
(apparently from Q), but also by having appended to it three
parables of Judgement, Mt. xxv. To some extent analogous
is the way in which the Sermon on the Mount, far the longest
and most important block of non-Marcan matter, is connected
with the Marcan framework. It is inserted in such a way as
to lead up, and thus give point, to the Marcan saying, “And
they were astonished at his teaching : for he taught them as
one having authority, and not as the scribes.” Cf. Mk. i22;
Mt. vii. 20. That the Sermon on the Mount is itself an agglomera-
tion of materials originally separate will be shown later (p. 249 f.).

Luke’s method is quite different and much simpler. There
are half-a-dozen or so odd verses scattered up and down the
Gospel in regard to which it is disputable whether or not they
are derived from Mark. Apart from these, we find that, until
we reach the Last Supper (Lk. xxii. 14), Marcan and non-Marcan
material alternates in great blocks. The sections, Lk. i. 1-iv. 30
(in the main) ; vi. 20-viii. 3; ix. Bl-xviii. 14, and xix. 1-27 are
non-Marcan. The intervening sections, iv. 31-vi. 19; viil. 4-ix,
50 ; xviii. 15-43 ; xix. 28-xxii. 13, are from Mark, with three
short interpolations from a non-Marcan source. From xxii.
14 onwards the sources, as is inevitable if two parallel accounts
of the Passion were to be combined, are more closely inter-
woven. This alternation suggests the inference that the non-
Marcan materials, though probably ultimately derived from more
than one source, had already been combined into a single
written document before they were used by the author of the
Third Gospel. The further inference that this combined non-
Marcan document was regarded by Luke as his main source and
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supplied the framework into which he fitted extracts of Mark is
worked out in Chap. VIII. of this volume.

The net result of the facts and considerations briefly
summarised under the foregoing five heads is to set it beyond
dispute that Matthew and Luke made use of a source which in
content, in order, and in actual wording must have been
practically identical with Mark. Can we go a step farther and
say simply that their source was Mark ?

To the view that their common source was exactly identical
with our Mark there are two objections.

(1) If the common source used by Matthew and Luke was
identical with our Mark, why did they omit some whole sections
of their source ?

(2) How are we to account for certain minute agreements
of Matthew and Luke against Mark in passages which, but
for these, we should certainly suppose were derived from Mark ?

It has been suggested (a) that the omissions of material
found in Mark would be explicable on the theory that the
document used by Matthew and Luke did not contain the
omitted items —that it was an earlier form of Mark, or
“ Ur-Marcus,” of which our present Gospel is an expanded
version ; (b) that if the text of Ur-Marcus differed slightly from
that of Mark, the same theory would account for the minute
agreements of Matthew and Luke.

Clearly a decision as to the merits of an Ur-Marcus hypo-
thesis can only be made after a study of the actual passages
omitted by Matthew and Luke respectively, and a careful
scrutiny of the so-called *“ Minor Agreements.” But there is
one preliminary consideration which ought not to be overlooked.

In estimating the probability of Matthew or Luke pur-
posely omitting any whole section of their source, we should
remember that they did not regard themselves merely as scribes
(professedly reproducing exactly the MS. in front of them), but
as independent authors making use, like all historians, of earlier
authorities, and selecting from these what seemed to them to
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be most important. Moreover, for practical reasons they
probably did not wish their work to exceed the compass of a
single papyrus roll. If so, space would be an object. As it is,
both Matthew and Luke would have needed rolls of fully thirty
feet long; and about twenty-five feet seems to have been
regarded as the convenient length.! And, when compression
of some kind is necessary, slight reasons may decide in favour
of rejection. Very often we can surmise reasons of an apologetic
nature why the Evangelists may have thought some things less
worth while reporting. But, even when we can detect no
particular motive, we cannot assume that there was none; for
we cannot possibly know, either all the circumstances of churches,
or all the personal idiosyncrasies of writers so far removed from
our own time.

MarTEEW’S OMISSIONS

Matthew’s supposed omissions from Mark shrink on ex-
amination to very small dimensions. Matthew reproduces the
substance of all but 55 verses of Mark: of these 24 occur in
Luke, a fact which creates a strong presumption that these
at any rate were in the original source. But Mk. iv. 21-24, and
xiii. 33-37, which account for 9 of the b5 verses, are really cases,
not of omission, but of substitution; for in other contexts
Matthew has sayings equivalent to, and usually more elaborate
than, those which he here omits.2 It is usually said that Matthew’s
omissions include three miracles of healing—a Demoniac
(Mk. i. 23 ff.), a Dumb man (vii. 32 f£.), and a Blind (viii. 22 ff.).
In the first of these the demon, as if by way of protest, ““ rent ”
the patient before coming out, and in the other two the cure is
a gradual process with the use of a medicament like spittle
instead of by a mere fiat. Such details obviously would make
these three healings less miraculous, less “evidential” of
supernatural power, and, therefore, from an apologetic point
of view, less worth recording, than others.

1 Ci. Oxford Studies, p. 25 fI. 2 See footnote, p. 196.
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But is it correct to say that Matthew has “ omitted ” these
three incidents ? In his account of the Gadarene Demoniacs
(viil. 29) he modifies the words of the demoniac so as to combine
the cry, as given in his immediate source (Mk. v. 7), with that
of the demoniac as given in the apparently omitted section
(Mk. i. 24). This proves that Mk. i. 24 stood in the copy of
Mark he used. Moreover, Matthew makes the demoniacs two
in number, instead of one as in Mark. Taken together, these
phenomena suggest that Matthew considers himself to be, not
omitting one, but, as it were, telescoping two healings of
demoniacs which he found in Mark. Again, Mark’s cure of
the dumb man is not ¢ omitted,” for Matthew substitutes n
the same context as Mark a general statement that Jesus healed
various sick persons, including dumb and blind, and calls atten-
tion to the impression produced on the multitude in words that
appear to be suggested by the omitted section in Mark (cf.
Mt. xv. 31 =Mk. vii. 37). Also he inserts in another context
(Mt. ix. 32-33) a healing of a dumb man. Here we have an
example of the importance of textual criticism for the Synoptic
Problem ; verse 34, which says that Jesus was accused of healing
by the prince of devils, is omitted by D, a, %, Syr. S., and
is a textual assimilation to the almost verbally identical
passage in Lk. xi. 15; it is a “ Western non-interpolation ”
with more than ordinarily good MS. support. Read without
this verse, the story in Mt. ix. 32-33 looks like an abbreviated
version of Mk. vii. 32 fi. (with the “ offending” details
excised), transferred after Matthew’s manner to another context.
In that case one would be inclined to think that Matthew
originally intended the healing of two blind men—which he
inserts immediately before this (Mt. ix. 27-31)—as another
telescoping of two Marcan miracles into one (z.e. Mk. viii. 22 ff.
and Mk. x. 46 f.), for the detail * touched their eyes,” ix. 29,
may well have come from Mk. viii. 23, the other apparently
omitted miracle. When, however, in copying Mark he actually
reached the story of Bartimaeus, Mk. x. 46 ff., he preferred to
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retell it in its original context, but forgot to delete it in the
earlier part of the Gospel.

The rebuke of John for forbidding those who cast out devils
in Christ’s name but do not follow with the disciples (Mk. ix. 38 ff.)
is a passage which would so readily lend itself to being quoted
in favour of the Gnostics who were already, when Matthew
wrote, beginning to demoralise the Church,! that its omission
can occasion no surprise. Again, the attempt of our Lord’s
relatives to arrest Him (Mk. iii. 21) and the incident of the young
man with a linen cloth in Gethsemane (xiv. 51 £.) are both cases
where it is harder to explain why Mark thought it worth while
to record than why Matthew (and Luke also) omitted. The
parable of the Seed growing secretly is also omitted by both
Matthew and Luke. In favour of its originality in the text
of Mark is the fact that, with the Mustard Seed, it forms one of
those pairs of twin parables illustrating different aspects of the
same idea which are a notable feature of the tradition of our
Lord’s teaching (cf. p. 189 f.). I think one must seriously con-
sider the possibility that this had accidentally dropped out of
the copy of Mark used by one or both of the other Evangelists
owing to “ homoioteleuton.” The eye of the scribe might very
easily pass from the first to the third of the three successive
paragraphs, each of which open with the words xai éreyer
(Mk. iv. 21, 26, 30). If there are 48 examples in the Gospels
of omission through homoioteleuton in % alone,? it would be odd
if there were none in the first copy of Mark which went to Antioch.
Or again, either Matthew or Luke may have omitted it because he
preferred to reproduce the Mustard Seed along with the Leaven
(its twin parable in Q), and having already a pair to illustrate
the idea of the Kingdom as a gradual growth, thought a third

1 Cf. Matthew’s significant addition to Mark, “ By reason of the spread of
antinomianism (évoula) the love of the many shall wax cold,” xxiv. 12.
N.B. also Matthew elsewhere records a condemnation of some who profess to
cast out devils in Christ’s name, Mt. vii. 22.

2 Tor the whole N.T. the number is 115. Cf. Scrivener’s collation of ¥,
p. XV.
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with the same moral superfluous. Since Matthew’s personal
predilections are all on the side of the more catastrophic
apocalyptic conception of the Kingdom ; and since Luke, as
we shall see, inclines to prefer his non-Marcan source (which
gives the pair in another context), this may seem to some a
more probable explanation. But it is quite possible that the
omission of the parable by Matthew may be due to one of these
causes, and its omission by Luke to the other; both, at any
rate, are causes which we can verify as operating elsewhere.
In fact the only omission by Matthew for which it is hard
to find a satisfactory explanation is the story of the Widow’s
_ Mite, Mk. xii. 41-44.  But here considerations of style almost
guarantee the section as original in Mark. In four verses we
find no less than four examples of the most characteristic features
of Mark’s style—a  context supplement,”! a *duplicate
expression,” the idiom & éor, and the Latinism xodpdyrys—all
of which we may note Luke is careful to revise away.

Loxrr’s GreaT OMIssioN

It would seem, then, that there is no sufficient reason for
supposing that any substantial passage in our present text of
Mark was lacking in that known to Matthew. When, however,
we turn to Luke, the case is more debateable. Luke frequently
omits a section of Mark, but substitutes for it in a different con-
text another version of the same saying or incident—apparently
derived from the source which, as will appear in Chap. VIIL,
he on the whole preferred to Mark. Obviously where this has
occurred, though we cannot prove that the omitted passages
stood in his copy of Mark, there is not a shadow of a reason for
supposing that they did not. The real problem arises from
Luke’s one “ great omission” totalling some 74 consecutive
verses (Mk. vi. 45-viii, 26).2 Apart from this, his omissions are

! On the significance of this and the following expression the student is

referred to Hawkins’ Hor. Syn. pp. 125, 139 ; cf. also pp. 34, 132.
* If vii. 16 is genuine (om. B ¢ L 28) the number is 75,
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few, short, and easily accounted for. But the absence from
Luke of the equivalent of Mk. vi. 45-viil. 26 is, prima facie,
evidence that at any rate the greater part of this section was
absent from his copy of Mark, although it was indubitably
present in that used by Matthew.

Internal evidence also is, up to a point, favourable to the
theory that the section is a later insertion into the text of Mark,
provided we suppose the opening and concluding paragraphs of
it to be original. In Mk. vi. 456 Jesus sends the disciples on
ahead by boat to Bethsaida, while He Himself stays behind to
dismiss the crowd. He rejoins them, walking on the water
during the storm, vi. 51; but the arrival at Bethsaida, the
destination for which they set out, is not mentioned till viii. 22.
That is to say, the omission, not of the whole section omitted
by Luke, but of vi. 58-viii. 21, viz. all of it except the first and
last paragraphs, would make, superficially at any rate, a more
coherent story. Curiously enough, some critics who wish thus
to connect the start for and arrival at Bethsaida have failed to
notice that the Walking on the Water, which tells how Jesus
rejoined the disciples, is needed to make the narrative cohere.

On the hypothesis that the original Mark omitted, not the
whole section, but vi. 53-viii. 21, it could be argued that there
are three paragraphs in the inserted section which might very
plausibly be regarded as parallel versions or “doublets” of
matter occurring in the uninterpolated edition. These are (a)
the Feeding of the Four Thousand, viii. 1 £, cf. Feeding of the
Five Thousand, vi. 30 ff.; (b) the gradual cure of a deaf man
by means of spittle, vii. 31 ff., cf. the similar use of spittle to
cure a blind man, viii. 22 ff.; (c) a voyage across the lake,
immediately following a feeding of a multitude, in which the
failure of the disciples to understand about the loaves is
specially emphasised, Mk. viii. 17, cf. vi. 52.

Further, if only the Walking on the Water and the gradual
Cure of the Blind Man, which are the first and last paragraphs of
the “great omission,” had stood in Luke’s copy of Mark, it



174 THE FOUR GOSPELS PI. I

would not be hard to explain his electing not to reproduce them.
The gradual cure by means of spittle may have seemed to him
a miracle lacking in impressiveness, while the story of the Walk-
ing on the Water might appear to play into the hands of the
Docetae, who asserted that Christ’s human body was a phantom,
and were already beginning to cause trouble in the Church before
the end of the first century.

Lastly, the retirement of Jesus into a mountain alone
after the Feeding of the Five Thousand (Jn. vi. 15, Mk. vi. 46-47)
and the Walking on the Water must have stood in the copy of
Mark used by John. For John’s version of this has (p. 410) con-
spicuous agreements with Mark against Matthew. Again, if, as
many think, the healing of a blind man with spittle, Jn. ix. 6-7,
implies a knowledge of the similar story, Mk. viii. 22-26, this too
must have stood in John’s copy of Mark. Thus, though John’s
copy cannot have lacked the whole of Luke’s  great omission,”
it may have omitted all but the first and last paragraphs.

Nevertheless, to the attractive hypothesis that the original
Mark lacked the section vi. 53-viii. 21, there are two very
formidable objections.

(1) There are some remarkable facts to which attention was
first drawn by Sir John Hawkins.! By a careful tabulation of
minute linguistic peculiarities he has shown that in style and
vocabulary the section Mk. vi. 45-viii. 26 resembles Mark in no
less than eleven striking points in which Mark’s usage differs
conspicuously from that of Matthew and Luke, and, indeed,
from all other New Testament 