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Let it never be forgotten, that just as it is the place of a Christian to
look to God in prayer for his guidance and blessing in all his
undertakings, so may he especially do this as to labours connected
with the text of Scripture. The object sought in such prayer is not that
the critic may be rendered infallible, or that he may discriminate
genuine readings by miracle, but that he may be guided rightly and
wisely to act on the evidence which the providence of God has
preserved, and that he may ever bear in mind what Scripture is, even
the testimony of the Holy Ghost to the grace of God in the gift of
Christ, and that thus he may be kept from rashness and temerity in
giving forth its text. As God in his providence has preserved Holy
Scripture to us, so can He vouchsafe the needed wisdom to judge of
its text simply on grounds of evidence. . . . One thing I do claim, to
labour in the work of that substructure on which alone the building of
God’s truth can rest unshaken; and this claim, by the help of God, |
will vindicate for the true setting forth of his word as He wills it for
the instruction of his Church.

Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, An Account of the
Printed Text of the Greek New Testament; with
Remarks on its Revision upon Critical Principles.
(London: Samuel Bagster and Sons, 1854), 186, 272.



Preface

The text of the Greek New Testament has been transmitted,
preserved, and maintained by the faithful labor of scribes from the
time of the autographs to the present day. While the bulk of the text
found in all manuscripts reflects a high degree of textual uniformity,
that uniformity increases significantly when a consensus text is
established from manuscripts that span the entire period of manual
transmission. This consensus text reflects a unified dominance that
permeates the vast majority of manuscripts. The editors have
designated this dominant line of transmission the Byzantine
Textform. !

Although a general scribal care and concern for accuracy
prevailed during the copying process, no single manuscript or
intermediate exemplar can be claimed with certainty to reflect the
precise autograph. Various human failings naturally occurred during
the era of manual copying of documents; these failings appear among
the manuscripts in varying degree, taking either the form of scribal
error or intentional alteration. The manuscript tradition must be
considered in its entirety, giving due regard to the transmissional
factors that permitted the rise of such variation.

The dominant text of this scribal tradition is considered by the
editors to reflect most closely that which was originally revealed by
God through the human authors of the New Testament. The present
edition therefore displays that dominant consensus text as it appears
throughout the Greek New Testament. This Byzantine Textform
volume is offered as an accurate representation of the New Testament
canonical text, the written word of God according to the original
Greek. This labor of love and devotion has been performed with the
utmost care and respect for God’s revealed word of truth, and is now
presented in a format designed to satisfy the needs of students, clergy,
and scholars alike.

L Early printed Textus Receptus (or Received Text ) editions closely resemble the
Byzantine Textform but often diverge from it in significant readings. Such editions
primarily derive from the limited selection of a small number of late manuscripts, as
utilized by Erasmus, Ximenes, or their immediate historical successors. The overall text of
these early printed editions differs from the Byzantine Textform in over 1800 instances,
generally due to the inclusion of weakly supported non-Byzantine readings. Since the
Receptus form of text does not provide an accurate reproduction of the common Greek
manuscript tradition, the present edition strives to rectify that situation by presenting the
readings of the Byzantine Textform in a more precise manner.
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Those who have labored in the preparation of this volume trust
that it will encourage many to broaden their knowledge of the New
Testament through the exegesis and interpretation of its Koine Greek
archetype, all to the glory of God. Our prayer and fervent hope is that
the Lord Jesus Christ will prosper the work of our hands and use our
labors for the benefit of his kingdom.

THETEXT OF THISEDITION

The newly edited Byzantine Greek text presented in this edition
differs slightly from previous versions. All readings were carefully
reexamined, with certain alterations being made to the main text after
fresh reevaluation. Various typographical errors have been corrected,
and the orthography has been standardized throughout. The
underlying theory has been revised in light of new knowledge based
upon extensive collation research.? Diacritical marks, punctuation, and
capitalization now are included to assist the reader. Critical notes alert
the reader to closely divided Byzantine readings as well as to
differences between the Byzantine Textform and the predominantly
Alexandrian text displayed in modern eclectic critical editions.

This edition with its marginal readings offers an accurate
reflection of the true state of the Byzantine text of the Greek New
Testament. While further minor adjustments yet may occur in view of
additional information or the reassessment of existing data, the editors
anticipate no future major alteration to the basic text here presented.

TEXTTYPES AND TEXTFORM

The New Testament autographs were composed in Greek during
the first century AD. Copies of these sacred canonical documents
rapidly circulated among the churches of the Roman Empire according
to the ecclesiastical needs of the spreading early Christian
communities. Conscientious scribes carefully prepared copies of the
New Testament documents, either as separate canonical books or in
collected groupings. This scribal labor was performed with a
respectable degree of accuracy, and the manuscript copies thus
prepared were able to establish and maintain the general form of the

2 Robinson has collated the Pericope Adulterae (John 7:53-8:11) in all available Greek
manuscripts and lectionaries that include the narrative of this incident. When these data
are compared with full collation records of various uncial and minuscule manuscripts in all
portions of the New Testament, a more comprehensive understanding of historical
manuscript transmission results. The Pericope Adulterae data suggest an increased
presumption of relative independence within the various lines of Byzantine manuscript
descent. This provides a weighty premise by which to interpret transmissional history.
The editors’ previous assumption regarding the effect of scribal cross-comparison and
correction using multiple exemplars is now seen to be a lesser factor in the overall
transmissional process.
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canonical New Testament text. Yet deviations from the original form
of the text appeared within a fairly short time.

Most deviations resulted from simple copying errors caused by
the eye, ear, or hand. These would include cases of itacism,
misspelling, dittography, transposition or substitution of words, and
omission of letters, words, or phrases by haplography,
homoioteleuton or other causes. Some variations resulted from
certain types of intentional alteration. These include conjectural
attempts to restore damaged exemplars; the adjustment of readings
considered problematic due to perceived difficulties in content,
syntax, or style; and various theological alterations made by orthodox,
heterodox, or heretics.

Some transmissional lines of the New Testament text, therefore,
created and perpetuated certain readings and patterns of reading that
differed from the autographs: these developed into the various known
families and texttypes found among our extant manuscripts. While a
family group usually can be traced to a more recent common ancestor,
the origin of the larger texttype units remains problematic. Four
divergent major texttypes predominate within the New Testament,
although the existence and coherence of the Western and Caesarean
have been called into question. The Byzantine and Alexandrian remain
primary, and basically it is the preference for one of these two texts
that characterizes the various printed Greek New Testament editions.
The Byzantine-priority theory considers the Byzantine Textform to
reflect the text that most closely reflects the canonical autographs, and
thus to reflect the archetype from which all remaining texttypes have
derived.

The Western Text

The earliest deviations from the autographs appear in the so-
called Western, or uncontrolled popular text, of the second century.
That text is characterized by free expansion, paraphrase, and alteration
of previously existing words. Western witnesses are few and generally
diverse, with a textual individuality that hampers the reconstruction of
a common archetype. Even so, the bulk of its readings shares a
commonalty with the text of the presumed autograph.

The Alexandrian Text

The Alexandrian texttype appears to originate in an early
localized recensional attempt to purge and purify the alterations and
accretions found among the Western manuscripts. The principles
underlying this recensional activity seem to have been reductionist and
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stylistic.3> The manuscript(s) selected as the recensional exemplars
likely were mixed in textual quality as well as scribally defective; this
would parallel what is found in most early Egyptian or Palestinian
papyri of the second and third centuries. The Alexandrian recension
seems often to have overreacted and overextended itself, removing not
only early Western expansions but many longer original readings in the
process. Yet the same recension failed to correct many Western
substitutions and transpositions, even while retaining many shorter

sensible readings caused by accidental scribal omission in the
intermediate archetype.*

The Alexandrian texttype is primarily represented throughout
most of the New Testament by the agreement of Codex Vaticanus
(B/03) and Codex Sinaiticus ( /01), with the support of other related
manuscripts, such as 75 and L/019. Critical editions such as the NA27
and UBs# reflect a predominantly Alexandrian textbase,® with readings
established on a variant-by-variant basis by means of subjectively
applied internal criteria coupled with selectively determined external
principles (the reasoned method of modern eclecticism). This
modern eclectic process of subjective textual determination on a per-
variant basis results in a textual patchwork that within numerous
verses finds no support among any extant document, even over
relatively short segments of scripture.® This problematic situation
does not occur among the manuscript consensus that forms the basis
of the Byzantine Textform.

The Caesarean Text

The Caesarean text appears to be an amalgam of readings from
the Alexandrian and Byzantine traditions. Although the Caesarean
manuscripts do appear to possess a distinctive pattern of readings, this
texttype does not appear to have existed prior to either the Byzantine

3J. C. O’Neill, The Rules followed by the Editors of the Text found in the Codex
Vaticanus, NTS 35 (1989) 218-228. O’Neill suggests that specific editorial activity,
accidental error, and attempted reconstruction characterized the recension that produced
the original Alexandrian archetype reflected in its later p75/B descendants.

4 This suggestion is developed further in Maurice A. Robinson, In Search of the
Alexandrian Archetype: Observations from a Byzantine-Priority Perspective, in
Christian-B. Amphoux and J. Keith Elliott, eds., The New Testament Text in Early
Christianity: Proceedings of the Lille Colloquium, July 2000, Histoire du Texte Biblique 6
(Lausanne: ditions du Ztbre, 2003), 45-67.

5 Barbara Aland et al., eds., Novum Testamentum Graece, 27th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1993); idem, The Greek New Testament, 4th rev. ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). The base text of both editions remains identical.

6 Examples are provided in the Appendix to this volume, notes 16-18; see also Maurice
A. Robinson, Investigating Text-Critical Dichotomy: A Critique of Modern Eclectic
Praxis from a Byzantine-Priority Perspective, Faith and Mission 16 (1999), 16-31,
particularly 17-19; idem, Rule 9, Isolated Variants, and the ‘Test-Tube’ Nature of the NA27
Text, in Stanley E. Porter and Mark Boda, eds., Translating the New Testament: Text,
Translation, Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, forthcoming).

iv
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or Alexandrian texts. It is generally dismissed from any serious
consideration regarding autograph originality.

The Byzantine Textform

The Byzantine Textform preserves with a general consistency
the type of New Testament text that dominated the Greek-speaking
world. This dominance existed from at least the fourth century until
the invention of printing in the sixteenth century. Under the present
theory, this text also is presumed in centuries prior to the fourth to
have dominated the primary Greek-speaking region of the Roman
Empire (southern Italy, Greece, and Asia Minor) a large and diverse
region within which manuscript, versional, and patristic evidence is
lacking during the pre-fourth century era, yet the primary region of
Byzantine Textform dominance in subsequent centuries.

From a transmissional standpoint, a single Textform would be
expected to predominate among the vast majority of manuscripts in
the absence of radical and well-documented upheavals in the
manuscript tradition. This normal state of transmission presumes
that the aggregate consentient testimony of the extant manuscript
base is more likely to reflect its archetypal source (in this case the
canonical autographs) than any single manuscript, small group of
manuscripts, or isolated versional or patristic readings that failed to
achieve widespread diversity or transmissional continuity. In support
of this presumption is the fact that a consensus text even when
established from  manuscripts  representing  non-dominant
transmissional lines tends to move toward rather than away from the
more dominant tradition.

The Byzantine-priority hypothesis thus appears to offer the
most plausible scenario for canonical autograph transmission. This
hypothesis is far more probable than the speculative originality
claimed for modern eclectic patchworks, constructed from scattered
fragments, with continually shifting levels of support from existing
manuscripts.” An historical theory that assumes a generally normal
mode of transmission more readily accounts for the expansion and
dominance of a single Textform that can be presumed closely to reflect

7 Jenny Read-Heimerdinger, The Bezan Text of Acts: A Contribution of Discourse Analysis
to Textual Criticism, JSNTSS 236 (Sheffield: Academic Press, 2002), states, The current
editions of the Greek New Testament ... [present] a hypothetical text that has been
reconstructed by selecting variant readings from different MSS . ... There is no evidence
whatsoever that the current text ever existed in the form in which it is edited (51); thus,
researchers and search programs rely for their text on a printed edition whose text does
not exist in any extant manuscript and which is reconstituted by textual critics (64n7).
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the original autographs. The Byzantine-priority theory presents far
fewer difficulties than are found in the alternative solutions proffered
by modern eclectic proponents.

While any explanation of early transmissional history remains a
matter of theory, it is a fact that almost all readings found within the
Byzantine Textform exist as component portions of either the Western
or Alexandrian texts. Yet the Western and Alexandrian texttypes differ
far more among themselves than does either when compared to the
Byzantine Textform. This strongly suggests the separate derivation of
each of these regional texts from a common source that would closely
resemble the more dominant tradition. In addition, the individual
Byzantine Textform readings are clearly defensible on reasonable
internal, transcriptional, and transmissional grounds, and demonstrate
far fewer weaknesses than exist with readings typical of non-Byzantine
texttypes.

The simplicity of the Byzantine-priority hypothesis stands in
stark contrast to the transmissional history demanded by the modern
eclectic models (reasoned or thoroughgoing). Those models see the
original text scattered to the four winds at a very early period, with a
later development of disparate texttypes, none of which can claim to
represent the lost autographs. Under those systems, the Byzantine
text is considered to have arisen from an officially promulgated formal
recension, or from an unguided process that involved a relatively
unsystematic selection and conflation of readings taken from the
(supposedly earlier) disparate Western and Alexandrian texttypes. In
either case, this uncritical selection of readings then was coupled with
various stylistic and harmonizing improvements that supposedly
typified the later scribal mindset. The problem lies in explaining how
such a haphazard procedure ever could result in the extensively
disseminated but relatively unified Byzantine Textform. These
suppositions (which lack historical confirmation) are seen to be
unwarranted once the full theoretical and practical conspectus of the
Byzantine-priority position has been examined in light of the existing
evidence.

THE BYZANTINE-PRIORITY THEORY

The establishment of the most accurate form of the canonical
Greek text of the New Testament is prerequisite to exegesis and to a
proper hermeneutic. Many theories and extreme solutions have been
proposed regarding the most appropriate method for determining the
optimal form of the New Testament autograph text. Some researchers
even have jettisoned the concept of autograph recoverability, while

Y
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others have abandoned entirely the concept of an original autograph.®
The current trend seems merely to favor a critical inquiry into the
various forms (or states ) of the text presented in the existing
manuscripts, and to investigate their individual theological
significance according to their position within church history, with
little or no regard given to the concept of autograph originality.® In
contrast, the present editors support a theory favoring the priority and
canonical autograph authenticity of the Byzantine Textform.

Byzantine-priority functions within the framework of a
predominantly transmissional approach, and stands as a legitimate
alternative to the methods and results currently espoused by modern
eclecticism. Rather than creating a preferred text on a variant-by-
variant basis, Byzantine-priority seeks first the establishment of a
viable history of textual transmission. Transcriptional and
transmissional probabilities are then applied to the external data,
which then is supplemented by various internal criteria. The resultant
text reflects a defined level of agreement supported by a general
transmissional continuity throughout all portions of the Greek New
Testament.

Byzantine-priority differs from other theories and methods
within New Testament textual criticism: the object is not the
reconstruction of an original text that lacks demonstrable continuity
or widespread existence among the extant manuscript base; nor is the
object the restoration or recovery of an original text long presumed
to have been lost. Neither should the concept of an archetypal
autograph be abandoned as hopeless. Rather, Byzantine-priority
presents as canonical the Greek New Testament text as it has been
attested, preserved, and maintained by scribes throughout the
centuries. This transmissional basis characterizes the Byzantine-
priority theory.

Byzantine-priority functions within accepted text-critical
guidelines, utilizing all pertinent transmissional, transcriptional,
external, and internal considerations when evaluating variant readings.
Internal and external criteria function in a balanced manner, consistent

8 See, for example, Eldon Jay Epp, The Multivalence of the Term ‘Original Text’ in
New Testament Textual Criticism, HTR 92 (1999) 245-281.

9 Such is the emphasis of David C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge:
University Press, 1997). Parker further amplifies his position in his Through a Screen
Darkly: Digital Texts and the New Testament. JSNT 25 (2003) 395-411: Textual critics,
under the guise of reconstructing original texts, are really creating new ones .... The
biblical text, rather than being corrupted and needing to be restored ..., is constantly
under development .... In this light, the quest for the original text may be seen as a
complete misunderstanding of what editors were really doing (401); | do not mean that
the texts we are creating are necessarily superior to earlier creations. It is more significant
that they are the texts that we need to create (402, emphasis added).

vii
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with sound methodology. Texttype relationships and proclivities are
recognized, and a reasoned method of textual evaluation is practiced.
Extraneous theological factors are not invoked or imposed when
establishing the most plausible original form of the New Testament
text.

Byzantine-priority theory does not operate on an eclectic
variant-by-variant basis. Rather, it continually investigates the
position of all variant units within the history of transmission.
Probabilities are evaluated in light of the extant manuscript and
historical data, as well as the known habits of scribes. The emphasis of
Byzantine-priority is upon a reasoned transmissionalism,
particularly in regard to the connected sequence of variant units as
they appear in the text and as they relate to the external support
provided by the manuscripts themselves.

Modern eclectic theory fails precisely at this point: it produces a
sequence of favored readings that at times even over short segments
of text has no demonstrated existence in any known manuscript,
version, or father. Byzantine-priority considers such a method and
its results to be illegitimate, since it neglects the pertinent historical
factors regarding manuscript transmission. Modern eclectic praxis is
not a legitimate alternative to the acceptance of the text preserved
among the consensus of the manuscripts. A viable praxis of textual
criticism requires a transmissional history that does not contradict the
general harmony found among the extant witnesses. The text
produced by modern eclecticism lacks a viable theory of transmission;
the text presented under Byzantine-priority is based upon a theory of
transmission that offers consistent conclusions. This in itself suggests
the validity of the Byzantine-priority hypothesis.

Byzantine-priority provides a compelling and logical perspective
that stands on its own merits when establishing the optimal form of
the New Testament text. It has a methodological consistency not
demonstrated among the various eclectic alternatives. Modern eclectic
claims to have established a quasi-authoritative form of the New
Testament text consistently fall short, since the underlying theory
lacks a transmissionally oriented base. The Byzantine-priority theory
may appear simple, but it certainly is not simplistic: there are
compelling reasons for recognizing a text that demonstrates

10 Maurice A. Robinson, The Recensional Nature of the Alexandrian Text-Type: A
Response to Selected Criticisms of the Byzantine-Priority Theory, Faith and Mission 11
(1993) 46-74, especially 48, 68: The text found in the current critical editions, taken as a
whole, is not one found in any extant manuscript, version, or Father, nor ever will be . . ..
Modern eclectics have created an artificial entity with no ancestral lineage from any single
historical Ms or group of MSS. Examples of the short-segment sequential reading problem
can be found in the sources cited in footnote 6 above.

viii
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transmissional continuity and dominance for more than a thousand
years as the most likely representation of the sacred autographs. The
appendix to this volume discusses The Case for Byzantine-Priority
in more detail.

THEBYZANTINE CONSENSUS TEXT

The Byzantine Textform reflects a dominant consensus pattern
of readings that is maintained throughout most of the Nlew Testament.
In nearly all instances the consensus readings are readily established
and confirmed by data published in various critical apparatuses,
specialized studies, and collation records. The primary source for
establishing the readings of the Byzantine Textform remains the
massive apparatus of Hermann Freiherr von Soden,! supplemented in
the Apocalypse by the relatively complete collation data of Herman C.
Hoskier.’? Additional confirmatory material appears in various
sources, including the uBs4, NA27, the IGNTP volumes,*® the Editio
Critica Maior,** and specific manuscript collations published within
the Studies and Documents series and elsewhere.

The Text und Textwert volumes®® are particularly useful in this
regard: this series presents complete collation data regarding selected
variant units throughout the New Testament. Within each variant
unit, Text und Textwert cites all available Greek manuscripts in relation
to their support of specific readings. These data provide primary
confirmation regarding the status of Byzantine readings that
previously had been established from earlier published sources. In
particular, these full collation results tend to confirm the Byzantine
group evidence presented in von Soden’s early twentieth-century
apparatus. In a similar manner, the Claremont Profile Method also
tends to confirm von Soden’s general reliability in regard to the

1 Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer Itesten
erreichbaren Textgestalt, 2 vols. in 4 parts (G ttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1911).

2 Herman C. Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 2 vols. (London: Bernard
Quaritch, 1929).

185, C. E. Legg, ed., Nouum Testamentum Graece secundum Textum Westcotto-
Hortianum: Euangelium secundum Marcum (Oxford, Clarendon, 1935); idem, Nouum
Testamentum Graece secundum Textum Westcotto-Hortianum: Euangelium secundum
Matthaeum (Oxford, Clarendon, 1940); The American and British Committees of the
International Greek New Testament Project, The New Testament in Greek: The Gospel
according to Luke, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1984, 1987); W. J. Elliott and D. C. Parker,
eds., The New Testament in Greek, 1V: The Gospel according to St. John. 1. The Papyri
(Leiden: Brill, 1995).

14 Barbara Aland et al., eds., Novum Testamentum Graecum: Editio Critica Maior, 1V, Die
Katholischen Briefe: 1, Der Jakobusbrief; 2, Die Petrusbriefe; 3, Der Erste Johannesbrief
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997-2003).

15 Kurt Aland et al., eds., Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
Testaments; 1, Die Katholischen Briefe; 11, Die Paulinischen Briefe; 111, Die
Apostelgeschichte; 1V, Die Synoptischen Evangelien: 1, Das Markusevangelium; 2, Das
Matth usevangelium; 3, Das Lukasevangelium (Berlin: Walter DeGruyter, 1987-1999).

iX



Preface

identification of groups.'® Although von Soden cannot be relied upon
when dealing with specific readings of individual manuscripts,!’ his
overall general reliability in regard to the larger groupings of texttypes
and sub-types remains stable in view of the evidence provided by these
outside sources.

ESTABLISHING THE TEXT OF THISEDITION

The primary readings of the Byzantine Textform are established
in a straightforward manner: subject to additional confirmation, when
a reading in von Soden’s apparatus is identified by a bold K, that
reading becomes the main text in the present edition (K = Koinh =
the Byzantine Textform). Where von Soden makes no statement
regarding bold K, his main text represents the Byzantine reading, and
is reproduced without change. Where his bold K is divided, the K*
subgroup is followed (K* represents the dominant component within
bold K). Where KX is divided, the readings of lesser K subgroups are
included in the evaluation. When K* and the various K subgroups are
closely divided, alternate readings are displayed in the side margin in
proximity to the portion of text affected. At all times, pertinent
transmissional, transcriptional, external, and internal factors are
considered as component elements of weight. In the relatively few
instances where von Soden’s main text or apparatus has been
confirmed to be in error, other pertinent sources have been used for
correction.

In regard to the Pericope Adulterae (John 7:53-8:11) and the
book of the Revelation a different evaluative procedure is required. In
those portions of scripture, the generally unified Byzantine Textform
divides into various equally supported transmissional streams. Where
these streams unite, the text represents the Byzantine consensus;
where they divide, other methodological approaches are required.
These are now discussed separately.

16 See Frederik Wisse, The Profile Method for Classifying and Evaluating Manuscript
Evidence, SD 44 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982).

7 Beyond the valid criticism dealing with error in regard to individual manuscript
citation (often typographical), Von Soden also has been criticized because his apparatus
does not permit the accurate reconstruction of the complete text of any given manuscript.
Yet this criticism applies to any edition containing a limited critical apparatus. One cannot
reconstruct from the text and apparatus of NAZ7 the continuous text of any single
manuscript, even from among its consistently cited witnesses. \Von Soden’s data are
recognized as having a particular and demonstrated value when presenting the evidence of
groups of manuscripts; it is primarily from these data that the text of the present edition is
established.
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The Pericope Adulterae

The narrative regarding the woman accused of adultery is clearly
a canonical component within the Byzantine Textform. Yet this
particular twelve-verse passage reflects a complex transmissional
history, perhaps caused by its exclusion from standard lectionary use
within the Greek church in relation to the portion of text selected for
reading at the feast of Pentecost.’® Von Soden identified seven distinct
lines of transmission within this short section of text. Robinson’s
complete collation of all available manuscripts containing this
pericope suggests that von Soden may have underestimated the
complexity of its transmissional lines. Nevertheless, Von Soden’s
three primary lines of transmission remain valid, and encompass the
bulk of the manuscript tradition. Each of these three lines termed by
von Sodenm®, mé, andm’ retains a near-equal level of support.®

The m7 group exists primarily among manuscripts of the 12th and
subsequent centuries. This group is recognized by von Soden and
other researchers as possessing a late recensional text that corresponds
to the K" group found in other portions of the New Testament. The m5
and m® transmissional lines dominate the remaining portion of the
Byzantine manuscript tradition, and reflect earlier forms that were
diverse and widespread within that tradition. The autograph form of
the Pericope Adulterae is more likely to have been one of these two
transmissional lines, as opposed to that found in the recensional m’ =
K" tradition.

Previously, the editors displayed the text of the Pericope
Adulterae as a tentative hybrid, combining elements of m5 and m6, with
some readings bracketed. In this edition, the primary text is m5, with
its marginal alternates in their proper location. The mé text is displayed
separately as an italicized footnote, along with its own alternate
marginal readings. For this pericope the m5 and mé texts no longer are
dependent on von Soden’s reconstructions, but each text is published
as a group-based consensus derived from the collated manuscripts that
date through the eleventh century.

Although final decisions require the detailed analysis of the full
collation data (a task yet future), the editors consider the m5 group
more likely to reflect the autograph form of this pericope. The mé text
appears to be secondary, possessing transmissional and internal

185ee Maurice A. Robinson, Preliminary Observations Regarding the Pericope
Adulterae based upon Fresh Collations of nearly all Continuous-Text Manuscripts and all
Lectionary Manuscripts containing the Passage. Filolog a Neotestamentaria 13 (2000)
35-59.
% The m as used by von Soden indicates the Greek chapter heading t&w moixal dow =
of the adulteress.
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characteristics suggestive of later recensional activity. While further
analysis of the collation data may lead to minor adjustments regarding
the precise form of the m5 and mé texts, no major changes to either
group are anticipated.

The Text of the Apocalypse

The establishment of the Byzantine text of the Apocalypse is a
task far more complex than that which exists in the greater part of the
New Testament. The dominant Apocalypse text appears in two related
but distinct transmissional lines within the Byzantine tradition. These
forms are generally known as An and Q, each supported by an
approximately equal number of manuscripts. The An readings
predominate in manuscripts that contain or derive from the fourth-
century commentary of Andreas of Caesarea (Cappadocia). The Q
readings predominate in manuscripts related to the uncial 046.

Where An and Q agree, that reading reflects the Byzantine
Textform. The union of An and Q prevails throughout most of the
Apocalypse. Nevertheless, An and Q frequently differ, with their
respective readings possessing near-equal levels of support among the
extant manuscript base. Adjudication between these competing
readings requires a precise application of transmissional and internal
principles.

In previous editions, the equally divided An and Q textual
differences were partially indicated by the enclosure of some words in
square brackets; these signified only cases of inclusion or omission.
The remaining instances of equally divided An and Q division cases
of substitution and transposition were not indicated, despite their
frequency of occurrence. The present edition displays all closely
divided alternate Byzantine readings in the margin, with more of these
divided readings appearing in the Apocalypse than elsewhere in the
New Testament.?°

In the Apocalypse, the main text is considered to be the
strongest transmissional representation of the Byzantine archetype;
generally this is the text of the Q group. Although the Andreas text
has an ancient origin, it appears to reflect recensional adjustment, both
prior to the time of Andreas, and possibly also during Andreas’
preparation of his commentary.?! In contrast, the Q text is based upon
a consensus of disparate manuscripts that represent many copying

20 Many bracketed An readings of earlier editions are now relocated to the margin. The
main Apocalypse text of this edition thus moves slightly more toward Q than previously.

21 Josef Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-textes. 1. Teil. Der
Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia: Einleitung. M nchen: Karl Zink, 1955,
125-129.
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locations and eras.?? Despite the transmissional diversity found among
the Q manuscripts, the consensus Q text generally remains stable. The
unplanned coincidental agreement among the diverse Q manuscripts
argues strongly for their transmissional independence and autograph
originality; this stands in contrast to the Andreas manuscripts with
their apparent recensional origin. Nevertheless, for the greater
portion of the Apocalypse, the Anand Q texts share acommon base.

The Q manuscripts are not slavishly followed, however. At
times, a significant number of Q manuscripts abandon their group
consensus and align with the An reading. This situation does not
appear to be coincidental, nor is it due to intrusion from the Andreas
stream, given the general independence of the manuscripts within the
Q tradition. Manuscripts of the An tradition rarely support Q
readings; this suggests that, when Q manuscripts offer their support in
some quantity to the An readings, a particular weight should be
attached to the phenomenon. Where the An reading is supported by a
significant number of Q manuscripts, it is presumed that the th + An
reading preserves the autograph text (readings common to undivided
Q + Analready are considered of autograph originality).

The approach remains transmissional: readings jointly supported
by An and Q represent the Byzantine archetype. When An and Q are
divided, the Q reading generally is preferred due to its transmissional
diversity and relative independence. Only when a significant number
of Q manuscripts supports the An reading will that reading appear as
the main text. Equally divided readings appear in the margin, as is the
case elsewhere in the New Testament. Exceptions to these
transmissional parameters occur when compelling transcriptional,
contextual, or internal considerations strongly favor an alternative
reading.

This method has been applied judiciously by the editors. The
autograph authenticity of the Apocalypse text is supported with a high
degree of accuracy, based upon the combination of transmissional,
transcriptional, and internal factors. The main text should be regarded
as superior to the marginal alternatives as well as to the text presented
in non-Byzantine printed editions.

22 schmid, Einleitung, 126, states, Der K-Text [Q] ist au erordentlich geschlossen
berliefert. Das Gros seiner Hss weist keine fremden Einfl sse auf, und der Text des
Archetyps K selbst ist h chstens an ein paar Stellen fraglich. F r die An- berlieferung
dagegen ist die gr te Zersplitterung bezeichnend. Die Rekonstruktion des Archetyps ist
infolgedessen schwierig und nicht in allen F llen mit Sicherheit m glich.
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General Considerations

For most of the New Testament the Byzantine Textform is
supported by nearly the whole of the manuscript tradition; in almost
every case the Byzantine reading reflects the concurrence of at least
70% and usually more than 80% of the extant manuscripts. Yet the
primary basis of textual determination remains non-quantitative: the
transmissional and transcriptional factors that have characterized the
manuscripts over the centuries are of greater significance than the
mere quantity of evidence. As these non-numerical factors are applied
to the evaluation of individual variant units, the sequential resultant
text becomes more securely established and reflects a basic
transmissional consensus.

Although the far greater numerical quantity of Byzantine
manuscripts (approaching 80%) exists among the documents of the
twelfth and later centuries, the readings of the Byzantine Textform
almost always are fully established from the earlier Byzantine lines of
transmission that extend through the eleventh century. The
documents of the twelfth and later centuries generally are irrelevant to
the establishment of primary Byzantine readings, and at best serve
only a confirmatory purpose.

The quantity of witnesses does play a role when evaluating
transmissional and transcriptional probabilities, but number by itself
cannot become the sole or even the primary factor in the evaluation
process. Quantity alone cannot be determinative when evaluating
variant units: all pertinent considerations regarding external, internal,
transcriptional, and transmissional evidence must be examined and
evaluated before final decisions upon readings can be made. The

number factor particularly plays a passive role when the manuscripts
comprising the Byzantine Textform are seriously divided. Where the
marginal apparatus of this edition displays divided Byzantine readings,
the main text necessarily has been established on non-numerical
grounds.

This method of reasoned transmissionalism is based primarily
upon external and documentary evidence; yet all pertinent
transmissional and transcriptional factors constantly are evaluated in
relation to the various aspects of external and internal criteria before
any final decisions are made regarding the text to be established.

Final judgment on readings requires the application of internal
principles following the initial evaluation of the external data. No
reading can be established in isolation from its neighboring variant
units; nor can the transmissional and transcriptional habits of scribes
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be ignored when examining the development and dissemination of
competing readings.?® In general, scribes tended to preserve the text
that lay before them in their exemplars; this despite the various
accidental corruptions or intentional alterations that occurred during
the transmissional process. Extensive alteration was not frequent or
widespread: the vast bulk of the text found in all manuscripts
regardless of texttype remains a common possession. Existing
family and texttype groupings are directly related to the transmissional
development of the text in various eras and locales.

Manuscripts and readings must be evaluated in regard to their
antiquity, diversity, and continuity within transmissional history.
Individual scribes must be characterized in regard to their degree of
care when copying from their exemplars. A proper implementation of
each of these factors results in a well-established representation of the
traditionally disseminated Byzantine Textform. This Textform
dominated textual transmission in the primary Greek-speaking
regions for more than a thousand years, and it is this Textform that
holds the strongest transmissional claim to represent the canonical
autographs.

The Byzantine Textform is well-established within the canonical
books of the Greek New Testament. The maximum degree of
significant Byzantine textual variation is displayed in the relatively few
readings of the marginal apparatus. Readings that lack a Byzantine
consensus or are not part of the closely divided Byzantine tradition do
not appear in either the main text or marginal readings. Research
concerning the divided Byzantine readings must continue, particularly
in regard to the Pericope Adulterae and the book of the Revelation.
Significant progress has been made in these areas, and exploration
continues regarding closely divided Byzantine readings and the various
minority lines of transmission that occur within the Byzantine
Textform. The main text and marginal apparatus represent the
primary locus within which Byzantine-priority theory functions.
From this base future Byzantine Textform research must proceed.

23 See Ernest C. Colwell, Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: A Study of 45, §66,
P75, in his Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament, NTTS 9
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1968), 106-124; Maurice A. Robinson, Scribal Habits among
Manuscripts of the Apocalypse (PhD Diss., Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary,
1982); James R. Royse, Scribal Habits in the Transmission of New Testament Texts, in
Wendy D. O’Flaherty, ed., The Critical Study of Sacred Texts (Berkeley: Graduate
Theological Union, 1979), 139-161; idem, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament
Papyri, ThD Diss., Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley, 1981; idem, Scribal
Tendencies in the Transmission of the Text of the New Testament, in Bart D. Ehrman and
Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays
on the Status Quaestionis, SD 46 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 239-252.
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THE FORMAT OF THE PRESENT EDITION
The Title of this Volume

With good reason, the present title deliberately parallels that of
Westcott and Hort (The New Testament in the Original Greek). The
Byzantine Textform stands as the opposing point on a continuum that
extends from the well-established and influential Alexandrian text
presented by Westcott and Hort in 1881. As Westcott and Hort had
claimed to reproduce with near-certainty the original form of the New
Testament documents in the original Greek, the present edition
likewise sets forth a text that  within the framework of its underlying
theory is considered to reflect the canonical autographs in a highly
accurate manner. All other Greek New Testament editions fall within
the continuum bounded by the Byzantine and Alexandrian traditions.

The editors’ names appear on the title page in order to indicate
task-based responsibility. The Greek New Testament text remains the
written word of God, produced by holy men of old who wrote under
God’s immediate inspiration and superintendence. The presentation
of that word of God according to its clearest transmissional integrity
requires only a minor level of editorial involvement and labor. The
editors merely recognize and present the text that has been maintained
by the scribes of past generations, constructing a textual consensus
from the material available in previously published collation and
apparatus resources. Our duty was to be faithful to this task, and it is
to that end that we have labored.

Individual Book Titles

The New Testament book titles are not part of the inspired
canonical text. Their wording varies dramatically among the different
manuscripts and editions of the Greek New Testament. The book
titles that appear in this edition represent a minimal consensus as
found within the canonical tradition.

The Order of the Canonical Books

Individual manuscripts present the New Testament books in
various arrangements; nevertheless, a particular Greek canonical
order seems to have been popular during early transmissional history.
This order is partially evidenced within various early papyri and
manuscripts,?* and occurs in the fourth-century Festal Letter of
Athanasius (AD 367) and the list of canonical books attributed to the

% see David Trobisch, The First Edition of the New Testament (Oxford: University
Press, 2000), 21-38. On page 28, Trobisch presents evidence from several early
manuscripts that demonstrate the sequence of the canonical edition.
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Laodicean Council (AD 360/363).2° The present edition reproduces
thatearly canonical order for the Greek New Testament books.

According to the canonical order, the New Testament books
are grouped as follows: Gospels, Acts and General Epistles, Pauline
Epistles, and Revelation. The individual books within each category
follow the familiar order, except that in the Pauline Epistles, Hebrews
stands between Second Thessalonians and First Timothy, intentionally
separating Paul’s local church epistles from those written to
individuals.?®

Accents, Breathings, Capitalization, and Punctuation

Early manuscripts were written in capital letter format (termed
uncial or majuscule ). They lacked word division, and possessed
few (if any) diacritical marks, paragraph breaks, or marks of
punctuation. These distinctions appear systematically only after the
commencement of the minuscule era during the ninth century. While
specialists are familiar with the plainer form of the Greek text, the
modern reader expects readability features as a matter of course.

For a reader’s edition, clarity is the basic aim. Since this edition
is designed for the non-specialist, word separation, paragraph division,
punctuation, and diacritical markings have been added throughout.?’”
These editorial insertions are not considered definitive for the
interpretation of the text. Although alternative accentuation,
aspiration, or punctuation could alter the interpretation of many
passages and affect exegetical comprehension, the editors have
followed the general usage found in standard printed editions. No

% Daniel J. Theron, Evidence of Tradition (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1958), 118-119
(Athanasius), 124-125 (Laodicea). See also 116-117 (the general grouping of NT books by
Cyril of Jerusalem). Compare Brooke Foss Westcott, A General Survey of the History of
the Canon of the New Testament, 6th ed. (Cambridge and London: Macmillan and Co.,
1889), Appendix D, 539-579; in particular, 540-541 (Laodicea), 545-546 (John of
Damascus), 549-550 (Cyril of Jerusalem), 552-553 (the index of Codex Alexandrinus),
554-555 (Athanasius), 559-560 (Leontius); but see 431-439 in regard to the possible
inauthenticity of the Laodicean list.

2% william H. P. Hatch, The Position of Hebrews in the Canon of the New Testament,
HTR 29 (1936) 133-151. The canonical order Second Thessalonians-Hebrews-First
Timothy is discussed on 136-143. Hatch shows that this order is found among early and
geographically diverse Greek manuscripts, fathers, and versions, and was retained among
some manuscripts over many centuries. Hatch termed this order Alexandrian, due to his
views regarding textual development. The secondary Western (or early Latin) order
(which is more familiar to the modern reader) was termed Byzantine by Hatch (143,
149-150), due to its presence in later Byzantine manuscripts that had adopted the Western
usage. The editors suggest, on the contrary, that Hatch’s data support the early Greek
canonical order as original and authentically Byzantine. Clearly, the earliest Greek
canonical order differed from the early Western tradition; only much later did Byzantine
Greek manuscripts adopt the Western order.

%" The added marks of accentuation, aspiration, punctuation, and capitalization have
been extensively proofread for this edition, but perfection is not claimed. The reader is
encouraged to offer pertinent correction where necessary.
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diacritical insertions should affect the traditional understanding of the
Byzantine Greek New Testament text. Readability, therefore, is
improved without the imposition of unwarranted interpretation. The
text always must be received according to its original inspired intent,
without unwarranted editorial alteration.

The text appears in paragraph format, with breaks inserted at
appropriate points. Capitalization appears at the beginning of
sentences, and at the commencement of direct quotation within a
sentence (modern quotation marks are not used). Proper names are
capitalized throughout, but not descriptive titles.?® The various
nomina sacra abbreviations that commonly appear in manuscripts for
members of the Godhead, significant persons, or particular locations
are not abbreviated in this edition, but are written in full form, even
though the abbreviated forms normally dominate the manuscript
tradition.?®

The Marginal Apparatus

The main text displays the Byzantine Textform, according to its
strongest transmissional, transcriptional, external, and internal
testimony. Where the Byzantine manuscripts are strongly united, the
main text stands without marginal comment. Where the manuscripts
comprising the Byzantine Textform are significantly divided, superior
angle brackets " " mark the affected word or words in the main text.
The alternate Byzantine readings are displayed in the side margin, in
proximity to the marked portion of the main text.* Minority
subvariants within the Byzantine tradition are not cited in this edition.

Numerals are written as complete words throughout the main
text. Some marginal variants  particularly in the Apocalypse
indicate Greek numerical forms (alphabet letters marked by the
numerical superscript bar, e. g., 18, RMD, AX ). In these rare instances,
the majority of Greek manuscripts display the marginal numeric form;
however, just as with the otherwise uncited nomina sacra abbreviations
(which also tend to appear in the majority of all manuscripts), these

28 Descriptive titles particularly applied to members of the Godhead include the various
inflected forms of ye w, pat}r, u¥ w, xrist w, keriow, giow, and pnefima.

2 Trobisch, First Edition, 66-68, 104-105, correctly suggests that a canonical edition
should at least utilize the nomina sacra abbreviations representing the descriptive titles
keriow, ye w, and xrist w, as well as the abbreviation representing the proper name
¢lhsoRw. Since the modern reader generally is unfamiliar with the nomina sacra
abbreviations, Trobisch’s suggestion has not been implemented in this edition.

30 Exceptions to this policy involve the mé text of the Pericope Adulterae (discussed
above) and the lengthy Byzantine alternate reading encompassing Acts 24:6b-8a (see in
context). In these two instances, the Byzantine alternative reading and its marginal
variants appear separately, between the main text and the NA27 apparatus.
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marginal numeric forms are not printed as the main text of this
edition.

Some marginal entries reflect more than one alternative
Byzantine subvariant. When word substitution or transposition is
involved among the subvariants, the alternate readings are displayed,
separated by an equals sign (=). When the subvariants concern a long
and short reading, characterized solely by the addition or omission of a
word or phrase, the removable words are surrounded by square
brackets [ ]. The main text reading is not affected by the various
divided marginal alternatives.

The Lower Apparatus

Variants from the main Byzantine text that occur in the base text
of the NA27 and uBs# modern critical editions appear in the lower
apparatus. These variants are not marked within the main Byzantine
text. In the lower apparatus, the reading of the Byzantine main text
appears on the left, and is separated from the reading of NA27/UBs4 by
a diamond (=). The NA27/uBs# variant appears to the right of the
diamond. Some NAZ27/uBs# readings may coincide with marginal
Byzantine readings, but not with the main Byzantine text. Neither the
uBs4 nor the more extensive NA27 apparatus cites all differences
between their common text and the Byzantine Textform; many non-
cited differences are text-critically and translationally significant, and
are here clearly displayed in their totality for the first time.

Where the NA27/uBs4 main text includes bracketed words or
portions of words, the brackets also appear to the right of the
diamond. Some words that occur within NA27/uBs4 brackets may
agree with the Byzantine main text (which has no brackets) or with the
Byzantine marginal text. The brackets in modern critical editions are
used to indicate various degrees of textual uncertainty as perceived by
those editors. Double brackets in NA27/uBs# indicate what those
editors consider to be later and non-original interpolations.’! The
status of the Byzantine main or marginal readings is not affected by
any modern critical text readings or brackets that appear in the lower
apparatus.

31 Double brackets in NA27/uBs? that relate to the Byzantine main text appear at Mark
16:9-20; Luke 22:43-44; Luke 23:34; and John 7:53-8:11. The only NA27 double-bracketed
portion not related to the Byzantine Textform is the so-called shorter ending of Mark,
which NAZ7 inserts between Mark 16:8 and 9, preceding its double-bracketed longer
ending (Mark 16:9-20). The NA27 shorter ending reads as follows: "P&nta dt t
parhggelmdna to w per t n P@tron sunt mvw \j}ggeilan. Met dt talta ka a[t w
¢lhsoBw p natol® ka xri desevw \jap@steilen di a[t nt ¥er nka fyarton
k}rugma t&w a vn ou svthr aw. éAm}n.~~
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The Apparatuses in General

In the marginal and lower apparatuses, instances of substitution,
transposition, or addition are cited in full. When a word or phrase is
omitted in relation to the main text, adash () indicates the omission.
Where a word affected by variation appears more than once in a given
verse, the apparatuses provide sufficient context for clarity. Minor
orthographic variants encompassing movable final letters, alternative
punctuation, accentuation, and capitalization are not recorded in
either apparatus.

Orthography

The orthography has been standardized throughout.
Manuscript irregularities, inconsistencies, and itacistic peculiarities
are not reproduced. Movable Nu (-n) is always present; movable
Sigma (-w) is retained for olitvw but is omitted from m@xri and xri.
Elision of final vowels (di , p, f,etc.) follows the regular pattern;
so too consonantal alterations preceding rough or smooth breathings
(\J, o[k, o[x, etc.). Compound forms reflect phonetic assimilation
(\n- becomes \g-; sun- becomes sum-, sug-, or sul-; -Ihmp- and
-Ihmc- become -1hp- and -1hc-). The generally abbreviated name of
David (DAD) is written in full as Dau d, avoiding the itacistic form
Daue d found in the early Egyptian manuscripts. Other variant
spellings of proper names are retained (MvsE&w/Mv sEw,
leros luma/ lerousal|m, etc.), as well as the spelling of specific
words that may reflect authorial preference. lota subscript appears as
such, even in initial capital letters; iota adscript is not used.

Chapter and \erse Numbers

A generally recognized chapter and verse numbering system is
followed, although the positioning of verse numbers does not always
correspond to that found in other Greek New Testament editions or
translations. Verse references in the lower apparatus are keyed to the
present edition; on a few occasions, the NA27 and UBS# variant text
may appear under a different verse number, differing by a single digit.
Some early printed editions (usually Textus Receptus) and English
translations include words or phrases that are not part of the
Byzantine Textform (e. g., portions of Acts 9:5-6, 1 John 2:23, 1 John
5:7). The verse numbering is not affected by their absence.

In two passages the verse numbering has been adjusted for
clarity. In some printed editions and translations, Matthew 23:13-14
appears in an order opposite that of the Byzantine Textform; the
present edition maintains a consecutive numerical sequence within
its own order of material. Also, the doxology generally published
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as Romans 16:25-27 appears in the Byzantine Textform following
Romans 14:23; in this location, the doxology is renumbered as
Romans 14:24-26 (the epistle concludes at Romans 16:24 in the
Byzantine Textform).

In four instances (Luke 17:36, Acts 8:37, Acts 15:34, Acts 24:7) a
verse number appears alone in the main text, immediately followed by
the next sequential verse number. These indicate lengthy portions of
text that were included in some early Textus Receptus printed editions
but which have never been part of the primary Byzantine Textform.
The verse number is retained solely for reference, in order to preserve
the traditional numbering of the remaining verses within the affected
chapters. Elsewhere, the verse numbering is not affected.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

The New Testament is God’s revelation to his chosen people
who comprise Christ’s church. The Christian believer receives these
scriptures as canonical and normative: the inspired and authoritative
written word of God that serves as the infallible rule of faith and
practice for God’s people. The content of these scriptures is truth
without mixture of error in all that they affirm. A corollary to these
doctrinal beliefs is the confessional declaration that this revelation has
been kept pure in all ages by the singular care and providence of God.

The Greek text of the New Testament therefore must be
established and certified in a manner appropriate to its historical and
theological significance. The task set before God’s people is to
identify and receive the best-attested form of that Greek biblical text
as preserved among the extant evidence. Although no divine
instruction exists regarding the establishment of the most precise
form of the original autographs, such instruction is not required:
autograph textual preservation can be recognized and established by a
careful and judicious examination of the existing evidence. Scribal
fidelity in manuscript transmission over the centuries remains the
primary locus of autograph preservation.

God did not decree that identical copies of the autographs would
be maintained during the era of manual transmission; indeed, no two
manuscripts agree precisely. Yet the original Greek New Testament
text has been preserved by ordinary means with a remarkable degree of
accuracy in almost all manuscripts, through the unregulated
dissemination and transmission of the New Testament documents.
The basic integrity of this original text is confirmed by the apparently
mundane labor carried out by generations of reasonably accurate
scribes; the security and authority of the autograph text thus has been
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preserved amid the complement of the total evidence presented within
transmissional history. God has permitted the preservation of his
inspired word in its best-attested form by means of the transmissional
process: the extant Greek witnesses reflect a mutual consensus text
that establishes and maintains the integrity and authority of the
original revelation. This consensus text is the focal point of
transmissional history. The divinely preserved autograph text exists
and functions within the framework of all existing Greek source
documents (manuscripts, lectionaries, patristic quotations). This text
also is substantially reflected in the various ancient versions and non-
Greek patristic quotations.

Since the divine method of autograph preservation resides in the
totality of the extant Greek evidence, the strongest claimant for
autograph originality remains the general consensus text preserved
among that material. The New Testament text thus can be established
securely and presented accurately by a proper use of the existing data.
The Christian need only apply sound principles of evidence
transmissional, transcriptional, external, and internal and frame
these within a properly nuanced theory and praxis of textual criticism
that avoids the hazards of subjective speculation. By these means the
autograph text preserved among the extant witnesses readily can be
recognized and established. While diligent labor, careful research, and
a systematic methodology is required for optimal results, the
establishment of the basic consensus text remains a clear and simple
task. A consensus-based text derived from the entire body of extant
Greek witnesses is fully compatible with the concept of a benevolent
overarching providence that has maintained the autographs in their
basic integrity by means of normal transmission.

No additional visible means of propagation was necessary to
guarantee the integrity of the sacred originals. The testimony of the
autographs has been preserved by means of independent transmission,
scattered over a wide geographical area, amid a multitude of witnesses
that span many centuries. The consensus Byzantine Textform thus is
established by cooperation without collusion, requiring no imposition
of external ecclesiastical authority. Special pleading is not demanded in
order to maintain this perspective: everything corresponds to the
extant preserved evidence.

The recognition of autograph originality amid the preserved
Greek transmissional consensus found in the Byzantine Textform is
far more reasonable than a multitude of conflicting speculations
derived from various forms of eclectic methodology. The consensus-
based approach does not appeal to favored individual manuscripts,
local texts, or minority regional texttypes, nor to subjective internal
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criteria that adopt an amalgam of individual readings with ever-
changing degrees of minority support. The appeal is to the combined
evidence that has been preserved among the extant Greek witnesses.

The Christian scholar need not speculate widely regarding the
original form of the Greek New Testament text. That text can be
recognized and established in its basic integrity by the application of
proper and sound critical principles that take into consideration the
consensus of the preserved evidence. The Byzantine Textform
presented in this edition fulfills that goal: the Byzantine Textform is
that which was transmitted and maintained as the dominant stream of
manual Greek transmission within Christian history. Now, at the
culmination of twenty-seven years of intense collaboration
(1976-2003), the editors here present the newly edited Byzantine
Textform as the strongest representative of the canonical autographs
of the Greek New Testament text. It has been toward the fulfillment
of this most noble and sacred goal that the editors have labored and
now present the completion of their task.

On behalf of those who produced this edition, we would like to
express our heartfelt appreciation to the various volunteers  too
numerous to name individually who gave of their time in
proofreading and making corrections regarding the text and format of
the present edition. Their efforts for the glory of God and the Lord
Jesus Christ have greatly assisted the completion of this project.

May God be praised for his magnificent word!
All' honor and glory to the Lord Jesus Christ!

WILLIAM G. PIERPONT
MAURICE A. ROBINSON
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KATA MATYAION

B blowgendsevw élhsol xristol3, u¥olR Dau d, u¥ol? éAbrasm.

Z¢Abra m\gdnnhsen t n élsakk: élsa k dt \gdnnhsen
t n ¢lakQb: &lakWb dt \gdnnhsen t n ¢lordan ka togw
delfogw a[toR: 3tlordaw dt \gfnnhsen t n Fartwka t n
Zar \Kk t&w YAmar: Fartwdt \gfnnhsent n EsrQm: EsrWm
dt \gfnnhsen t ntArgm: “¢Ar mdt \gdnnhsen t n éAminad&b:
(Aminad b dt \g@nnhsen t n NaassQn: NaassWn dt \gdnnhsen
t n SalmQn: °SalmWn dt \gfnnhsen t n Bo z \k tE&w RaxkEb:
Bo zdt\gfnnhsent n&Vvb]d\k t&w Rowmy: &Vb]d dk \gdnnhsen
t nélessa : ®tlessa dt\gdnnhsent nDau dt nbasilda.

Dau d dt basilegw \gdnnhsen t n Solom na \k tEw tol3
O[r ou: "Solomwn dt \gdnnhsen t n RoboZ£m: Robo m dt
\gdnnhsen t n éAbik: tAbi dt \gdnnhsen t nAsE: 8tAs dt
\gdnnhsen t nélvsafkt: édlvsaf tdk \gdnnhsen t n &lvrim:
dlvr m dt \ggnnhsen t n 40z an: °¢0z aw dt \gdnnhsen t n
glvEyam: élvEyam dk \gdnnhsen t n *Axaz: *Axaz dt \gdnnhsen
t n Ezek an: 1 Ezek aw dbt \g@nnhsen t n Manass€:
ManassEw dt \g@nnhsen t n §AmQn: ¢AmWn dt \g@nnhsen t n
tlvs an: glvs aw db \g@nnhsen t n élexon an ka togw

delfogwa[tol, \p tE&wmetoikes awBabul now.

2Met dt t|n metoikes an Babul now, é&lexon aw
\gfnnhsen t n Salayi}l: Salayi]l dt \g@nnhsen t n
Zorobkbel: *ZorobZbel dt \gdnnhsen t n tAbiozd: éAbiogd
dt \gfnnhsen t n §Eliake m: éEliake m dt \g@nnhsen t n
8AZQr: *eAzWr dt \gdnnhsen t n SadQk: SadWk dt \ggnnhsen
t n Axe m: ¢Axe m dt \gdnnhsen t n éElioed: 4Eliogd dt
\gdnnhsen t n¢Elekzar: éEle£zar dt \gdnnhsen t n Maty#n:
Maty n dt \gdnnhsen t n &lakQb: ®tlakWb dt \g@nnhsen t n

15 Bo z\k=B ew\k 18 s ofAs T

15 Bo zdt=B ewdt 1.10 AmQn éAmMWn = tAmQw tAmWw

15 §Vb]d\k=tlvb]d\k 1.13 tEliake méEliake m=¢Eliak m
1.5 &Vb|ddi=élvb]ddt tEliak m

1.6 basilegw = 1.14 tAxe méAxe matAx mAX m

1.7 tAskotAskf
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KATA MATYAION

¢lvs|ft n ndraMar aw,\J w\genn}yhélhsoBw, leg menow
Xrist w.

P sai o{n a¥genea p ¢Abra m £vw Dau d genea
dekatfssarew: ka p Dau dE£vw tEwmetoikes aw Babul now,
genea dekatfssarew:ka p tEwmetoikes awBabul nowfvw
tolR xristoR, genea dekat@ssarew.

BToR dt &lhsoB xristoR = g@nnhsiw ofatvw “n.
Mnhsteuye shwg r t&w mhtr wa[toll Mar awt! ¢lvs}F, prn
K sunelye n a[toew, edr@yh \n gastr jxousa \k pneematow
ag ou. ¥glvs|fdt  n]r a[tEw, d kaiow ¥n, ka m] y@lvn
a[t]n paradeigmat sai, \boul}yh 1&yra pol3sai a[t}n.
X TaRta dt a[toR \nyumhy@ntow, doe, ggelow kur ou kat
“nar \TEnh a[t!, Idgvn, élvs}f, u¥ w Dau d, m] fobhy_w
paralabe n Mari m t|n guna kkE sou: t ¢ r \n a[t_
gennhytn \k pneemat w \stin ag ou. 2 T@jetai dt u¥ n, ka
kal@seiwt “noma a[toR élhsoRn: a[t wg rsQseit nla n
afto?R p t namarti na[t n. ??ToRtodt lon gdgonen, fina
plhrvy_t Jhytn4p toR kur oudi tol3 prof}tou, Ifgontow,
2gldoe, = pary@now \n gastr £jei ka tfjetai u¥ n, ka
kal@sousin t “noma a[tol? &Emmanou}l, \stin
meyermhneu menon, Mey =m n ye w. >*Diegerye wdt &lvs|f

p tof pnou, \po hsen gqw pros@tajen a[t! ggelow
kur ou: ka parglaben t|n guna ka a[toR, ®ka o[k
\g nvsken a[t]n £vw o jteken t n u¥ n a[tkw t n
prvt tokon: ka \kf£lesent “nomaal[toRélhsoflin.

TolR dt élhsol gennhy@ntow \n Bhyletm tEw &louda aw, \n

2 =m@raiw Hr dou toR basil@dvw, doe, mEgoi p
natol nparegfnontoe w leros luma, ? Iggontew, PoR \stin
texye w basilegw t n tlouda vn; E°’domen g r a[toR t n
stfra \n t_ natol_, ka lyomen proskuntsai a[t!.
3tAkorsaw dt Hr dhw basilegw \tar£xyh, ka p sa
leros luma met a[toR: “ka sunagagWn pEntaw togw
rxiere w ka grammate w toR laoR, \puny&neto par a[t n

1.18 g@nnhsiw = gdnesiw 1.24 Diegerye w=tEgerye w

118 g re 125 tnu¥ na[tewt nprvt tokon=
1.19 paradeigmat sai =deigmat sai u¥ n

1.20 Mari m=Mar an 2.3 Hr dhw basilegw= basilegw
1.22 toB kur ou=kur ou Hr dhw



KATA MATYAION

poR xrist wgenn tai. °O¥ dt e’pon a[t!, 4éEn Bhyletm tEw
tlouda aw: otitvw g r gdgraptai di toR prof}tou, °Ka sg
Bhyle@m, g€ tloeda, o[dam w \lax sth ¢” \n to w =gem sin
tloeda: \k so3 g r \jeleesetai =goemenow, stiwpoimane t n
la nmout nélsra}l. 'T te Hr dhw, 1£yra kal@saw togw
mAgouw, kr bvsen par a[t nt nxr non to fainom@nou
stgrow. 8Ka p@mcaw a[togw e w Bhyletm e pen, Poreuy@ntew
krib w \jet£sate per tofl paid ou: \p n dt elirhte,
pagge lat@ moi, pvwk gW \lyWn proskun}sv a[t!. °0¥dt
koesantew toR basilgvw \poreeyhsan: ka doe, st}r, &n
e’don\nt_ natol_, proGgen a[toew, £vw \lyWn jsth \p&nv
0 “nt paidon. P¢d ntewdt t n stdra, \x£rhsan xar n
megElhn sf dra. *ka \ly ntew ew t|n o k an, e’don t
paid on met Mar aw tE&w mhtr w a[tol3, ka pes ntew
prosekenhsan a[t!, ka no jantew togw yhsaurogw a[t n
pros}negkan a[t! d ra, xrus n ka I banon ka smernan.
12Ka xrhmatisy@ntewkat “narm| nakZmcaipr w Hr dhn,
di Ilhw doR nexQrhsane wt|nxQrana[t n.

BgAnaxvrhsEntvn dt a[t n, doe, ggelow kur ou
fa netai kat “nar t! §lvs}f, 1dgvn, tEgerye w parklabe t
paid onka t|nmhtdraa[toR, ka feRge e wA’gupton, ka °syi
\ke £vw "ne’pv so :m@lleig r Hr dhwzhte nt paid on,
toR polgsaia[t . ** Odt\gerye wparglabent paid onka
t|nmhtdra a[toR nukt w,ka nexQrhsene wA°gupton, *ka
“n\ke £vw tEwteleutEw Hr dou: finaplhrvy_t Jhytn 4p
tol3 kur oudi toR prof}tou, 18gontow, éEJ A geptou \kElesa
t nu¥ nmou. ®T te Hr dhw, dWn ti\nepa xyh4p t n
mEgvn, \yumQyh 1 an, ka poste law ne len p&ntaw togw
pa daw togw \n Bhyletmka \np sintow r oiwa[tE&w, p
dietoRw ka katvtgrv, kat t nxr non &n kr bvsen par
t n mkgvn. YT te \plhrQyh t Jhytn 4p &lerem ou toR
prof}tou, 10gontow, ¥Fvn] \n Ram  komsyh, yrEnow ka
klauym w ka durm w polew, Rax]l kla ousa t tgkna
a[ttw, ka o[k yelen paraklhyEnai, ti o[k e s n.

25 e’pon=e’pan 2.15 toRkur ou=kur ou
2.8 krib w\jet£sate o \jet£sate 217 4p =di
krib w 2.18 yrEnowka =

29 jsthe\stkyh

25-218
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KATA MATYAION

P Teleut}santow dt toR Hr dou, doe, ggelow kur ou kat
“nar fa netai t! &lvs|f \n A gept , 2 1ggvn, &Egerye w
parflabe t paid on ka t]n mhtfra a[toR3, ka porexoue w
g€n &lsra}l: teyn}kasin g r o¥ zhtontew t]n cux|n tof
paid ou. O dt \gerye w par@laben t paid on ka t|n
mhtdra a[toR, ka “lyene wgEn élsra}l. ??¢Akoesaw dt ti
(Arx@laow basilecei \p tE&w élouda aw nt Hr dou toR
patr w aJtoR, \fob}yh \ke pelye n: xrhmatisye w dt kat
“nar, nexQrhsenewt mdrh tEw Galila aw, °ka \lywWn
kat khsenewp lin legomdnhn Nazargt: pwvw plhrvy_t

Jhytndi t nprofht n, tiNazvra owklhy}setai.

§En dt ta w =m@raiw \ke naiw parag netai &lvAnnhw
baptist}w, khressvn \n t_ \r}m tEw tlouda aw, *ka
Idgvn, Metanoe te: ggiken g r = basilea t n o[ran n.
30 tow gkr \stin Jhyew #p ¢&Hsa ou toR prof}tou,
Idgontow, Fvn] bo ntow\n t_\r}m , Etoim£sate tjn d n

kur ou: e[ye aw poie te t w tr bouw a[toR. *A[t w dt
glvEnnhw e"xen t jnduma a[toR p trix n kam}lou, ka
zQnhn dermat nhn per t]n sfena[toR: =dt trof] a[tol? “n
kr dew ka m@li grion. °T te \jeporezeto pr w a[t n
leros lumaka p sa=tlouda aka p sa=per xvrow tol3
tlordEnou: ®ka \bapt zonto \n t! tlord&n+ #p a[toR,
\jomologozmenoi t wamart awa[t n. “&ldWn dt pollogwt n
Farisa vn ka Saddouka vn \rxom@nouw \p t bAptisma
a[toR, e’pen a[to w, Genn}mata \xidn n, t w ¥p@deijen 4m n
fuge n p tGwmelloeshw rgGw; 8 Poi}sateo{nkarp n jion
tEw metano aw: °ka m] d jhte 1@gein \n eauto w, Patdra
ixomen t nétAbrakm: I0gvg r4mn, tidenatai ye w\kt n
I yvn toetvn \ge rai tgkna t! tAbrakm. *°*Hdh dt ka =
Jnhpr wtln] zant nd@dndrvnke tai: p no{nd?dndronm]
poioBn karp n kal n \kk ptetai ka e w pRr bElletai.
L4EgW mkn bapt zv #m w\n tdati e w metEnoian: dt p sv
mou \rx menow sxur ter wmou\stn,o o[kem ¥kan wt

2.19 kat “nar fa netai = fa netai 32 ka ="ka-
kat “nar 33 #p =di
221 “lyence sElyen 3.4 aftoR “n=“na[toR
222 \p = 3.6 4p =potam! #p
2.22  Hr doutof} patr wa[toR = toR 310 ka ===
patr wa[tof? HrQdou 3.11 bapt zvi4m we=dm wbapt zv



KATA MATYAION

+pod}mata bastksai: a[t w4m wbapt sei \n pnezmati ag

20 t pteon\nt_xeir a[toR, ka diakayarie t|n lvna

a[toR, ka sunkjeit ns tona[toRewt|n poy}khn, t dt
xuron katakacesei pur sb@st .

13T te parag netai &lhsoRw p tEw Galila aw\p t n
tlordEnhn pr w t n &lvEnnhn, tol3 baptisyEnai 4p a[tol.
140 dt &lvEnnhw diekQluen a[t n, 1ggvn, éEgW xre an jxv 4p
sol} baptisyEnai, ka sg jrx+ pr wme; ®éApokriye w dt
tthsolRw e’pen pr wa[t n, *Afew rti: olitvwg r pr@pon \st n
=m n plhr sai p san dikaiosenhn. T te f hsin a[t n.
8Ka baptisyew &lhsoBw ngbhe[ysw p toR tdatow: ka
doe, ne xyhsan a[t! o¥o[rano, ka e'dent pnelBma toR
yeol3 kataba non gse perister n ka \rx menon \p a[t n.
"Ka doe, fvn] \kt no[ran n, Ifgousa, O t w\stin u¥ w
mou gapht w,\n>e[d khsa.

T te élhsolBw n}xyhe wt]n jrhmon 4p tol pneematow,
4 peirasyEnai #p toR diab lou. 2Ka nhsteesaw =mgraw
tessarikonta ka nektaw tessar£konta, tisteron \pe nasen.
$Ka proselyWn a[t! peir£zvne'pen, E u¥ we  toR yeoR,
e pt fina o¥ 1 yoi o toi rtoi gdnvntai. 4 O dt pokriye w
e'pen, G@graptai, O[k\p rt m n z}setai nyrvpow, 11
\p pant ]}mati \kporeuomgn di st matow yeoR. °T te
paralambZnei a[t n di&bolow e w tjn ag an p lin, ka
fisthsina[t n\p t pteregion toR ¥eroR, ®ka Idgei a[t!, E
u¥ we” tol3 yeol3, bAle seaut n kEtv: gdgraptaig r tiTow
gg@loiw aftolR \ntele tai per soB, ka \p xeir n roRsn
se, m}pote prosk c+wpr wl yont np dasoB. "*Efha[t!
¢lhsolRw, PELin gdgraptai, O[k \kpeir£seiw keriont nye n
sou. 8 PElin paralambknei a[t n difbolowe w*“row¥chl n
I an,ka de knusina[t! pksawt wbasile awtoR k smou ka
tInd jan a[t n, °ka Idgei a[t!, Takta pZnta soi dQsv,

311 ag =ag ka pur tessar/kkonta = tesser/kkonta
3.16 Ka baptisye w=Baptisye wdt ka nektaw tesserfkonta
3.16 n@bhe[yswe=e[ysw ndbh 43 a[t! peirkzvne'pen=
3.16 ne xyhsana[t! = ne xyhsan peirkzvne’'pena[t!
ra[t!- 44 nyrvpow=  nyrvpow
3.16 t pnefmatofl’ ="t ~pnelma "toR~ 45 fisthsin=jsthsen
3.16 ka \rx menon="ka ~\rx menon 49  10gei=e’pen
4.2 tessarkkontaka nektaw 4.9  pkntasoi = soi pnta

312 -49
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KATA MATYAION

\ n pesWn proskun}s+w moi. 1°T te ldgei a[t! &lhsoRw,
%Upage p sv mou, Satan : gdgraptai gk£r, Keriont nye n
sou proskun}seiw, ka a[t!m n latreeseiw. ' T te F hsin
a[t n dikbolow: ka doe, ggeloiprosElyonka dihk noun
a[tr!.

2¢Akoesaw dt  &lhsoBw ti &lvEnnhw pared yh,
nexQrhsen e w t|n Galila an: ¥ka katalipWn t|n
Nazardt, \lyWn kat khsen e w Kapernaogm t|n
parayalass an, \n r oiw ZaboulWn ka Nefyale m: “*fina
plhrvy_t Jhytndi &Hsa ou toR prof}tou, Idgontow, 1°GE
ZaboulWn ka g€ Nefyalem, d n yal&sshw, pdran tof3
tlordZnou, Galilaat n\yn n, * law kay}menow \n
sk teie’den ¥ wmdga, ka to w kayhm@noiw \n xQr ka ski
yanktou, ¥ w n@teilena[to w.

T¢Ap t te rjato  &lhsoRw khressein ka 1dgein,
Metanoe te: ggikeng r=basileat no[ran n.

18Peripat ndtpar t|nyZ£lassan tEwGalila aw e den
deo delfoew, S mvnat nleg menon P@tron, ka éAndrfant n
delf na[toR, bEllontaw mf blhstrone wt]ny£lassan:
‘sang r aliew. °Ka I@gei a[to w, DeRte p sv mou, ka
poi}sv #m waliew nyrQpvn. 2°0¥% dt e[ydvw f@ntew t
d ktua koloryhsan a[t!. 2 Ka prob w \ke yen, e'den
Ilouw deo delfoew, &l&kvbon t n to3 Zebeda ou ka
¢lvEnnhnt n delf na[to, \nt! plo met Zebeda ou toR
patr wa[t n, katart zontawt d ktua a[t n: ka \kElesen
a[toew. 220¥ dt e[yfvw Ffdntew t plo on ka t n patdra
a[t n koloryhsana[t!.

2Ka peri€gen Ihnt|nGalila an &lhsoRw, didEskvn \n
ta w sunagvga w aft n, ka khressvn t e[aggflion t&w
basile aw, ka yerapeevnp sann sonka p sanmalak an
\nt! lal. *Ka pCGlyen= ko] a[toRew Ihnt|nSur an:
ka pros}negkan a[t! pEntaw togw kak w jxontaw, poik laiw

410 psvmou= 4.15 Nefyale m=Nefyal m

412 ilhsolw= 416 e'denf w=f we'den

4.13 Nazarft =Nazar 423 Ihnt|nGalila an &lhsolRw=
4.13 Kapernaogm = Kafarnaogm \n I+t_cGalila

4.13 Nefyale maNefyal m



KATA MATYAION

n soiw ka basZnoiw sunexom@nouw, ka daimonizom@nouw, ka
selhniazom@gnouw, ka paralutikoew: ka \yerEpeusen
aftoew. ®Ka koloeyhsan a[t! “xloi pollo p tEw
Galila aw ka Dekap levw ka lerosolemvn ka élouda aw
ka p@ran tof3 élordAnou.

5 §ldWn dt togw “xlouw, ngbhewt “row: ka kay santow
a[toB, prosElyon a[t! o¥ mayhta a[toR: 2ka no jaw
t st maa[tol3, \d dasken a[toew, 18gvn,

3MakErioi o¥ ptvxo t! pneemati: ti a[t n \stin =
basile at no[ran n.

4 MakErioi 0¥ penyolRntew: tia[to paraklhy}sontai.
SMakErioio¥pr ew: tia[to klhronom}sousint|ngEn.

®MakErioi o¥ pein ntewka dic ntewt|ndikaiosenhn: ti
a[to xortasy}sontai.

"Mak£rioi o¥ \le}monew: tia[to \lehy}sontai.

8 MakE£rioi o¥ kayaro t_kard : tia[to t nyen
“contai.

"MakErioi o¥ e rhnopoio : ti a[to u¥o yeoR
klhy}sontai.

10 MakErioi o¥ dedivgmgnoi £neken dikaiosenhw: tia[t n
\stin=basile at no[ran n.

1'MakE&rio \ste, tan neid svsin#m wka diQjvsin, ka
e’pvsin p n ponhr n JEma kay 4m n ceud menoi, £neken
\moR. ?Xa reteka galli sye, ti misy w4m npolgw\n
towo[rano w: otitvw g r \d vjan togw prof}taw togw pr
4m n.

13 Umew\stet lawtGwgEw:\ ndtt lawmvrany ,\n

t ni alisy}setai; E wo[dkn sxeei jti,e m| blhyEnai jjv ka

katapate syai#p t n nyrQpwvn. * Ume w\stet F w toR

k smou: o[ denatai p liw krubEnai \p£nv “rouw keim@nh:

15o[dt ka ousin lexnon ka tiygasin a[t n4p t nm dion,
Il \p t|n luxn an, ka 1&mpei p sintow\nt_ oKk

4.24 ka daimonizom@nouw ="ka ~ 511 JEma=
daimonizom@nouw 5.11 ceud menoi ="ceud menoi-~
5.1 prosElyon=prosElyan 5.13 blhyCGnai jjvka =blhytnjjv

4.25 -5.15
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KATA MATYAION

%0ttvw lamcktv t £ wdm n jmprosyen t n nyrQpwvn,
pvw °dvsin4m nt kal jrga, ka dojEsvsint npatfra
4m nt n\nto wo[rano w.

M| nom shte ti “lyon katalBsai t n n mon K togw
prof}taw: o[k “lyonkatalBsai Il plhr sai. ®Am|ng r
18gv 4m n, £vw "n par@ly+ o[ran wka =gE ta¢nfma
kera a o[ m| par@ly+ p tol3n mou, £vw "n pEnta gdnhtai.
P¥gow\ no{n les+mant n\ntol ntoetvnt n\lax stvn,
ka didgj+ olatvw togw nyrQpouw, \1£xistow klhy}setai \n
t_basile t no[ran n:&wd "npoi}s+ka didEj+, o tow
mggaw klhy}setai \n t_basile t no[ran n. Lfgvg r
+mn ti\ nm| perissees+ = dikaiosenh #m npleont n
grammatdvn ka Farisa vn, o[ m| e s@lyhte ew t|n
basile ant no[ran n.

2LiHkoesate ti\rrgyhtow rxa oiw, O[ foneeseiw: wd
"n fonees+, jnoxow jstai t_kr sei: 2\gwdt Iggv4mn tip w
rgiz menowt! delf! a[toRe kE jnoxow jstait_kr sei: dw
d "ne’p+t! delf! a[toR, Rakk, jnoxow jstait! sunedr
Bwd "ne’p+, Mvrd, jnoxow jstai e w t|n gdennan toR pur w.
234E no{nprosfdr+wt d r nsou\p t yusiast}rion, ka
\ke mnhsy w ti  delf wsou jxei ti kat soR, ?* few\ke
t d r nsou jmprosyen tofl yusiasthr ou, ka ipage, pr ton
diall£ghyit! delf! sou,ka t te\lyWnpr sferet d r n
sou. ®*|syie[no nt! ntid k sou taxe £vw toue \nt_
d! met af[tol3, m}potd separad! nt dikowt! krit_, ka
krit}w se parad! t! dphrft+, ka e w fulak]n blhy}s+.
26¢am|n 1ggv soi, o[ m] \j@ly+w \ke yen, £vw "n podlwt n
jsxaton kodr&nthn.

2gHkosate ti \rrgyh, O[ moixewseiw: 8\gW dt 1ggv
+mn, tip w blgpvnguna kapr wt \piyumEsaia[t|n dh
\mo xeusena[t|n\nt_kard a[toR. °E dt fyalm wsou
deji w skandal zei se, jjele aJt n ka bEle p soR:
sumf@rei gkr soifina p Ihtai¢nt nmel nsou ka m|] lon
t s mk soublhy ewggennan. ®¥Ka e =dejik sou xe r

5.20 =dikaiosenh4m n=4m n= 525 \nt_ d!'met a[toR =met a[toR
dikaiosenh \nt_ d!

522 ekEe 525 separad! t! ot!

523 ka \ke =k ke



KATA MATYAION

skandal zei se, jkkocon a[t|n ka bAle p sof3: sumfdrei
gkr soifina p Ihtai¢nt nmel nsou ka m|] lont s mk
sou blhy e wg@ennan. 3%4Errg@yh dt ti $Ow "n poles+ t|n
guna ka a[toR, d tv a[t_ post£sion: 32\gW dt Iggv 4m n,
ti 8w "n  poles+ t|n guna ka a[toR, parekt w I gou
porne aw, poie a[t]n moix syai: ka ®w\ n polelum@nhn
gam}s+moix tai.

BPELin  koesate ti \rrgyh tow rxa oiw, O[k
\piork}seiw, podQseiwdtt! kur togw rkouwsou: **\gW dt
10gv gm nm|] m sai lvw: m}te \n t! o[ran!, tiyr now
\st ntoB yeoR: ®¥m}te\nt_g_, tidpop di n\stint npod n
aftoRR: m}te ew leros luma, tip liw\stn toR megklou
basilgvw: ®¥m}te \nt_kefal _sou m s+w, tio[ denasai
m an tr xa leuk|n & mglainan poi€sai. ¥ *Estv dt 1 gow
4m n,na na,o0” o=:t dt periss n toetvn \k tol3 ponhrol3
\stin.

BiHkoesate ti \rrgyh, ¢0fyalm n nt FyalmoR, ka
d nta nt d ntow: *\gW dt 1ggv #m n m| ntistEnai t}
ponhr¥: 11 stiw se Jap sei \p t|n deji n "siag na,’
strgcon a[t! ka t|n Ilhn: “ka t! yglont soi kriyEnai
ka t nxit n£sou labe n, fewa[t! ka t ¥mEtion: *ka
stiw se ggareesei m lion £n, tipage met a[toR deo. #T1!
a tolint sed dou: ka t ny@dlonta p soR dane sasyai m]
postraf _w.

#3gHkowsate ti \rrgyh, éAgap}seiw t n plhs on sou, ka
mis}seiw t n\xyr nsou: *\gW dt 1ggv 4m n, tAgap te togw
\xyrogw 4m n, e[ loge te togw katarvmgnouw ¥m w, kal w
poie te to w miso3sin 4m w, ka proseexesye #ptr t n
\phreaz ntvndm w,ka divk ntvndm w: *° pwvwg@nhsye u¥o
toR patr w4m ntoB \n "tow' o[ranow, tit n%liona[toR

nat@llei \p ponhrogwka gayoew, ka br@xei \p dika ouw

5.30 blhy_e wgfennan =e wgfennan 5.39 str@icon ="sou-~ str@con
paly+ 5.42 ddou=d w

531 tim 5.42 dane sasyai =dan sasyai
532 &w"n poles+ap w polevn 5.44 e[ loge te togw katarvmdnouw
5.32 moix syai=moixeuyEnai 4m wkal wpoie teto wmisoRsin
5.36 K m@lainan poiCsai = poiEsai k m we

m@lainan 5.44 \phreaz ntvnim wka =
5.39 Jap sei\p =]ap zeiew 545 towm

5.31 - 545

sou siag na



5.46 - 6.12

KATA MATYAION

ka dkouw. “®4E ng r gap}shte togw gap ntaw #m w,
t na misy n jxete; O[x ka o¥ tel nait a[t poioBsin;
4"Ka \ n spkshsye togw T louw #m nm non, t periss n
poie te; O[x ka o¥ tel nai olitvw poioRsin; “¢*Esesye o{n
+me w t@leioi, Ysper patjr4m n \ntowo[rano wtdlei w
\stin.

6 Pros@xete t]n \lehmosenhn 4m n m] poie n jmprosyen
t n nyrQpvn, pr wt yeayEnai a[tow: e dt m}ge,
misy no[k jxete par t! patr ¥m nt!\nto wo[rano w.

20tan ofn poi_w \lehmosenhn, m| salp s+w jmprosygn
sou, ¥sper o¥ dpokrita poioRsin \n ta w sunagvga w ka \n
ta wJemaiw, pvwdojasy sind4p t n nyrQpvn: m|n Idgv
dm n, p@xousin t n misy n a[t n. *SoR dt poioRntow
\lehmosenhn, m| gnQtv = risterk sou t poie =dejik sou,
4 pvw sou =\lehmosenh \n t! krupt!: ka pat}r sou
bIgpvn\nt! krupt! att w podQsei soi\nt! Faner!.

SKa tan proseex+, o[k js+ ¥sper o¥ ¥pokrita, ti
filoRsin\n ta wsunagvga wka \nta wgvn aiwt nplatei n
est tew proseexesyai, pwvw "n fan sin tow nyrQpoiw:

min 1ggv4m n ti p@xousint nmisy na[t n. Sgdg, tan
proseex+, e’selyee wt tamie nsou, ka kle sawt|nyeran
sou, pr seujait! patr sout! \nt! krupt!:ka pat}rsou

bldpvn \n t! krupt! podQsei soi \n t! fanerl!.
"Proseux menoi dt m|] battolog}shte, ¥sper o¥ \yniko :
dokoBsing r ti\nt_ polulog a[t ne sakousy}sontai.
M| o{n moivyEte a[tow:0’deng r pat|r4m n@nxre an
ixete, pr toR 4m wa tEsai a[t n. °Otvw o{n proseexesye
4me w: PEter =m n \n to wo[rano w, agiasy}tv t “nomk
sou: ©\lygtv = basile a sou: genhy}tv t yglhmZ sou, qw\n
o[ran!, ka \p tEwgEw: 't n rton=m nt n\pioesiond w
=m n s}meron: ka few=mnt Feil}mata=m n, quka

5.47 f louw= delfoaw 6.5 proseex+ o[k js+ ¥sper a
5.47 tel naiolitvw=\yniko t aft proseexhsye o[k jsesye qw
5.48 Ysperaqw 65 "nmo
5.48 \ntowo[rano we=o[rAniow 6.5 ti pPxousin= p@xousin
6.1  t]n\lehmosenhn ="dt~t|n 6.6 tamie notame n
dikaiostenhn 6.6 \nt! faner! =
6.1 m}geam}ge 6.7 battolog}shte =battalog}shte
64 attwe 6.10 tEwe
6.4 \nt! faner! =

10



KATA MATYAION

=mew Fementow Feilftaiw=m n: ¥ka m] e senfgk+w=m w
ewpeirasm n, Il 7JBRsai=m w p tolR ponhrof. %Oti sof}
\stin = basile a ka =denamiwka =d jaewtoBwa naw.
SAmn. 4E ng r TFCEte tow nyrQpoiw t paraptQmata
a[t n, f}seika mn pat]r4m n o[r&niow: ®\ ndtm|

TEte tow nyrQpoiwt paraptQmata a[t n, o[dt pat]r
m n f}seit paraptQmatadm n.

ByOtan dt nhsteehte, m| g nesye ¥sper o¥ #pokrita
skuyrvpo : fan zousin g r t pr svpa a[t n, pww
fan sin tow nyrQpoiw nhsteeontew: m|n Iggv dmn ti

poxousin t nmisy na[t n. ¥Sg dt nhsteevn leica sou
t]n kefal}n, ka t pr svp nsoun cai, ¥ pvwm| fan_w
tow nyrQpoiwnhsteevn, Il t! patr sout! \nt! krupt!:
ka pat}rsou blgpvn\nt! krupt! podQsei soi.

M| yhsaur zete m n yhsaurogw \p tEw gEw, pou s|w
ka br siw fan zei, ka pou klgptai dioressousin ka
klgptousin: 2°yhsaur zete dt 4m n yhsaurogw \n o[ran?!,

pou o=te s|w o=te br siw fFan zei, ka pou klgptai o[
dioressousin o[dt kl@ptousin. #*%Opou g&r \stin

yhsaur w#m n, \ke jstai ka =kard a#m n. 22 O lexnow
toR sQmat w \stin fyalm w: \ n ofn fyalm w sou
aploRw , lont s m& sou Fvtein n jstai: 22\ ndt

fyalm wsou ponhr w , lont s mE sou skotein n jstai.
E ofnt fwt \nso sk tow\stn, t sk towp son;
240[de w denatai dus n kur oiw doulexein: § g r t n £na
mis}sei, ka t n£fteron gap}sei: hen w ny@jetai, ka tof3
etdrou katafron}sei. O[ denasye ye! doulexein ka mamvn .
2Di  toRto 1ggv 4m n, m| merimn tet_cux_4m n, t FEghte
ka t p hte: mhdk t? sQmati 4m n, t \ndeshsye. O[x = cux]
ple n \stin tE&w trofEw, ka t s ma toRl \ndematow;
gEmbIgcatee wt petein toR o[ranoRB, ti o[ spe rousin,
o[dt yer zousin, o[dt sunkgousine w poy}kaw, ka pat]r

6.12 femen= f}kamen 6.18 krupt! podQsei=krufa
6.13 %Oti soR \stin=basile aka = podQsei

denamiwnka =d jae wtolw 6.21 4m n\ke =sou\ke

a nawéAm}ine 6.21 kard a4m n=kard asou
6.15 t paraptQmataa[t n= 6.22 of{n =ofn
6.16 VYsperoqw 622 =
6.16 tio 6.25 ka t phtea™it p hte~

6.18 krupt! ka =krufa ka
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6.27-7.9

KATA MATYAION

+m n  o[r&niow trgfei a[tk: o[x 4me wm Ilon diaf@rete
a[t n; T wdt\j4m nmerimn ndenatai prosye nai\p t|n
=lik an a[toR pExun £na; 2 Ka per \ndematow t merimn te;
Katamkyete t kr natofR groB,p wal[j&nei: o[ kopi , o[dt
n}yei: 2 1ggv dt #m n ti o[dt SolomWn\npEs+t_d j+a[toR
periebZleto qw ¢n toetvn. °E dt t n x rton toR groR,
s}meron “nta, ka aerion e w kI banon ball menon, vye w
olitvw mFignnusin, o[ poll! m 1lon 4m w, [lig pistoi;
SIM] of{n merimn}shte, I@gontew, T FEgvmen, t p vmen, t
peribalQmeya; ¥?Pknta g r talta t jynh \pizhte : o’den
g r pat]jrdm n o[rE£niow ti xr8zete toetvn apgntvn.
3Zhte te dt pr ton t]|n basile an toB yeoR ka t|n
dikaiosenhn a[toR, ka taflta pAnta prostey}setai 4m n.
3M] o{n merimn}shte ew t|n aerion: = g r aerion
merimn}sei t eautCw.éArket nt_=mdr =kak aa[tEw.

M| kr nete, fina m] kriyEte: 2\n > g r kr mati kr nete,

kriy}sesye: ka \n>mgtr metre te, metrhy}setai 4m n.
3T diblgpeiwt k&rfowt \nt! fyalm! to? delfoR sou,
tindt\nt?! s! fyalm! dok no[ katanoe w; *(Hp w\rew
t! delf! sou, *Afew \kbElv t kErfow p tol FfyalmoR
sou: ka doe, = dok w\n t! fyalm! sou; ° Upokritk,
ikbale pr ton t]n dok n \k to3 fyalmol3 sou, ka t te
diablgceiw\kbale nt kErfow\k toR fyalmoR toR delfoR
sou.

®M] d te t gion tow kus n: mhdt bElhte togw
margar taw 4m n jmprosyen t n xo rvn, m}pote
katapat}svsin a[togw \n to w pos na[t n, ka straffntew
Trivsindm w.

"A te te, ka doy}setai #mn: zhte te, ka edr}sete:
krozete, ka noig}setaidmn. 8P wg r at n lamb/nei,
ka zht nedr skei, ka t! krozonti noig}setai. (H tw
\stin\j 4m n nyrvpow,n\ na t}s+ u¥ wa[toR rton, m|

6.28 a[jAneio[ kopi~ o[dt n}yei= 7.4 p =\k
a[jAnousino[ kopi sino[dt 75 t|ndok n\ktoR fyalmoR sou=
n}yousin \k toR fyalmoR sout|ndok n
6.32 \pizhte =\pizhtof3sin 7.6 katapat}svsin=
6.33 toB yeoR ="tof} yeol3~ katapat}sousin
634 t = 79 \ nat}stea t}sei
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KATA MATYAION

I yon \pidQsei a[t!; *®Ka \ n xysn a t}s+, m|] “Fin
\pidQsei a[t!; *E of{n #me w, ponhro “ntew, o’date d mata
gay did naito wtdknoiwdm n,p s m llon pat]r4m n
\n to wo[rano wdQsei gay towa toRsina[t n; ?PZnta
o{n sa "ny@glhte fina poi sin4mno¥ nyrvpoi, olitvw ka
+me wpoie tea[to w: 0 towgkr \stin n mowka o¥profttai.

13E sglyetedi tEwstenEwpelhw: tiplate a=paelh, ka
e[rexvrow= d w= pkgousaewt|n pQleian, ka pollo
e sin o¥ e serx menoi di a[tEw: *t sten]| = pelh, ka
teylimm@nh= d w= pkgousae wt|nzv}n,ka 1 goie s no¥
edr skontewa[t}n.

B Prosgxetedt p t nceudoprofht n, ofitinew jrxontai
pr w4m w\n \ndemasin probEtvn, jsvyen d@ e sin lekoi
rpagew. 1%8Ap t nkarp na[t n\pignQsesye a[toew: m}ti
sullfgousin p kany nstaful}n, § p trib Ivn sBka;
7oftvw p n dondron gay n karpogw kalogw poie : t dt
sapr n dgndron karpogw ponhrogw poie . O[ denatai
ddndron gay n karpogw ponhrogw poie n, o[dt d@ndron
sapr n karpogw kalogw poie n. P n d@ndron m| poioRn
karp nkal n\kk ptetaika e wpRrbElletai. ®*Arage p
t nkarp na[t n\pignQsesye a[toew. 220[p w 1@gvn moi,
Kerie, kerie, e selexsetai e w t]n basile ant no[ran n:
11 poi nt y@lhma toR patr w mou tof? \n o[rano w.
2pPollo \roRs nmoi\n\ke n+t_=mdr , Kerie, kerie, o t!
s! n mati proefhteesamen, ka t! s! n mati daim nia
\jebElomen, ka t! s n mati dun&meiw poll w\poi}samen;
2Ka t te molog}sv a[tow ti O[ddpote jgnvn #m w:
poxvre te p \moR o¥ \rgaz menoi tjn nom an. P wo{n
stiw koeei mou togw I gouw toetouw ka poie a[toew,
moiQsv a[t n ndr fronm , stiw kod mhsent]no k an
a[toR \p t|n pftran: ®ka katgbh = brox|] ka *lyon o¥
potamo ka jpneusan 0¥ nemoi, ka pros@peson t_ o k

710 Ka \ n xygna t}s+a(Hka 7.22 proefhteesamen =

Xyen a t}sei \profhteeksamen
712 "ne\n 7.24 moiQsva[t n= moivy}setai
7.13 E s@lyeteoE sflyate 7.24 tIno k ana[toR=a[toR t|n
715 dt p = p ok an
7.16 staful}nostaful w 7.25 pros@peson =prosfgpesan

7.21 o[ranoweto wo[ranow
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7.26 - 8.11

KATA MATYAION

\ke n+, ka o[k jpesen: teyemel vtog r\p t|npftran. ®Ka
p w koevn mou togw I gouw toetouw ka m| poi n a[tocw,
moivy}setai ndr mvrl!, stiw kod mhsen t|jn o k an
a[toB \p t|n mmon: ?’ka kat@bh = brox| ka “lyon o¥
potamo ka jpneusan 0¥ nemoi, ka pros@kocan t_ o k
\ke n+,ka jpesen:ka “n=pt siwa[tEwmegklh.

28Ka \gfneto te sunetdlesen &lhsoRw togw 1 gouw
toetouw, \jepl}ssonto o¥ “xloi \p t_didax_a[toR: ®°“ng r
didEskvn a[togw qw\jous an jxvn, ka o[x gwo¥grammate w.

KatabZnti dt a[t! p toB “rouw, koloryhsan a[t!
8 “xloi pollo : 2ka doc, lepr w\lyWn prosekenei a[t!,
I8gvn, Kerie, \ n ygl+w, denasa me kayar sai. ®Ka
\kte naw t]n xe ra, hcato a[to ¢&lhsoBw, 1dgvn, Y@lv,
kayar syhti. Ka e[ydvw \kayar syh a[toR = Igpra. *Ka
I0gei a[t! é&lhsoRw, %Oramhden e’p+w: 11 ftpage, seaut n
de jont! Yere ,ka pros@negket d ron® prosgtajen MvseEw,
e wmarterion a[to w.

SE sely nti dt a[t! e w Kapernaoem, prosElyen a[t!
ekat ntarxow parakal na[t n, ®ka Idgvn, Kerie, paw
mou bgblhtai\nt_o k paralutik w, dein wbasaniz menow.
"Ka Iggei a[t! t&lhsoBw, 4&EgW \lyWn yerapeesv a[t n.
8Ka pokriye w ekat ntarxow jfh, Kerie, o[k e m ¥kan w
finamou 4p t]n stdghne s@ly+w: Il mnoneptl g , ka
ay}setai pawmou. °Ka g r \gW nyrvp we mi ¥p
\jous an, jxvn 4p \maut n stratiQtaw: ka 1dgv toet ,
Poreryhti, ka porexetai: ka Il ,*Erxou, ka jrxetai: ka
t! doel mou, Po hson toRto, ka poie . °éAkorsaw dt
tlhsolRw \yaemasen, ka e"pen to w kolouyof3sin, ¢Am|n 18gv
4m n, o[dt \n t! élsra]l tosaethn p stine ron. ' Ldgv dt
4mn, ti pollo p natol nka dusm n fjousin, ka

nakliy}sontai met ¢Abra mka &lsa k ka élakWb \n t_

7.26 t]nok ana[to =a[toR t|n 8.4 MvsEwiaMv sEw

okan 85 Esely ntidta[t! =
7.28 sunet@lesen =\tdlesen E sely ntowdt a[toR
7.29 grammate we=grammate waf[t n 8.5  Kapernaoem = Kafarnaogm
8.1 KatabAntidta[t! = 8.7 4lhsolw =

KatabZntow dt a[tol3 8.10 o[dt\nt!tlsra]l tosacthn
8.2 \lyWnaproselyWn p stinapar o[den tosaethn
8.3 glhsoRw = p stin\nt!éisrall
8.4  pros@negke = pros@negkon
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KATA MATYAION

basile t n o[ran n: Y2o¥ dt u¥o tEw basile aw
\kblhy}sontai ew t sk tow t \jQteron: \ke jstai
klauym wka brugm wt n d ntvn. ¥Ka e’pen &lhsoRwt!
ekatont£rx+, %Upage, ka gw \p steusaw genhy}tv soi. Ka
Eyh pawa[toB\nt_¥%r \ke n+.

4Ka \lywn ¢&lhsoRwe w t|n o k an P@trou, e'den t|n
penyer n a[toR beblhmgnhn ka pur@ssousan, ®ka fcato
tEwxeir wa[tEw, ka TEkena[t|n puret w:ka gfryh, ka
dihk nei a[t!. ®40c aw dt genom@nhw pros}negkan a[t!
daimonizom@nouw pol loew: ka \j@balent pnezmatal g ,
ka pEntawtogwkak w jxontaw\yer&peusen: ¥’ pwvwplhrvy
t Jhyktn di ¢Hsa ou toB prof}tou, 1fgontow, A[t wt w

syene aw=m njlaben, ka t wn souw\bEstasen.

BaldWn dt  &lhsoRw pol logw “xlouw per a[t n, \kgleusen
pelye newt pdran. **Ka proselyWn e« grammategw e pen
a[t?, Didkskale, kolouy}sv soi pou\ n pdrx+. 2°Ka
I0gei a[t! é&lhsollw, A¥ 1Qpekew FvIleogw jxousin, ka t
petein toR o[ranol kataskhnQseiw: dt u¥ wtofl nyrQpou
o[k jxei poB t|n kefal |n kI n+. 2*%Eterow dt t n mayht n
a[tol3 e'pen a[t!, Kerie, \p trec nmoi pr ton pelye nka
yEcait npat@ramou. %> O dt élhsoRwe pen a[t!, éAkolowyei
moi, ka few togw nekrogw y£cai togw eaut nnekrocew.

22Ka \mb&nti a[t! ewt ploon, koloryhsan a[t! o¥
mayhta a[toB. *Ka do, seism w m@gaw \gdneto \n t_
yalkss+, ¥ste t plo on kaleptesyai 4p t n kumktvn:
a[t wdt \kEyeuden. ®Ka prosely ntew o¥ mayhta geiran
a[t n, Iggontew, Kerie,s son=m w, pollemeya. ®’Ka Idgei
aftow, T deilo \ste, lig pistoi; T te \gerye w \pet mhsen
tow n@Pmoiw ka t_ yalkss+, ka \gfneto gal}nh meg£lh.
2fo¥ dt  nyrvpoi \yaemasan, I@gontew, Potap w\stino tow,
tika o¥ nemoi ka =yklassadpakorousina[t!;

8.13 ka qwe=qw 8.25 o¥mayhta =

8.13 a[toR ="a[toR~ 825 =m w=

8.18 pollogw “xlouw="“xlon 8.27 4pakorousina[t! =a[t!
8.21 a[toR ="a[toR~ 4pakoceousin

8.22 e’pen = 10gei
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8.28- 9.8

etV

soi

KATA MATYAION

2Kai \ly onti aft! e fw to péan etw t/nxQran ton
Geageshnbn, gp}inthsan aft! ddo daimonizémenoi \k tdn
mnhmign \ je rx 6meoi, xale poi lian, 96te m| fsxdein tina
parely eindia téw 'do( \keinhw 2°kai tdou, krajan 1é gontew,
Ti =minkai soi, &so0 u¥e tol wo(l;)Hly ew @e pro kairoQ
basanisai =maw*)Hn dé makran "p a[tén "gé lh x oirvn
pollén boskoménh. 31 0¥ dé daimomepmrekéaloun afton,
Ié gontew, B \kballe iw =méawpitre con =min "pdy eTnefw|n
"gélhn tdn xoirvn. %?Kai eApe a[toiw, Upéagde. O¥
\jelydntew "pély on ew t|n "gdhn tdn x oirvn: kai fdou,
¥mhsen pasa = "gélh tén x oirvn kata toG krhmno@ efw t|n
yalassan, kai "péyanon\n toiwldasin. 330¥ dé boskonte
ifugon, kai "pely ontew g€w t|npdlin "p}gge ilan panta, kai
ta t 6n daimonizomévn. **Kai fdou, pasa = poliw jely en ew
sunanthsin t! & Ihsol: kai dontev gton, pare kale san %opvw
méab_ "po tdn 'rivn afton.

Kai \mbaw etwotplo ion depérasenkai " ly en etw|n

tdian polin. 2Kai +dod, proséde ron a[t! paralutikon
\pi klinhw beblhménon: kai $dWn 'l1&solw t|n pistin a[tdn
eAper! paralutik!, Yarse i, téknon: "fé vntai soi a¥
amartiai sou. 3Kai fdod, tingv Hn grammatén eApon h
eautoiw, O—tow blasfhmé “4Kai "fdWh ' &hsolw taw
\nyum}seiva[ton e Ape, Yma ti sméw \nyumésye ponhra \n
taiw kardiaiw gmon; °Ti gar \stin e[kopQteron, efpén,
&Afévntai'sou' a¥amartiai: b etpén, *Egérai kai pe ripate i;
6oolnalé edétg %i \ jousian | xei’ u¥ow toliny rQpou \pi téw
géw “fiénai amartiaw S tote l1ége t! p aralutik! S
&Egeryei@rén sou t|n klinhn, kai #page éw ton 0Akon sou.
"Kai \gay eiw’pély en ew ©n oAkon a[to.8&ldontede o¥
axloi \ yaumasankai \ déjasan ton yednton dénta \jousian
toiadthn toiw "ny rQpoiw

8.28 \lyénti aft! - \lyéntow aftoli 91 to-S
8.28 Gergeshnon Gadarhnon 9.2 'févntai soi a¥ amartiai sou -
8.29 &lhsoll S “fientai sou a¥ a martiai
8.31 \pitrecon =min "pelyein- 9.3 eAponeApan
"poésteilon =maw 9.4  %lna - ¥nati
8.32 t|n "gélhn ton xoirvn - touw 9.4 gmeiwS
xofrouw 9.5 Afévntai - &ientai
8.32 tdnxoirvn kata - kata 9.5 *Egeirai- *Egeire
8.34 sunanthsin- gpanthsin 9.8 \yaumasan- \fob}yhsan
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