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Preface





 This is a commentary on all the textual variations presented in the sixth edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (UBS6). It covers every unit listed in the apparatus at the foot of the page, as well as readings in the text indicated by square brackets. Its aim is to describe the differing readings at each point, consider the evidence in support of each and explain why the form in the editorial text has been chosen. In many cases an indication is given of the reason the variation unit was selected for inclusion in the apparatus, be that its significance for translation, its theological implications, or the light it sheds on the textual transmission of the New Testament. Like the edition itself, this commentary is intended for an audience of translators, students and non-specialists. It is hoped that the English rendering of variants will also make it accessible to those with limited facility in New Testament Greek who encounter textual variation in footnotes in contemporary translations.

 This volume is a successor to both the Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament by Bruce M. Metzger (1971, 1994) and its adapted version for translators, the Textual Guide to the Greek New Testament by Roger L. Omanson (2006). Although it was written independently of these, in order to present a new guide based on current scholarship, the final text was compared with both in order to ensure full coverage in places where they overlap. Indications are also given of other publications which may be useful to those wishing to study a particular variant in more detail or to explore a differing interpretation of the data. However, it is beyond the scope of this commentary to offer a comprehensive guide to scholarship at each place of variation. An overview of the textual tradition of the New Testament and the principles of textual criticism is provided in the Introduction, along with information on the background to UBS6 and the creation of this commentary. Technical terms are also explained in a Glossary towards the end of the volume.

 I thank the German Bible Society for the invitation to write this book, and my colleagues on the Editorial Board of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament for entrusting me with this task and providing feedback on drafts. I am particularly grateful for Klaus Wachtel’s detailed engagement with the sections on the Acts of the Apostles and the Catholic Epistles. In addition, Tommy Wasserman generously shared his publications and offered comments on the entries for Mark, John, Acts, the Catholic Epistles and most of the Pauline Epistles, leading to numerous improvements in these books. Amy Myshrall gave helpful feedback on Galatians and Ephesians, and Elijah Hixson kindly provided me with copies of two other commentaries. Florian Voss (German Bible Society) was instrumental in enabling the production of the edition and this commentary to proceed in tandem and inform each other: it has been a pleasure to work with him and his care and attention have significantly improved this volume.

 The hybrid nature of the text of UBS6, described further in the Introduction, means that this book is neither a record of the committee’s discussions nor an endorsement of every reading adopted as the editorial text. The persistence of scholarly disagreement as to the form which is most likely to be the earliest at each place of variation should make for humility when providing an account of the development of the text. In offering a personal understanding of the current state of the evidence, I have tried to allow for the fact that the consideration of additional material and the application of new analytical techniques will lead to further changes and differences in successive editions of the Greek New Testament. In order to extend the utility of this volume, I therefore invite its users to bring to my attention any inaccuracies or updates which may be listed on a companion website (www.hughhoughton.uk/tcgnt). My hope is that, as with the edition itself, such collaboration may further improve the understanding of the nature of the New Testament text, its transmission through the centuries and its significance in each generation.

Birmingham

St Hugh’s Day, 2024







Abbreviations





 Abbreviations used only in the bibliography are indicated there in a separate list. Abbreviations of biblical books follow the SBL Handbook of Style. 


	
BDAG A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (Bauer, Danker, Arndt & Gingrich 2001)


	
CBGM Coherence-Based Genealogical Method


	
ECM Editio Critica Maior: ECM Mark (Strutwolf, Gäbel, Hüffmeier, Lakmann, Paulson & Wachtel 2021); ECM Acts ( Strutwolf, Gäbel, Hüffmeier, Mink & Wachtel 2017); ECM Catholic Epistles (Aland, Aland, Mink, Strutwolf & Wachtel 2013); ECM Revelation (Karrer, Müller, Sigismund, Strutwolf, Hüffmeier, Paulson et al. 2024); ECM Parallel Pericopes (Strutwolf & Wachtel, 2011)


	
GA Gregory-Aland (the standard system of numbers for Greek New Testament manuscripts)


	
IGNTP International Greek New Testament Project


	
INTF Institut für Neutestamentliche Textforschung


	
KJV King James Version


	
LXX Septuagint 


	
NA29 Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece, 29th edition (2026)


	
NASB New American Standard Bible


	
NIV New International Version


	
NRSVue New Revised Standard Version (updated edition)


	
SBLGNT The Greek New Testament: SBL Edition (Holmes 2010)


	
THGNT The Greek New Testament Produced at Tyndale House Cambridge (Jongkind & Williams 2017)


	
TS Teststelle(n) (test passage[s])


	
TuT Text und Textwert: TuT Matthew (Aland et al. 1999); TuT Mark (Aland et al. 1998); TuT Luke (Aland et al. 1999); TuT John (Aland & Wachtel 2005); TuT Acts (Aland et al. 1993); TuT Cath. (Aland et al. 1987); TuT Romans, 1 Cor., 2 Cor., Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, Thessalonians, TuT Hebrews, Pastorals (Aland et al. 1991); TuT Rev. (Lembke et al. 2017).


	
UBS1–6 The United Bible Societies Greek New Testament: first edition (1966); second edition (1968); third edition (1975); fourth edition (1994); fifth edition (2013); sixth edition (2025).










Apparatus Symbols






	
* First hand reading


	

        c
       Corrector


	

        1, 2, 3  Layers of correction, in sequence. 1 and 2 may also indicate the first and second occurrence of the same text within a single verse.


	
[ ] Square brackets indicate witnesses which offer partial support for the reading


	

        lem
       The lemma reading of a commentary


	

        mg
       Marginal reading


	

        ms
       One manuscript


	

        mss
       Manuscripts


	

        pt
       Part of the tradition


	

        supp
       Supplement, a later addition to a manuscript 


	

        txt
       The reading in the body of the manuscript 


	

        vid
       Ut videtur, what seems to be the reading


	

        v.r.
       Variant reading in the same manuscript


	
P Papyrus


	
f1 Family 1


	
f13 Family 13


	

        Byz
       Byzantine text


	

        Byz
        A
       Byzantine text in Andreas of Caesarea tradition (in Revelation)


	

        Byz
        K
       Byzantine text in Koine tradition (in Revelation)


	

        TR
       Textus Receptus


	

        Lect.
       Lectionaries


	
lat (vl, vg) Latin translations (Old Latin, Vulgate)


	
sy (c, s, f, p, ph, h) Syriac translations (Curetonian, Sinaitic, Sinai New Find, Peshitta, Philoxenian, Harklean)


	
co (sa, bo, mae, fa, ly, ac, pbo, cv, cw) Coptic translations (Sahidic, Bohairic, Middle Egyptian, Fayyumic, Lycopolitan, Achmimic, Proto-Bohairic, Dialect V, Middle Egyptian Fayyumic)


	
cpa Christian Palestinian Aramaic translation


	
eth Ethiopic translation


	
got Gothic translation










Principal Greek Manuscripts





 A full list of manuscripts is provided in the Introduction to UBS 6; those cited most frequently in the present volume or mentioned in the overviews are listed here for ease of reference. 

 The following abbreviations are used for the contents:  e–Gospels, a–Acts, c–Catholic Epistles, p–Pauline Epistles, r–Revelation. Dates are based on the online  Kurzgefasste Liste (see Introduction). 



	Siglum
	Name
	Contents
	Current Location
	Century
      


	
P4

	Papyrus 4
	e: Luke
	Paris
	III
      


	
P7

	Papyrus 7
	e: Luke
	Kyiv
	III/IV?
      


	
P9

	Papyrus 9
	c: 1 John
	Cambridge, MA
	III/IV
      


	
P11

	Papyrus 11
	p: 1 Cor.
	St Petersburg; Sinai
	VI
      


	
P13

	Papyrus 13
	p: Heb.
	London; Cairo
	III/IV
      


	
P20

	Papyrus 20
	c: James
	Princeton, NJ
	III
      


	
P23

	Papyrus 23
	c: James
	Urbana, IL
	early III
      


	
P33

	Papyrus 33
	a
	Vienna
	VI
      


	
P45

	Papyrus 45
	ea
	Dublin; Vienna
	III
      


	
P46

	Papyrus 46
	p
	Dublin; Ann Arbor, MI
	early III
      


	
P47

	Papyrus 47
	r
	Dublin
	late III
      


	
P51

	Papyrus 51
	p: Gal.
	Oxford
	early V
      


	
P52

	Papyrus 52
	e: John
	Manchester
	mid II or III
      


	
P60

	Papyrus 60
	e: John
	New York, NY
	VII
      


	
P61

	Papyrus 61
	p
	New York, NY
	early VIII
      


	
P64

	Papyrus 64
	e: Matt.
	Oxford; Montserrat (Spain)
	early III
      


	
P66

	Papyrus 66
	e: John
	Cologny; Dublin; Cologne
	early III or IV
      


	
P69

	Papyrus 69
	e: Luke
	Oxford
	III
      


	
P72

	Papyrus 73
	c: 12Peter, Jude
	Cologny; Vatican City
	III/IV
      


	
P74

	Papyrus 74
	ac
	Cologny
	VII
      


	
P75

	Papyrus 75
	e: Luke, John
	Vatican City
	early III or IV
      


	
P77

	Papyrus 77
	e: Matt.
	Oxford
	II/III
      


	
P84

	Papyrus 84
	e: Mark
	Leuven
	VI
      


	
P88

	Papyrus 88
	e: Mark
	Milan
	IV
      


	
P98

	Papyrus 98
	r
	Cairo
	II?
      


	
P100

	Papyrus 100
	c: James
	Oxford
	III/IV
      


	
P111

	Papyrus 111
	e: Luke
	Oxford
	III
      


	
P115

	Papyrus 115
	r
	Oxford
	III/IV
      


	
P127

	Papyrus 127
	a
	Oxford
	V
      


	01 (ℵ)
	Codex Sinaiticus
	epacr
	London (New Testament) 
	IV
      


	02 (A)
	Codex Alexandrinus
	eacpr
	London
	V
      


	03 (B)
	Codex Vaticanus
	eacp
	Vatican City
	IV
      


	04 (C)
	Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus
	eacpr
	Paris
	V
      


	05 (D)
	Codex Bezae
	ea
	Cambridge
	V
      


	06 (D)
	Codex Claromontanus
	p
	Paris
	VI
      


	07 (E)
	Codex Basiliensis
	e
	Basle
	VIII
      


	08 (E)
	Codex Laudianus/ Laudian Acts
	a
	Oxford
	VI
      


	09 (F)
	Codex Boreelianus
	e
	Utrecht
	IX
      


	011 (G)
	Codex Seidelianus
	e
	London; Cambridge
	IX
      


	012 (G)
	Codex Boernerianus
	p
	Dresden
	IX
      


	015 (H)
	Codex Coislinianus
	p
	Athos; Kyiv; Moscow; Paris; St Petersburg; Turin
	VI
      


	016 (I)
	Codex Freerianus
	p
	Washington, DC
	V
      


	017 (K)
	Codex Cyprius
	e
	Paris
	IX or X
      


	018 (K)
	Codex Mosquensis
	cp
	Moscow
	IX
      


	019 (L)
	Codex Regius
	e
	Paris
	VIII or IX
      


	020 (L)
	Codex Angelicus
	acp
	Rome
	IX
      


	022 (N)
	Codex Purpureus Petropolitanus
	e
	Athens; Lerma; London; New York, NY; Patmos; Vatican City; St Petersburg; Thessaloniki; Vienna
	VI
      


	025 (P)
	Codex Porphyrianus
	acpr
	St Petersburg
	IX
      


	032 (W)
	Codex Washingtonianus/Freer Gospels
	e
	Washington, DC
	IV/V or VIII
      


	035 (Z)
	Codex Dublinensis
	e: Matt.
	Dublin
	VI
      


	037 (Δ)
	Codex Sangallensis
	e
	St Gall
	IX
      


	038 (Θ)
	Codex Coridethianus/Koridethi Codex
	e
	Tbilisi
	IX
      


	040 (Ξ)
	Codex Zacynthius
	e: Luke
	Cambridge
	VI or VIII
      


	042 (Σ)
	Codex Rossanensis
	e: Matt., Mark
	Rossano
	VI
      


	044 (Ψ)
	Codex Athous Lavrensis
	eacp
	Athos
	IX/X
      


	0141
	
	e: John
	Paris
	X
      


	0150
	
	p
	Patmos
	IX
      


	0207
	
	r
	Florence
	IV
      


	0233
	
	e
	Münster
	VIII
      


	0250
	Codex Climaci Rescriptus
	e
	Washington, DC
	VIII
      


	0274
	
	e: Mark
	Cairo
	V
      


	0278
	
	p
	Sinai
	IX
      


	0281
	
	e: Matt.
	Sinai
	VII/VIII
      


	0285
	
	cp
	Sinai
	VI
      


	5
	
	eacp
	Paris
	XIII
      


	6
	
	eacp
	Paris
	XIII
      


	33
	
	eacp
	Paris
	IX
      


	35
	
	eacpr
	Paris
	XIV
      


	81
	
	acp
	Alexandria; London
	XI (1044)
      


	181
	
	acpr
	Vatican City
	X
      


	254
	
	acpr
	Athens
	XIV
      


	256
	
	acpr
	Paris
	XI/XII
      


	263
	
	eacp
	Paris
	XIII
      


	307
	
	ac
	Paris
	X
      


	365
	
	eacp
	Florence
	XII
      


	436
	
	acp
	Vatican City
	XI/XII
      


	565
	
	e
	St Petersburg
	IX
      


	579
	
	e
	Paris
	XII or XIII
      


	597
	
	e
	Venice
	XI or XIII
      


	614
	
	acp
	Milan
	XIII
      


	623
	
	acp
	Vatican City
	XI (1037)
      


	642
	
	acp
	London
	XIV
      


	700
	
	e
	London
	XI
      


	892
	
	e
	London
	IX
      


	1006
	
	er
	Athos
	XI
      


	1071
	
	e
	Athos
	XII
      


	1175
	
	acp
	Patmos
	X
      


	1241
	
	eacp
	Sinai
	XII or XIII
      


	1243
	
	eacp
	Sinai
	XI
      


	1409
	
	eacp
	Athos
	XIV
      


	1424
	
	eacpr
	Drama
	IX/X
      


	1448
	
	eacp
	Athos
	XII
      


	1506
	
	ep
	Athos
	XIV (1320)
      


	1611
	
	acpr
	Athens
	XII
      


	1637
	
	eacpr
	Athos
	XIV (1328)
      


	1642
	
	eacp
	Athos
	XIII (1278)
      


	1735
	
	acp
	Athos
	X
      


	1739
	Von der Goltz Codex
	acp
	Athos
	X
      


	1852
	
	acpr
	Uppsala
	XIII
      


	1854
	
	acpr
	Athos
	XI
      


	1881
	
	cp
	Sinai
	XIV
      


	1962
	
	p
	Vienna
	XI/XII
      


	2019
	
	r
	Naples
	XIII
      


	2050
	
	r
	El Escorial
	XII (1107)
      


	2053
	
	r
	Messina
	XIII
      


	2080
	
	acpr
	Patmos
	XIV
      


	2329
	
	r
	Meteora
	X
      


	2344
	
	acpr
	Paris
	XI
      


	2464
	
	acp
	Patmos
	IX
      


	2492
	
	eacp
	Sinai
	XIV
      


	2846
	
	r
	Paris
	XII
      

    







Introduction





 The Diversity of the Textual Tradition of the New Testament

 Readers should not be surprised or dismayed that the text of the Greek New Testament exists in a variety of forms. Such a situation is only to be expected with a collection of books which has been transmitted across many centuries in thousands of handwritten documents, each of them unique and reflecting the circumstances in which they were produced and used. As with every writing from antiquity, these works circulated through the production of copies made by scribes with varying degrees of competence. Copying errors, material damage obscuring the text, editorial interventions seeking to correct apparent inconsistencies or to offer improvements to language or sense—all these may have contributed to the diversification of the textual tradition on each occasion that a copy was produced.

 Evidence for thoroughgoing alteration of the New Testament text is very limited, however, and seems largely to be restricted to the first couple of centuries when the nature and form of the corpus were still under development (e. g. the assembly of letter collections, the production of an early harmony of the gospels, editorial activity such as that associated with Marcion). The translation of biblical books into other languages in this period also contributed to their textual diversity, in that this process inaugurated new traditions which could represent several potential wordings in the source language and which then went on to develop in their own ways. The scarcity of documents surviving from these centuries makes it difficult to establish the extent of textual variation commonly present in the earliest copies and the degree to which these writings may have circulated in ‘free’ forms alongside a more controlled tradition. Nevertheless, if the manuscripts which have been preserved are representative of the situation in antiquity, there are no grounds for serious doubt as to the consistency of the New Testament tradition.

 In addition, the first generations of biblical scholars were aware of the challenges posed by manuscript transmission and took this into account in their interpretation of the text. Many early Christian writings provide information about differences between copies known to their authors. While the grounds on which they may have preferred one reading to another are not always the same as those adopted by modern editors, ancient interpreters often maintained the value of multiple readings for understanding the sacred text. In any case, copies of the Bible produced for use within Christian communities were treated as scripture regardless of the exact form of text they contained, just as contemporary readers accept differences between modern translations into a single language. Diversity was a characteristic of the New Testament from its beginning, given that it contains four separate accounts of the life of Jesus and letters written to specific communities and individuals which, even though they address particular situations, were still deemed by the early Church to be of broader value for subsequent readers. The oldest surviving documents offer little indication of strict control of textual production or uniformity in scribal practice: along with the various early translations of the New Testament, this shows that the spreading of the message was considered to be of greater importance than its specific wording.

 The Need for an Edition

 Just as the New Testament writings pass down the earliest traditions of Christianity, so their own textual history constitutes the record of their transmission across the centuries. A scholarly edition therefore fulfils two functions. It offers a specific form of text, usually that which is considered to be the earliest attainable wording, along with an indication of the development of the tradition as shown by differences within the surviving evidence. The earliest text can be described as ‘original’ insofar as it is considered to provide the origin for the variant readings, even though its relationship to the documents first produced by the authors or to the collections which stand at the head of the tradition may remain unclear.[*] A single text is desirable for the purposes of translation, interpretation and study, despite varying levels of editorial confidence in the reconstruction. The history of the tradition is illustrated by the critical apparatus in which variant readings and their attestation are listed. These alternative forms not only indicate options which were not adopted by the editors but also serve as a reminder that the editorial text is a composite form, a reconstruction based on and reflecting the diverse textual tradition of the New Testament. In a hand edition, such as the sixth edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (UBS6), this apparatus is relatively slim and serves to highlight places of particular importance to users. The current Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece (NA29) is also a hand edition but with a fuller critical apparatus for more technical study.[*] Some of the more comprehensive editions represent the pinnacle of previous generations of scholarship, such as those edited by Tregelles, Tischendorf and Westcott & Hort in the latter half of the nineteenth century and by von Soden in the early twentieth century. In the present day, the understanding of the textual tradition of the Greek New Testament is being transformed by the ongoing Editio Critica Maior (ECM). This substantial edition, which will run to several volumes, aims to present the textual history of the first millennium. Following the examination of all available surviving documents, it cites between one hundred and two hundred manuscripts in each book, as well as ancient translations and quotations in early Christian writers. Such a project is only possible through the use of modern digital technology.[*]

 As new material is taken into consideration and fresh techniques are applied, the understanding of the text and transmission of the New Testament continues to develop. A scholarly edition provides both a set of the historical data for the text and an interpretation of that evidence based on current knowledge and specific editorial principles (discussed in their own section below). It offers users a working text, enabling them to approach the original writings while reminding them that the tradition is one of diversity and requires further study and interpretation to be more fully appreciated. In addition, it demonstrates the continuity of the transmission and, accordingly, the confidence users may have both in the editorial text and the tradition of the work itself. In this way, such an edition points beyond the wording of the text to the message of these writings and the way in which it has been received, understood and transmitted across the centuries.

 Evidence for the Text of the New Testament[*]


 There is a vast amount of material which transmits the books of the Greek New Testament. Sources may be divided into primary evidence (or ‘direct tradition’), consisting of Greek manuscripts, and secondary evidence (or ‘indirect tradition’) from early translations and quotations in Christian writers.

 Direct Tradition

 The oldest surviving New Testament documents are written on papyrus, a writing material made from plant stems which was in regular use until around the eighth century. Most of these have only been rediscovered since the end of the nineteenth century, preserved in the dry climate of the Egyptian desert. Almost all are fragmentary, ranging from scraps of single pages to more substantial books lacking portions at the beginning or end. The dating of papyri is approximate and is usually assigned on the basis of palaeography (comparison of handwriting styles): techniques from the physical sciences have yet to provide more specific results.[*] Some New Testament papyrus manuscripts may have been copied as early as the second century but a range of at least fifty years (and probably much more) should be applied to palaeographical estimates. The date assigned to copies of literary texts is often subject to revision as more comparative material is published from excavations. Although many ancient papyrus documents were written as scrolls, most Christian books take the form of a codex, consisting of folded pages written on both sides and bound in the middle.

 Parchment, a prepared form of animal skin, was used as a writing material from around the third to the sixteenth century. This is much more durable than plant-based material and also permitted the construction of larger documents. The oldest parchment codices are written in majuscule script (sometimes called ‘uncial’, consisting only of capital letters), as seen in New Testament papyri: these witnesses are also usually dated through palaeography. Greek minuscule script was developed during the eighth century and this type of writing soon became the standard for parchment manuscripts. Variations in letter forms, ornamentation and decoration sometimes enable palaeographers and art historians to identify where a manuscript was produced. In addition, information provided by the copyist in a colophon written after the end of a work can include their name, the location and the date of completion. Paper began to be adopted for copies of Christian books from the eleventh century onwards, eventually supplanting parchment around the fifteenth century even though the latter continued to be used for some early printed books. The adoption of the printing press for mass production of books in the sixteenth century led to a decline in the creation of manuscripts, although this never completely died out. Some later handwritten books of the Greek New Testament were actually copied from printed texts.

 The writings of the New Testament may initially have circulated as individual books, but at an early date they were gathered into collections of related works. The most common groupings found in the manuscript tradition are the four canonical gospels, the Acts of the Apostles with the Catholic Epistles (James, Peter, John and Jude), and the Pauline Epistles (including Hebrews). Although the four major codices of the Greek Bible which survive from the fourth and fifth centuries appear to have contained all New Testament writings alongside the Septuagint (the Greek translation of the Hebrew Scriptures and other books), these are unusual. Most Greek New Testament manuscripts are gospel books (Evangelia), copies of the Acts and Epistles (Praxapostoloi), or the book of Revelation, which often circulated separately accompanied by a commentary. Manuscripts which contain a complete, uninterrupted text are known as continuous-text manuscripts. In contrast, collections of passages from the Greek Bible which were appointed to be read during Christian worship are called lectionaries. These consist of separate extracts arranged in the sequence of the Church calendar for ease of use. While there is evidence for the development of this type of collection as early as the fifth century, most surviving lectionaries are from a much later period. The New Testament is also transmitted in manuscripts which contain a commentary. Some of these are collections of extracts from multiple early Christian authors (known as catenae), while others are the work of a single writer. Not all of them provide a complete biblical text. A small proportion of biblical documents are bilingual, with the text is presented in two languages (for example, Greek and Coptic, or Greek and Latin) in order to facilitate comparison and study.

 Indirect Tradition

 Writings by early Christian authors often include quotations from the Bible or, in a few cases, reworkings of the biblical text. Among the latter is the genre of the gospel harmony, combining the four canonical texts into a single narrative. As ancient writers would have relied on manuscripts which no longer survive, their quotations (sometimes known as ‘citations’ or ‘patristic testimony’) may preserve important evidence for the scriptural text. In addition, as the place and time in which these works were composed can usually be established, their textual form may be associated with a particular location or period in a way which is not possible for most early manuscripts. On the other hand, many of these quotations may not have been made with direct reference to biblical manuscripts. They may also have been abbreviated or adapted in some way. In addition, these writings have their own textual tradition because they have been transmitted through the same processes as the New Testament itself. This may have resulted in alterations to their wording. Careful research is therefore required to establish the value of these references for the textual history of the Bible. Similar to quotations are epigraphic references to the biblical text, which take the form of inscriptions (for example on houses or gravestones) or illustrations (such as mosaics or paintings). Verses from the New Testament were sometimes scratched onto pieces of pottery (‘ostraca’) or other everyday items, which may have been used as talismans. Short extracts from the Bible are also found written on folded pieces of papyrus or parchment which were carried as amulets. There are even writing exercises or glossaries which appear to be based on biblical texts. Although this sort of evidence usually has little significance for the biblical text and is rarely cited in editions, it indicates some of the uses of Scripture in the early Church.

 As noted above, the New Testament was translated into a variety of languages from early on in its history. The first of these were translations into Latin, Syriac and Coptic. These began around the end of the second century and were in wide circulation and general use by the fourth century, when they were joined by other languages such as Gothic, Ethiopic and Christian Palestinian Aramaic. Later versions include those in Armenian, Old Church Slavonic and Georgian. The first translations were made from early Greek copies of New Testament books. Nevertheless, as in the case of biblical quotations, their evidence must be carefully evaluated. The oldest translations often appear to be the loosest, with considerable variety in the rendering of the Greek such as paraphrase and omission. While some subsequent revisions may have been carried out through comparison with another Greek text, bringing the translation into closer correspondence with it, other variations may be linguistic or editorial improvements within a language tradition which have no bearing on the Greek. Examination of translation technique and other characteristics of these versions is therefore necessary to apply them to the tradition of the Greek New Testament, as well as the analysis of their own transmission history. Sometimes, the early history of these versions has to be reconstructed through quotations in Christian writers within that language tradition, adding a further layer of complexity to this indirect evidence.

 Categories of Witnesses to the Greek New Testament

 A register of Greek New Testament manuscripts, known as the Kurzgefasste Liste (or just the Liste), is maintained by the Institute for New Testament Textual Research (Institut fur neutestamentliche Textforschung, INTF) in Münster and is also accessible online in the New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room (NTVMR).[*] The witnesses are divided into four classes, providing a series of identifiers known as Gregory-Aland (GA) numbers. Built on earlier systems, the numbers indicate the point at which the manuscripts were added to the Liste, with the higher numbers correlating to more recent discoveries.

 Papyri

 Papyri are indicated with an initial P, usually in gothic lettering (P), followed by superscript numerals. At present, the numbers go up to P142, although some of these fragments are from the same manuscript (such as P64 and P67). Most papyrus documents are small fragments, containing just a few verses, but there are some substantial witnesses which are usually dated to the third century: P45 contains parts of all four gospels and Acts; P46 is the oldest collection of the Pauline Epistles; P66 is an almost complete copy of the Gospel according to John; P75 offers an excellent text of Luke and John. A full list of New Testament papyri is presented in the introduction to UBS6.

 Majuscules

 Manuscripts written in majuscule script on parchment are identified with an initial 0. In earlier editions, some of these were indicated by an alphabetical siglum, and several also have Latin names reflecting a place or person with which they are associated. These include four copies of the whole Greek Bible: Codex Vaticanus (03, B) is probably the earliest of these, copied slightly earlier than Codex Sinaiticus (01, א) in the second half of the fourth century; Codex Alexandrinus (02, A) was produced in the fifth century, as was Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus (04, C). The last of these is a palimpsest, a manuscript from which the biblical text was erased in order to reuse the parchment for another writing. Three early majuscule witnesses have Greek and Latin on facing pages or alternating columns: the fifth-century Codex Bezae (05, D) of the Gospels and Acts, the sixth-century Codex Claromontanus (06, D) of the Pauline Epistles, and the Laudian Acts (08, E). Codex Augiensis (010, F) and Codex Boernerianus (012, G) are ninth-century Greek-Latin bilinguals of the Pauline Epistles, the latter with an interlinear format matching the gospels in Codex Sangallensis (037, Δ).[*] There are over forty Greek-Coptic bilinguals, including six papyri, while 0278 is the most substantial of six surviving Greek-Arabic manuscripts from the ninth century. Among the important majuscule gospel books are the eighth-century Codex Regius (019, L) and Codex Washingtonianus (032, W, Freer Gospels) which may have been copied in the sixth century. Some of the latest manuscripts included in the category of majuscules are tenth-century commentaries in which the biblical text is written in capital letters. A high proportion of the other majuscule manuscripts are fragments. At the time of writing, the highest number in this category is 0326. The introduction to UBS6 provides further details of the majuscule witnesses which have been used to establish the text of the ECM.

 Minuscules

 The majority of manuscripts of the Greek New Testament are written in minuscule script and identified simply by a number. One of the oldest, GA 33, sometimes called ‘The Queen of the Minuscules’, is a copy of the Gospels, Acts and Epistles made in the ninth century. GA 1582 (of the Gospels) and GA 1739 (of the Pauline Epistles) were both copied in the tenth century by a scribe named Ephrem from much earlier documents. The former is a member of a family of manuscripts which all descend from the same exemplar, known as Family 1 (because it also includes GA 1). Another well-known family in the Gospels is Family 13, several of whose members were produced by a priest called Leo in South Italy in the eleventh century. The text of these families is usually indicated by the sigla f1 and f13 respectively. The fourteenth-century GA 35 is a good representative of the Byzantine text for the whole New Testament, which is attested in the majority of minuscule manuscripts (‘Byz’ or ‘M’).[*] The highest number in this category is currently 3026; the UBS6 introduction lists only the minuscules which are cited in the apparatus of the edition.

 Lectionaries

 A very large number of lectionaries are also included in the Kurzgefasste Liste. These are indicated by an initial letter l, written either as ‘L’ or (in italics) ‘l’. Some are copied in majuscule script but the majority are written in minuscules. This group consists of a variety of collections, some containing only the readings for Saturdays and Sundays, while others are focussed on the readings for saints’ days. Most lectionaries correspond to the Constantinopolitan liturgical calendar of the Byzantine Church, although different types are attested, such as the early Jerusalem lectionary whose sequence is preserved in a number of translations. The numbers currently go up to L2577, but only a representative selection of lectionaries is cited in editions of the Greek New Testament. In UBS6, the lectionaries are grouped under the single siglum ‘Lect.’, with ‘Lectpt’ used when the tradition is divided.

 Early Translations

 Six ancient translations of the New Testament are cited in UBS6. The three earliest are Latin, Syriac and Coptic. The Latin evidence consists of the Old Latin (or Vetus Latina, latvl), translated around the end of the second century, and the Vulgate (latvg), a revision made two hundred years later. The former is reconstructed from the few surviving manuscripts and quotations in Latin Christian authors: these are not listed independently because most stem from a single point of contact with Greek. In contrast, the two Old Syriac gospel manuscripts are cited whenever they are present: the Curetonian Syriac (syc) and the Sinaitic Syriac (sys). The later standard Syriac translation is the Peshitta (syp), a revision from the early fifth century. Two further Syriac versions were revised against a Greek text, the Philoxenian Syriac of 507/8 (syph) and the Harklean Syriac of 615/6 (syh), a literal rendering which often has significant variant readings marked in its margin (syhmg). The Christian Palestinian Aramaic (cpa) is often classed with the Syriac witnesses. The principal early Coptic version is the third-century Sahidic (cosa), while the later standard is the Bohairic (cobo). Several translations into other Coptic dialects are preserved in part, including Middle Egyptian (comae), Fayyumic (cofa), Lycopolitan (coly), Achmimic (coach) and proto-Bohairic (copbo). The Ethiopic version (eth) and the Gothic version (got) are also cited occasionally. The rationale for including these versions is that they were all translated directly from the Greek and therefore may preserve readings which are no longer extant in Greek tradition. Nevertheless, differing linguistic structures and other aspects of translation technique mean that they cannot always be connected with particular Greek variants and in some places may represent independent secondary developments (such as glosses).

 Biblical Quotations

 Textual evidence from biblical quotations in a range of early Christian authors is also cited. A full list of these sources is given in the introduction to UBS6. Most are identified by name (e. g. Origen, Chrysostom), but occasionally a place name is added for disambiguation (e. g. Gregory-Nyssa for Gregory of Nyssa). In some cases, Greek writers are only available in translation (e. g. Irenaeuslat for the Latin version of Irenaeus) or through quotation in another writer (e. g. Marcionacc. to Epiphanius for quotations of Marcion in Epiphanius). Only authors writing in Greek are included, with the exception of Tertullian who is believed to have translated his biblical quotations directly from a Greek source. Other early Latin writers are included by implication under the Old Latin siglum (latvl). Tatian’s gospel harmony, known as the Diatessaron, is only known to be transmitted in quotations in other Christian writers, especially in Syriac and Armenian tradition.

 Principles of Textual Criticism

 Criteria for selecting between multiple readings transmitted in a textual tradition were first articulated in antiquity and have been developed across the centuries. They hold good for all writings preserved in manuscripts, not just the New Testament, and may be deployed in different ways by editors depending on the nature of the tradition and the aim and scope of the edition. The two main types are normally described as external criteria, based on the sources which transmit the work, and internal criteria, comprising matters of consistency, style and scribal practice. More recently, considerations of genealogical and stemmatic coherence have been introduced through the adoption of digital editing methods.[*]

 External Criteria

 External evidence involves the historical attestation of each textual form. The oldest surviving witnesses are usually considered to be of the greatest value for establishing the earliest text of a work, on the grounds that fewer instances of copying separate them from the original writing: as a result, their text is less likely to have undergone major alteration. In practice, however, the situation is often much more complex. Only a small proportion of manuscripts of the New Testament survive from the first few centuries, while apparent biblical quotations in the earliest Christian writers are often very loose and may have been adjusted as part of their own transmission. As noted above, the oldest manuscripts can only be assigned an approximate date and most of them are fragmentary. What is more, despite their age, there are already numerous differences between them, some resulting from copying errors and others from editorial adjustments. Although there may be an overall consistency to their text, it is unclear to what extent extant documents are representative of the texts in circulation in the earliest generations of Christianity or, indeed, of the writings which left the hands of those responsible for creating them. Even if there existed an autograph, a document written personally by an author—which is not the case for most writings from the first millennium, including those of the New Testament—it would still be difficult to determine whether the variant readings in circulation derived from another draft or revision produced by the same person or the intervention of a later editor.[*]

 Given the gap between the composition of the writings of the New Testament and the oldest surviving witnesses, the age of a manuscript is not always a clear guide to the age of the text it transmits. Some of the earliest documents may contain a text deriving from a large number of intervening copies or extensive editorial revision, while later manuscripts may have been copied from an exemplar which was much older or whose text had been subject to fewer alterations.[*] The same is true of the quality of production. Carefully-copied manuscripts produced in a controlled editorial setting may be based on ancient and valuable exemplars but it is also possible that they have been subject to thoroughgoing adjustment of the text or language. Likewise, documents which are more hasty in execution or contain a greater overall proportion of errors and anomalies may nonetheless preserve a layer of important readings.

 A different approach to external criteria is to prefer the reading found in the majority of manuscripts because it is the most widely attested form. Even this, however, is subject to the haphazard nature of the preservation of manuscripts across the centuries and may also involve discrimination between categories of witness: taking into account the thousands of Greek lectionaries or biblical quotations in Christian writers (and the manuscripts in which they are transmitted) could result in differing readings with a numerical majority. The use of external evidence in this way is usually connected with an alternative understanding of textual authority, looking to ecclesiastical tradition or the outcome of the entire process of transmission as the principal indication of the value of the text rather than its putative origin (see further the section below on editorial approaches).

 Despite agreement between earlier and later manuscripts on much of the wording of the Greek New Testament, at most points of variation there is no consistent division of witnesses. In cases where many or all of the oldest documents differ from the majority of minuscules, it is very likely that the latter represent a later editorial intervention or derive from a scribal change in one or more key witnesses. However, the possibility may remain that the majority reading was present in ancient documents which have not survived and could even be the earliest form. Readings which are shared by the majority of minuscules and a subset of early documents might be the original form or they might be an early alteration of the text preserved in another group of witnesses: at any rate, they show that the majority reading has ancient roots. Whether or not minority early readings—including those attested by just a single manuscript—transmit the original text or an ancient alternative not taken up in later tradition is up to editors to establish. This challenge is compounded by the problem that, although some patterns may be identified in the external attestation of readings, the oldest manuscripts often fluctuate between the groups supporting different texts. While external evidence provides useful information about the age of a reading, it usually needs to be supplemented by other considerations such as the internal criteria described in the following section. These assist with determining the general reliability of the earliest witnesses, which may accordingly be given greater weight where the development of the text is less clear. Two well-known sayings are applied to the evaluation of external evidence: “witnesses are to be weighed rather than counted” and “knowledge of documents should precede final judgement upon readings”.[*] The latter involves identifying not just the habits of the copyist responsible for producing the manuscript, but also the characteristics of the text it represents and any editorial interventions which may be reflected therein.

 Internal Criteria

 Internal criteria offer considerations based on the context in which a reading is found. Some of these are classified under the heading of ‘intrinsic probability’, identifying what an author was most likely to have written. This addresses questions such as whether a reading is consistent with the surrounding text as well as with the style and vocabulary of the rest of the work and any other writings attributed to the same author. There is an expectation that a reading will conform to the norms of grammar and language use of the time. The sources used in the composition of a text (for example, quotations from the Septuagint, or the reliance of Matthew and Luke on Mark) may be relevant here as well. While it is possible that a writer may have produced more than one edition of the same work, as was noted in the previous section, identifying the nature or probable reason for textual changes enables modern editors to set aside secondary alterations introduced as part of the transmission process.

 Changes introduced by a copyist or editor are grouped under the heading of ‘transcriptional probability’. Could a copyist have mistaken a rare word for a more common one or substituted one with a similar shape? Were the words confused phonetically, especially due to later changes in pronunciation? Two phenomena in the history of the Greek language account for multiple variants: vowel isochrony and itacism. The former is the loss of the difference in the length of a vowel, which for example led to confusion between omicron and omega (ο and ω); the latter refers to the identical pronunciation in later Greek of certain vowels including ι, ει, οι, η and υ, resulting in substitutions such as ὑμᾶς (‘you’) for ἡμᾶς (‘us’). Other similar developments included the overlap of consonantal υ and β (betacism) or the vowels ε and αι. Was an abbreviation misread or wrongly expanded? Might the change be due to duplicating text or omitting identical sequences? The repetition of one or more letters is called dittography, while the term for overlooking double letters or repeated groups is haplography. Was an omission caused by skipping between words with similar beginnings (homoeoarcton, also spelt homoeoarchon) or similar endings (homoeoteleuton)? Given that word divisions were not always clearly defined in the oldest Greek manuscripts, and such jumps between identical sequences of characters could happen at any point within a word or longer portion of text, it is simpler to refer to this type of variation as eyeskip (for which the equivalent Greek term is parablepsis).

 On numerous occasions, a word or an idea in context may have motivated a subconscious alteration or even a deliberate change. The majority of variants in the New Testament comprise such instances of assimilation (also described as harmonisation), when one or more words have been changed due to the influence of another similar text or construction. This could be on the level of morphology, affecting the number or case of a noun or the person, number or tense of a verb, so as to match the pattern of a preceding sentence or clause. It might be lexical, leading to a change in the choice of word. In certain cases the scope is even broader, resulting in the introduction of details or phrases from other parts of the same work or even parallel passages from other writings: overlaps between the gospels, and the similar formulaic phrases or lists in the Pauline epistles, are among the reasons that that this sort of variation is particularly common. Sometimes, two variant readings circulating separately in the tradition are brought together into a conflation or ‘doublet’ (double reading), incorporating both into the text rather than choosing between them. This is also common in early translations, where differing renderings of a single Greek term may be conflated and give a false impression of the source text.

 Editorial Approaches

 Although the evaluation of the different criteria and the resultant textual decisions often vary from editor to editor, several broader types of editorial approach may be identified.[*] Editions which are based on a single manuscript adopt the approach known as ‘copy text’. This was often the case for the first printed edition (the editio princeps) of ancient works, when editors seeking simply to make a text more widely available in the new medium would mark up a copy to be typeset by the printer. In other cases, it may represent an editor’s preference for a particular manuscript (such as the oldest surviving witness). Among the drawbacks of this approach is the lack of any indication of how representative the chosen manuscript is of the overall textual tradition of the work. As no comparisons are made with other witnesses, any peculiarities or errors of this document are reproduced as authoritative (although an editor may intervene to standardise spelling or grammar). While each New Testament manuscript may have been regarded as representative of the scriptural text by the community which produced and used it, the copy-text approach ignores the evidence of the rest of the textual tradition. A related practice is the production of a ‘diplomatic edition’. This reproduces the text of an individual document, with all its peculiarities, but does not treat it as representative of the broader work. Rather, this is a stepping stone towards further study of this particular witness or an edition of the work as a whole. The full electronic transcriptions created for the ECM constitute independent editions of the witnesses selected for each biblical book, making their full text available in the digital medium.

 The nature of the text to be established is often a key to the editorial approach. While most editors seek to recover the earliest text, others may prefer a later form of text which has particular authority. For instance, given the development of the textual tradition over time, some may regard more recent witnesses as the culmination of this process. This is present in the concept of an ‘ecclesiastical text’, where a particular form may have official sanction. The authoritative forms of the New Testament used by the Greek Orthodox Church are known as the Patriarchal Text (PT) and, for the lectionary, the Apostoliki Diakonia (AD).[*] These provide continuity with church practice through its use of later manuscripts before the move to printed texts. A similar approach is seen in the privileging of the Byzantine text, not least because it is the most common form attested by surviving manuscripts. This is sometimes equated with the Majority Text, created simply by calculating the numerical support for each reading and preferring that which has the most support. Although in most instances the choice is clear-cut, in others the balance is less clear and the addition of new manuscripts or inclusion of other types of evidence may result in different readings.[*] Establishing a Byzantine or Majority text therefore still requires editorial decisions about which types of evidence are to be taken into consideration and what stage of development is represented by the edition.[*] In some cases, preference for a Byzantine form of text may be due to the use of this form by a translation which is taken as authoritative (such as the King James version in English), yet this has no bearing on the history of the Greek tradition.

 Most modern editions adopt an ‘eclectic’ approach, constructing a text by choosing readings from among those transmitted by the surviving witnesses. Proponents of ‘thoroughgoing eclecticism’ argue that this choice should be made on internal grounds alone, without reference to the age or character of the manuscripts in which they are found.[*] Despite the haphazard nature of manuscript preservation, however, deciding to discount information from external evidence seems to be unduly restrictive. Accordingly, the majority of editors of the New Testament follow the principles of ‘reasoned eclecticism’ (also known as ‘rational eclecticism’), in which a balance is struck between internal and external criteria. Each variation unit is assessed on its own merits, as described in the following section, with the resulting editorial text representing an attempt to reconstruct a particular stage in the tradition. Normally, such editors seek to recover the earliest attainable text from the evidence preserved in the available sources: it has already been noted above that this may or may not be identifiable with an ‘original’ form. Both the UBS and Nestle-Aland hand editions are founded on reasoned eclecticism, as will be seen in the individual entries of this Textual Commentary. The same is true of the ECM, which also takes into account genealogical coherence (see below). Given the volume of evidence for the text of the Greek New Testament as well as its scriptural status, modern editors tend to avoid the conjecture of readings which are not transmitted in any known witness. The age and abundance of surviving material makes it likely that one of the attested readings explains the others. On the other hand, this has not always been the case and there are still occasional instances where a conjecture is deemed to be necessary.[*] In some cases, suggestions proposed by earlier scholars have subsequently been found in witnesses of which they were not aware.

 Evaluating Variation Units

 The art of textual criticism is the balancing of possible explanations in order to determine which reading accounts best for the other forms which are found at that point in the tradition. This usually involves taking account of the external evidence regarding their attestation (the age and quality of the manuscripts or other witnesses) and internal considerations, such as contextual factors, which may have motivated a change. The key aspects of both of these have been described above. Although some scholars have sought to formulate a series of rules for text-critical decisions, most of these cannot be applied without careful examination of the circumstances in each variation unit. At the same time, the criterion of plausibility remains a key factor in making text-critical decisions. While multiple potential explanations could be put forward in favour of almost any variant reading, sometimes involving great ingenuity, the broader context means that usually only a few candidates are plausible options for the earliest form. For instance, in cases of assimilation to the immediate surroundings, copyists are more likely to reproduce a word or form which they have already encountered than anticipate one which is a few verses further on in the text, unless the latter is a particularly well-known passage. Similarly, eyeskip usually involves a sequence of several letters or similar characters rather than homoeoarcton or homoeoteleuton to a single letter, especially in manuscripts written without word breaks (scriptio continua). A change or error, no matter how egregious, only needs to have happened once to be reflected in a large number of manuscripts.

 One useful general consideration is to identify the ‘harder’ reading, expressed in Latin as lectio difficilior potior (‘the more difficult reading is preferable’). A form which does not match the context or a reader’s expectations is more likely to have given rise to one or more variants with a smoother or more fitting reading. Not only do readers expect a text to make sense, but they also bring a series of assumptions about its content which are then shaped and modified in the reading and copying of a work, both in general ways and in more specific details. The privileging of unusual forms is also connected with the predominance of assimilation in the textual tradition of the New Testament: the overarching tendency is to bring texts into correspondence with each other rather than differentiate them. Those who are familiar with more than one account of the same event will often align or confuse their wording. The same is true of alterations inspired by the immediate context, where the use of particular vocabulary or constructions sets up a pattern which leads to the substitution of a matching form. On a broader level, words or formulations which do not conform to common usage—especially if changes in the language over time have rendered them unusual or obsolete—are prime candidates for replacement: this might be termed assimilation to a linguistic standard. Interventions which introduce differences are largely restricted to stylistic considerations rather than those of content. Of course, there are occasions when a ‘more difficult’ reading may be a scribal error which violates grammatical norms or results in nonsense: clearly, this is unlikely to be the earliest form although it may still explain subsequent corrections. The internal consideration of the tendency towards a smoother reading in later texts is often corroborated by the external evidence of the age of the manuscripts, in which less common or more difficult forms are mostly attested in, or even restricted to, older witnesses.

 Related to this consideration is the traditional claim that ‘the shorter reading is preferable’ (lectio brevior potior). This principle should not be applied mechanically because many shorter readings are the result of scribal oversight, whether this is the omission of a few letters or an entire sentence (see the discussion of eyeskip above). Paradoxically, however, while this phenomenon means that individual witnesses are almost all deficient in some way, the textual tradition as a whole gets longer over time. This is partly due, once again, to assimilation: the process of making texts more similar to each other nearly always involves extending them in order to supply words or details which a reader remembers from one passage and expects to be in corresponding text. In addition, the introduction of a smoother reading often results in an increase of words, either through supplying material to make explicit what was originally implied in context, or by the addition of glosses or explanations for the purpose of clarification. Readers are less likely to delete such material, especially from a scriptural writing, even if it accords with what they already know and expect. Rather, they might correct the text or enhance it with further information or explanations, perhaps in the form of marginal annotations which became incorporated into the text of a later copy.[*] The growth of the New Testament text in this way would have been promoted by its manuscript transmission: users and copyists who were aware of the general propensity towards omission would be more likely to ensure that additional material was included whose absence might represent a copying error.[*] One particular context in which the shortest reading is often preferred is when two different longer versions are found, suggesting that both are independent expansions. On the other hand, it is possible that one of the longer forms is original and was subsequently abbreviated, perhaps by accident, before being expanded in a different way. In such cases, comparison with the external attestation of each reading is advisable to determine the most likely scenario.

 Genealogical Coherence

 One of the problems facing editors of the New Testament is the phenomenon of mixture (sometimes called ‘contamination’) from multiple sources within the text of a single manuscript. This makes it very hard, if not impossible, to construct a stemma, or family tree, of how manuscripts relate to each other. In other textual traditions, this is often done based on ‘shared errors’ which demonstrate the dependence of certain witnesses on others and thereby indicate that their text is likely to be secondary.[*] The adoption of digital editing processes, however, has led to new methods of examining relationships within the textual tradition. Chief among these is the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (CBGM), used in the production of the ECM.[*] A fundamental difference between this method and traditional stemmatics is the distinction between the manuscript and the text it carries. In the framework of the CBGM, the text is the witness, not the manuscript with its codicological and palaeographical properties. While traditional stemmatics focuses on common errors, the CBGM addresses the issue of textual contamination by considering different types of coherence. The first measure is the percentage agreement of the text of any two witnesses included in the edition (their ‘pre-genealogical coherence’). By creating a ‘local stemma’ of how readings relate to each other in each variation unit, it is then possible to compare the relationship of witnesses wherever they differ, expressing it in terms of the proportions of ‘prior’ (earlier) and ‘posterior’ (later) readings. Each local stemma is constructed by the editors using traditional philological principles to establish how the readings are related in each unit, largely based on internal criteria. The ability of the computer to process the relationships of witnesses based on each place of variation provides editors with an indication of the closest potential ancestors for each witness and, beyond that, the textual shape of the tradition as a whole. The measure of ‘genealogical coherence’ is the extent to which each variant reading is attested in witnesses which are related overall (‘coherent attestation’) or whether it emerged on multiple, unrelated occasions (‘incoherent attestation’). Beyond this is the concept of ‘stemmatic coherence’, which expresses the extent to which the text of each witness can be explained by the smallest possible combination of its potential ancestors in an optimal substemma. Combining all substemmata creates a ‘global stemma’.

 This genealogical approach is used alongside the traditional criteria by the editors of the ECM when constructing the editorial text (described as the Ausgangstext or ‘Initial Text’).[*] It thus constitutes a novel means of enhancing reasoned eclecticism by adding information which can only be provided by computer processing. Like the understanding of the textual quality of individual documents, the CBGM data is built up in an iterative way, beginning with straightforward variation units and then using the genealogical relationships built up from these to consider more complex cases. It is worth underlining that the CBGM does not itself determine the earliest reading: rather, it provides analyses of the consistency of the textual tradition which may assist editors in identifying the earliest reading, especially in cases where other criteria are evenly balanced. In addition, the CBGM sheds new light on the development of the biblical text by indicating the extent to which particular readings are likely to be related or may have arisen independently.

 Further Digital Approaches

 Modern technology offers additional ways of analysing and visualising relationships within a textual tradition. Data from a critical apparatus in electronic form can be examined with a variety of computer programs. One example is the application of phylogenetic tools developed for the processing of DNA to generate indications of manuscript relationships or groups, based on the most economical way of accounting for the differences between them. Another is cladistics software, which calculates the most likely paths of textual development and locates witnesses on these.[*] In these, unlike the CBGM, the analysis of the variants is entirely automated with no editorial input. Nevertheless, the comparison of results reached through these different processes can highlight fresh areas for research. In some cases, it is even possible to identify the key points of variation which characterise different forms of the text. New tools such as these do not replace or invalidate philological analysis: rather, they supplement traditional approaches with alternative information which may be useful in explaining the origin and transmission of variant readings.

 Who Changed the Text and How?

 When trying to reconstruct the development of a text, it is often important to distinguish between deliberate and accidental changes and consider how they were introduced. Previous scholarship has frequently uncritically ascribed all changes to scribes, as if copyists were at liberty to pick and choose readings from a variety of manuscripts during the process of producing a new book. Sometimes it is claimed that scribes freely adjusted the text to match their preferences and possibly even their theological presuppositions.[*] In practice, there is little evidence for such an inefficient and independent approach to copying in antiquity. Although professional scribes may have had some licence when composing letters for illiterate customers, such latitude in the copying of literary texts is extremely unlikely. The price for manuscript production was set in the form of stichometric lists which indicated the number of lines in each work. While the image of scholars surrounded by multiple books may be familiar from Renaissance paintings and the desks (or virtual desktops) of modern academics, almost all ancient depictions of copyists show them working from a single document on a book stand, with the work in progress on their lap. All accidental changes, including subconscious alterations, are the creation of scribes, but it is misleading to hold them solely accountable for the form of text in the final copy.[*] Instead, it is clear from ancient accounts of literary scholarship that there were multiple stages in the production and use of texts in antiquity. These were not always the responsibility of the same person, whether in a commercial bookshop or a monastic scriptorium.

 Book Production in the Ancient World

 The first step in copying a new manuscript was the selection of an exemplar (source document) from which the copy would be made. In most cases, this would have been provided by the person commissioning the manuscript, whether a private individual or a scriptorium overseer. There are many possible reasons for producing a new copy: an existing book may have deteriorated; a newly established congregation or freshly appointed minister may have required their own set of books; a visitor may have brought a work which was desired by local readers. The production of books was expensive, and although booksellers in antiquity may have kept a stock of the more commonly-required works, it seems that most manuscripts would have been produced to order.

 The next stage was the establishment of the text to be copied from the exemplar (known in antiquity as diorthosis) by someone with scholarly training. Their contribution might involve adjusting spellings, correcting obvious errors, providing indications of formatting and any other alterations associated with the purpose of the new copy (e. g. the insertion of titles, or pictures, or lectionary indications). If multiple copies were to be produced from a single exemplar, more thorough preparation might be expected in keeping with the concept of a new edition. In such a situation, extended comparison with one or more other copies of the same work is conceivable. For less formal productions, the preparation process may have been more ad hoc: the exemplar may already have contained multiple corrections and other evidence of use such as liturgical markings, annotations by earlier readers, alternative readings entered in the margin, and so on. In such cases, the decision as to how to handle this material may have been delegated to the copyist.

 It is unclear whether making copies from dictation or by sight was more common in antiquity. Even in the latter case, studies have suggested that copyists would usually vocalise the text as they were copying it, in units of a few syllables at a time. This explains how variations reflecting sound change are seen alongside visual misreadings of letters or whole words in the same copy, as well as errors of memory.[*] In some manuscripts, it is possible to see where scribes refilled their pen with ink: this, and other distractions such as switching to new lines, columns or pages in the exemplar, provided further opportunities for error. Corrections were sometimes made by the first hand in the course of writing (in scribendo), erasing or overwriting letters. The copyist or another member of the production team may have performed a full check of the copy against the exemplar before the manuscript left the scriptorium: this is sometimes indicated in the colophon at the end of the work. Only on rare occasions would a manuscript have been compared with another copy of the same work: the most common scenario for this is when a later reader noted discrepancies in the margin or tried to adjust some or all of the text. Other users might annotate the manuscript in different ways, according to the purposes for which it was being used. When manuscripts became damaged, replacement pages (‘supplements’) were sometimes copied from another source in order to extend the life of the document.

 Scribes and Editors

 One key point from the preceding account of book production is that the preparation of the text was usually a separate stage and the responsibility of an editor. While this function may sometimes have been fulfilled by the person who physically wrote the copy, this would have been the exception rather than the rule and the two roles should not be confused. Mistakes due to inattention (including some types of assimilation) or for mechanical reasons (such as eyeskip or dittography) happened during the copying process, but the scope for deliberately altering the text at this point was minimal. Not only would it have made the task slower and more prone to error, but gratuitous or unauthorised changes would render the copy a less accurate version of its exemplar, against the wishes of the person who commissioned it. The surviving evidence indicates that copyists usually sought to copy accurately, even reproducing mistakes or other readings in the text of their exemplar which may have made no sense to them. What is more, in the absence of this source document, one can rarely be confident about the origin of any variant readings in the copy. Not only are these readings not a deliberate ‘choice’ by the scribe, but they may not even have been introduced by the person who prepared the exemplar for copying: instead, they might reflect the interventions of an editor several generations earlier which had been faithfully reproduced in subsequent iterations. An alteration only needs to be made once for it to appear in hundreds of manuscripts. Claims that the same change, sometimes of considerable complexity, was independently introduced by hundreds of scribes are highly implausible.

 The most frequent textual variations created as part of the process of book production are therefore accidental changes or subconscious alterations. These were not introduced for ideological reasons, even though the differences between readings can be interpreted as theologically significant. The omission of a particular phrase or a small word such as ‘not’, the alteration of a verb tense or a personal pronoun, the interchange between the terms ‘Christ’, ‘Lord’ and ‘God’ (all written as two- or three-letter abbreviations known as nomina sacra) can each have substantial impact on the meaning of a text, yet all of these examples involve common copying errors described above in the section on internal criteria, such as eyeskip, haplography, vowel isochrony, itacism and confusion between similar forms. When a variant can be explained in terms of a mechanical error or an accommodation to the context, such an explanation is normally preferable to treating it as a deliberate alteration, because this reflects the nature of the copying process underlying each manuscript.

 In contrast, changes made by an editor were deliberate, and usually represent a thoroughgoing revision of the text. Typical editorial alterations include grammatical improvements, consistent stylistic adjustments, harmonisation between passages (e. g. in the form of quotations from other writings), substantial reworking and the introduction of additional material, whether explanatory, exegetical, or complementary. Some of these may have been motivated by theological concerns. Ehrman’s concept of the ‘orthodox corruption of Scripture’ observes that textual changes which can be interpreted as doctrinally significant usually bring passages into accordance with mainstream Christian teaching.[*] Such elimination of readings which might support heretical positions, along with the addition of clarifications to remove ambiguity, can be seen as further justification for the principle that the ‘hardest’ or ‘most difficult’ reading is most likely to be the earliest. At the same time, it should be recognised that possible theologically-motivated alterations constitute a very small proportion of the textual variation in the New Testament. In most cases, doctrinal significance is likely to be secondary because other, more mundane, reasons are behind the introduction of a variant. Just because a theological implication can be identified does not mean that this is the most plausible explanation for a variant reading. Throughout Christian history, difficult or uncongenial passages of Scripture have largely been addressed through interpretation rather than the alteration of the biblical text.[*]

 Manuscript Grouping and Selection

 Both the large amount of evidence preserved for the Greek New Testament and the loss of many documents, particularly from the earliest period, pose a problem for modern editors. The majority of variants appear to have arisen during the first two or three centuries, the time from which the fewest witnesses survive. This means that, even though there are some substantial early New Testament manuscripts, it is not always straightforward to determine which of the variant readings represents the earliest text. The extensive use of the Scriptures within the early Church resulted in Christian readers and copyists being familiar with multiple forms of text, providing plenty of scope for assimilation between them. Anyone with experience of using more than one translation in the same modern language will know how easy it is inadvertently to blend the two. As noted earlier in the discussion of genealogical coherence, the degree of textual mixture means that it is not possible to construct a stemma of all the witnesses to the New Testament to assist with making textual decisions. The only occasion on which this can be done is in the case of a family of manuscripts which all descend from a common ancestor: the best known of these are Family 1 and Family 13 in the gospels. Where such an ancestor cannot be reconstructed, manuscripts with a similar text (and often other shared features, such as decoration or origin) may be more loosely described as a group.

 Text Types and Categories

 One way of simplifying the complexity of the vast number of New Testament witnesses has been to try to define broader types of text on the basis of certain shared readings. This began in the early eighteenth century, with groupings being identified by geographical names reflecting the supposed origin of each type. Readings shared with Latin witnesses were thus described as a ‘Western’ text; those matching the biblical text of Christian writers in the scholarly centre on the north coast of Egypt were called ‘Alexandrian’, sometimes divided into ‘primary Alexandrian’ and ‘secondary Alexandrian’; another famous ancient library was associated with a ‘Caesarean’ text; the text typical of later ecclesiastical tradition, the church of the empire centred on Constantinople, was termed the ‘Byzantine’ (also ‘Syrian’, ‘Koine’ or ‘Ecclesiastical’) text. Given the antiquity at which these strands developed, based on the diversity of their attestation in early Christian writers, agreements between witnesses considered to be typical of the different branches were treated as particularly important for reconstructing the earliest text by previous generations of New Testament editors.[*] More recent scholarship has cast doubt on this approach to such an extent that it has now largely been abandoned. Formal attempts to define these groupings quantitatively on the basis of a selection of variants are difficult to maintain when the full text of each manuscript is compared: the gaps which previously differentiated representatives of different types become blurred when a large number of manuscripts is taken into consideration. What is more, witnesses traditionally allocated to the same type have been shown to differ more from each other than from the majority of manuscripts. As a result, the use of these groupings to assist with text-critical decisions is unsustainable. Nevertheless, it remains useful to identify sets of readings which appear to constitute a specific editorial intervention (for example, the ‘Western’ readings in Acts, or ‘Byzantine’ expansions), even though these may be unevenly distributed across surviving witnesses.[*]

 Another way of grouping manuscripts is set out in the introduction by Aland & Aland, which assigns them to one of five categories indicated by Roman numerals (I–V).[*] This maps onto the geographical text-types to a certain extent, with Category I including witnesses traditionally associated with the ‘Alexandrian’ text, Category IV the ‘Western’ readings, and Category V Byzantine forms. Category II comprises mixed forms (including an ‘Egyptian text’), while Category III features distinctive groups such as the families of minuscule witnesses. This classification was intended as an interim approach based on Text und Textwert (see below), prior to the creation of the ECM: like the geographical text types, it has been overtaken by the provision of full-text transcriptions and collations. The categories were never adopted as part of the Kurzgefasste Liste, and should no longer be used in editions or publications.

 The Byzantine and Majority Texts

 The only broad textual grouping which continues to be widely recognised is the Byzantine tradition. This is attested by the majority of Greek minuscule manuscripts, as well as most of the later majuscules. The Text und Textwert (TuT) analysis of almost one thousand places of variation in the Greek New Testament has demonstrated that these witnesses have an overall agreement with each other of at least 90% (and sometimes far higher), providing a standard against which the rest of the tradition can be defined.[*] Given that there are occasions on which the Byzantine tradition can be split between two or more readings (indicated as Byzpt in UBS6), it is not always the case that this is identical to the ‘Majority Text’, even though in practice the two often share the same majority reading.[*] It is also worth noting that the printed edition known as the Textus Receptus (TR), often taken as representative of this tradition, contains some unusual poorly attested readings which reflect the manuscripts on which it was based: over 1,800 differences have been noted between this and the Byzantine text.[*]

 Selection Principles

 The practice in most current editions of the Greek New Testament is to select manuscripts on the basis of their age and divergence from the majority of witnesses. This provides a range of variants which circulated in antiquity and is thus likely to include the earliest reading. For the ECM, with the goal of presenting the first thousand years of the textual tradition, all papyri are included, along with a set of majuscules and minuscules determined by their percentage disagreement from the majority reading. The same principle is generally followed in the hand editions, including UBS6, although here the selection of majuscules and minuscules is refined on the basis of the CBGM and limited to those which are closest to the ECM’s editorial text (Ausgangstext). The only witnesses which are represented by groups are the Byzantine tradition (Byz), a selection of Greek lectionaries (Lect), and the two families of gospel manuscripts (f1 and f13). The other Greek manuscripts are presented as independent witnesses, allowing users to draw their own conclusions about relationships between them and the likely origin and sequence of variant readings.

 The United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament


 The Bible Societies’ edition of the Greek New Testament was conceived by Eugene Nida in the 1950s for use by translators and expositors.[*] The aim was to provide an editorial text, reconstructed according to the latest scholarly principles, which represented the earliest form attainable on the basis of the surviving evidence. A full apparatus would be given for variants of particular importance for translation, exegesis, or the history of the text. In addition to resources in the volume of the edition, such as lists of manuscripts, parallel passages, and maps, various companion volumes were envisaged including a textual commentary setting out the reasoning of the editors at each place of variation. As the edition was sponsored by several national Bible Societies, an editorial committee was assembled which came to comprise scholars from a variety of Christian traditions. The involvement of Kurt Aland of the INTF provided the committee with the data from the established Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece hand edition (NA). The first edition of the Greek New Testament was published in 1966 (UBS1). From 1975 (UBS3, with NA26 appearing in 1979), these two editions have shared the same editorial text while presenting different forms of apparatus: NA treats more points of variation in a condensed way for those focussing on textual history, while UBS offers a selection of readings with a full apparatus for a more general audience.

 The sixth edition (UBS6) stands in the tradition of its predecessors, but is a thorough revision in all aspects. In books for which the ECM has been published (Mark, Acts, the Catholic Epistles, Revelation), the reconstructed ‘Initial Text’ of that edition has been adopted and printed as the main text in UBS6.[*] In other books, the editorial text remains unchanged. The sequence of the writings has been rearranged to accord with that seen in the oldest complete Greek biblical manuscripts: the Catholic Epistles follow Acts, while Hebrews comes between 2 Thessalonians and 1 Timothy (dividing the congregational from the personal epistles). This matches the nineteenth-century editions by Tregelles, Tischendorf and Westcott & Hort, as well as the Robinson & Pierpont edition of the Majority Text: earlier UBS editions followed the Latin order popularised by Erasmus and the Textus Receptus. The selection of variation units was completely reviewed, giving consideration to the nature and attestation of the alternative readings as well as their treatment in Bible translations and commentaries. Over a hundred units were added and many others removed in order to maintain the edition’s focus on the most important variants for translation and exegesis, as well as those of pedagogical interest for textual transmission.[*] The definitions of the confidence ratings provided for the editorial text were revised as follows:


	{A} The Committee is confident in this reconstruction of the text.

	{B} The Committee is fairly confident in this reconstruction of the text.

	{C} The Committee is doubtful about this reconstruction of the text.

	{D} The Committee is extremely doubtful about this reconstruction of the text.

	◆ A decision on the reconstruction of the text was left open.



 These ratings were revisited at each variation unit; in addition, the committee considered square brackets in the editorial text (equivalent to a {C}or {D}-rating, but not always with an accompanying apparatus unit) and removed some of these on the basis of the external evidence.[*] Changes were made to the witnesses cited in the apparatus, including the introduction of newly discovered papyri, alignment with the ECM, and a reduction in minuscules which often matched the majority reading. The treatment of versional evidence was made more consistent and the selection of early Christian writers reduced.

 In this way, UBS6 offers a general-purpose edition of the Greek New Testament for those seeking a consensus view of the earliest text which can be reconstructed based on the entire range of surviving evidence as well as information on the attestation of around one thousand places of textual variation which are considered the most important for translation and interpretation. The simplification and improvement of this hand edition has been made possible by the appearance of the much fuller ECM, as well as further cutting-edge academic research and the range of digital resources now available. Those wishing to explore any witness or reading in greater detail may consult the ECM, or the resources in progress for the volumes in preparation, as well as viewing digitised manuscript images (often with transcriptions) on the NTVMR.[*] Although work will continue on the ECM for years to come, the revision and updating of the UBS edition enables its users to benefit from the most recent scholarly findings and the latest understanding of the history of the textual tradition.

 The Textual Commentary

 In keeping with the original proposal of the Bible Societies, a textual commentary on the edition was produced by one of the committee members, Bruce M. Metzger. First published in 1971 as a companion to UBS3, this commentary purports to present the discussions of the editorial committee, with occasional notes from members who disagreed with the choice of reading in the reconstructed text. The survey comprises both the 1,440 variation units of this edition and around 600 additional entries, many from Acts.[*] The second edition appeared in 1994, reflecting changes to the selection of variation units in UBS4. A simplified version for the use of Bible translators was produced by Roger L. Omanson in 2006, but the commentary was not updated for UBS5.

 The present volume is an entirely new composition although it matches the title and general structure of Metzger’s commentary. It covers all of the 1,008 variation units selected for UBS6 along with a further 224 entries corresponding to instances of square brackets in the editorial text which are not provided with an apparatus. Accordingly, it offers a more detailed explanation of all text-critical indications in this edition. An overview is provided at the beginning of each book or collection of writings, in which the key witnesses and variation units are identified and information is given about the source of the editorial text and other resources. All references, indicated by author and date, are to a single bibliography at the end of the volume. Despite being written independently of Metzger and Omanson, it was cross-checked against their explanations to ensure that all relevant material was covered.

 The first line of each entry in the commentary consists of the biblical reference, the editorial text in the variation unit (sometimes expanded slightly to help with disambiguation), and the corresponding words from the New Revised Standard Version updated edition (NRSVue). Where this English version is based on a different text, a literal translation is sometimes provided instead (‘lit.’). The last item in this row is the confidence rating of the committee, as described in the previous section: this is lacking for the instances of square brackets which are not accompanied by an apparatus entry. The entries usually begin by setting out the different readings in the apparatus. An English translation of each is provided, in order to make the discussion as accessible as possible for those with limited Greek. Only the first five or so witnesses are listed, for reasons of economy, but slightly more may be given when there is no apparatus entry in UBS6: users wishing to see the fuller list in other cases can simply refer to the edition. Because the first sigla in the apparatus are usually the earliest witnesses (consisting of the papyri and oldest majuscules), even this reduced selection provides a general indication of the attestation in Greek. The majority reading is always identified, except in cases where the Byzantine tradition is divided. Information is also given of variation units included in Text und Textwert, to which users can refer for the readings of all accessible Greek continuous-text manuscripts at this point: the printed or online ECM apparatus, where available, presents a comprehensive selection of witnesses.[*]

 Arguments are given for and against the main variant readings as the earliest form of text, usually in the form of suggestions as to how secondary readings might have arisen. It is important to be clear that, unlike in Metzger’s commentary, these observations do not represent the discussions or common opinion of the committee. The decision—also implemented in UBS5, NA28 and NA29—to adopt the editorial text of published volumes of the ECM and to retain the text of the previous edition unchanged in the other books means that the UBS6 committee did not discuss the choice of reading. This may serve to make the present textual commentary of broader value than its precursors: rather than defend the committee’s text, it seeks to present a rationale for each decision while indicating which of the alternative readings are worthy of serious consideration. The author has tried to make the best case for the reading printed in the editorial text, while representing differing possibilities and points of view. There are several occasions, however, on which the assessment of the evidence suggests that a different reading is more compelling than that chosen by the editors of UBS4, even though the latter persists in the editorial text: the UBS6 committee felt that there was little value in trying to anticipate the thoroughgoing evaluation of each book still to be published in the ECM. Even in books where the text is taken from the ECM there remains scope to prefer a different initial reading, as shown by the reports in the ECM textual commentaries of disagreements between the volume editors.

 Particular attention is paid to the editorial text of two other recent hand-editions, the SBL Greek New Testament (SBLGNT; Holmes 2010) and The Greek New Testament: Tyndale House Edition (THGNT; Jongkind and Williams 2017), especially in variation units with a low confidence rating. Reference is also made to the ECM textual commentaries, where available, as well as other text-critical commentaries on substantial portions of text.[*] Indications are given in footnotes of more detailed discussions of particular units or the sources for information which has not been independently verified.[*] These include the commentaries of Metzger and Omanson, as well as a variety of other academic publications from recent decades, in the hope that these may assist readers looking for further information.[*] These references are far from exhaustive and it has not been practicable to include information from the vast range of biblical commentaries currently available, many of which are also worth consulting with regard to specific verses. In order to improve the usefulness of the present volume, it is intended to offer corrections and other updates on a dedicated website (http://hughhoughton.uk/tcgnt). Users are encouraged to refer to this and invited to contact the author with suggestions of bibliography or other items for inclusion there and in any subsequent editions.
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 Overview

 Matthew is attested in seventeen fragmentary papyri from the second to the fourth century: the most substantial are Papyri 64/67 (two parts of the same document, identified as P64) and Papyrus 45 (P45), which contain portions of three and four chapters respectively. The principal sources for its text are the major majuscule codices of the fourth and fifth centuries: Codex Sinaiticus (01), Codex Alexandrinus (02), Codex Vaticanus (03), Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus (04) and Codex Bezae (05). Of these, Codex Alexandrinus is usually the oldest witness to the majority text, which is sometimes also reflected in the Greek-Latin bilingual Codex Bezae. The agreement of the other early witnesses is often paralleled in Codex Regius (019, from the eighth or ninth century), and the group of minuscule manuscripts known as Family 1 (f1) which reflect a scholarly edition created in the tenth century. Other important minuscule witnesses are GA 33, 597, 892 and 1241. The text typical of the later Byzantine tradition is seen in most other majuscules, including Codex Washingtonianus (032, also called the Freer Gospels, whose date is uncertain), three ninth-century codices, 037 (a Latin-Greek bilingual), the Koridethi Codex (038) and 044. Family 13 (f13) also usually agrees with the majority. Some of the early majuscules, especially 01 and 04, have multiple layers of corrections, which are indicated in sequence by superscript numerals.

 All four gospels are present in the three principal early biblical translations: Latin, consisting of the Old Latin (latvl) and Jerome’s fourth-century revision known as the Vulgate (latvg); the two main Old Syriac manuscripts (sys and syc), as well as the later Peshitta (syp) and Harklean version (syh); the Coptic versions, including the Sahidic (cosa) and subsequent standard Bohairic (cobo).[*] Among early Christian writers, the commentary on Matthew by the third-century writer Origen was particularly influential (see Matt. 8:28 below), but it has not been preserved in its entirety. Second-century witnesses include Irenaeus and the Latin author Tertullian, as well as Tatian’s Diatessaron (a Greek harmony of the four gospels which is only known through secondary sources).

 Although Matthew usually comes first in collections of the four gospels, it was not the first to be written. It is generally accepted that Matthew was dependent on Mark; some also believe that it was a source for Luke. This means that comparisons with those two gospels may shed light on the development of the text. Nevertheless, Matthew was the principal gospel in antiquity, making it the main source for quotations and also meaning that the other accounts were assimilated to it. Despite ancient claims that Matthew was originally written in Hebrew, it is clearly a Greek composition as shown by its verbal dependence on Mark and its use of the Septuagint for quotations from the Jewish Scriptures. The identification of ‘Semitic’ constructions in its language or textual variants (apart from those in biblical quotations) is debatable.

 There are three additional verses in the Byzantine tradition of Matthew not attested in the earliest manuscripts (Matt. 17:21, 18:11 and 23:14; see below). There is also one verse traditionally identified as a ‘Western non-interpolation’ (Matt. 27:49; see further the Overview for Luke), in which material from John appears to have been added at an early point. Three other verses are absent from a few ancient witnesses (Matt. 12:47, 16:2b–3 and 21:44). Other well-known variants include the inclusion of ‘without cause’ at Matt. 5:22, the forms of the doxology in the Lord’s Prayer (Matt. 6:13), variations involving the teaching on adultery (Matt. 19:9), the sequence of the two sons in Matt. 21:29–31 and the question as to whether the Son knows the day and hour (Matt. 24:36). Names are a particularly common place of variation in this gospel, including the Gadarenes (Matt. 8:28), the apostle Thaddeus (Matt. 10:3) and Jesus Barabbas (Matt. 21:16–17).

 The Editio Critica Maior of Matthew is in preparation and expected to appear in the next few years. Work towards this may be seen online in the form of transcriptions in the New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room (NTVMR) as well as the Text und Textwert (TuT) collations.[*] The text of Matthew in UBS6 remains identical to that of the two previous editions apart from the removal of some square brackets.








Matthew 1

   7–8 

   1:7–8 Ἀσάφ, Ἀσάφ (Asaph, and Asaph) {B}

   The majority of Greek manuscripts read Ἀσά, Ἀσά (‘Asa, and Asa’; 019 032 037 etc.), which is the name of the son of Abijah (or Abijam) at 1 Kings 15:8. Nevertheless, there is very strong early support for Ἀσάφ, Ἀσάφ (‘Asaph, and Asaph’; P1vid 01 03 04 etc.). There are numerous instances of the name Asaph in the Septuagint (e. g. 2 Kings 18:18, 1 Chron. 16:5, Neh. 7:44, Psalms 73–83 [72–82 LXX]). Given the frequency of the latter name, it could be that it was erroneously substituted for Asa at an early point, or that it is simply a spelling variant for Asa. However, taking into account the attestation of Asaph (also seen in the Latin, Coptic and Ethiopic translations), it seems more likely that this was the earliest text which was then corrected by an editor who compared Matthew’s account with that of the Septuagint. It is possible that the evangelist may have taken the genealogy from an independent list rather than drawing directly on biblical narrative, which could account for this error.[*] In any case, the principle of consistency in referring to a single person throughout the Bible means that many translations will use the name Asa here, regardless of which reading is considered original. See also the following variation unit.

   10 

   1:10 Ἀμώς, Ἀμώς (Amos, and Amos) {B}

   As in the previous unit, while early witnesses read Ἀμώς, Ἀμώς (‘Amos, and Amos’; 01 03 04 etc.), most Byzantine manuscripts have Ἀμών, Ἀμών (‘Amon, and Amon’; 019 032 f13 etc.). Again, the latter is the correct name for the son of Manasseh (or Manasses) at 2 Kings 21:18, while the name Amos is likely to have been more familiar as the father of Isaiah (2Kings 19:2 etc.) and one of the Minor Prophets in his own right. While Ἀμώς could have been an early error for Ἀμών, the external evidence (which differs slightly from the pattern of attestation in Matt. 1:7–8) suggests that Ἀμών is a later correction. Even so, based in the principle of consistency mentioned in the previous unit, translations may prefer to use Amon to indicate this king.

   16 

   1:16 τὸν ἄνδρα Μαρίας, ἐξ ἧς ἐγεννήθη Ἰησοῦς ὁ λεγόμενος Χριστός (lit. the husband of Mary, of whom Jesus was born, who is called the Messiah) {A}

   The editorial text is found in the oldest surviving manuscripts (P1 01 03 04 etc.) as well as Byzantine tradition, and so is confidently adopted as the earliest form of text. Nevertheless, there are variant readings which are of theological interest in that they alter the description of Joseph and Mary in order to emphasise the virgin birth, even though the change in phrasing in the editorial text from the rest of the genealogy already indicates that Jesus’ birth was different from those preceding. One group of witnesses reads ᾧ μνηστευθεῖσα παρθένος Μαριὰμ ἐγέννησεν Ἰησοῦν τὸν λεγόμενον Χριστόν (‘to whom having been betrothed a virgin, Mary, bore Jesus who is called Christ’; 038 f13 latvl-pt). This is clearly an editorial change to indicate that Joseph was not Mary’s husband at the time when Jesus was born, as well as underline Mary’s virginity. A similar text is supported by the Curetonian Syriac, ᾧ μνηστευθεῖσα ἦν Μαριὰμ παρθένος, ἣ ἔτεκεν Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν (‘to whom Mary, a virgin, was betrothed, who gave birth to Jesus Christ’), which is paralleled in the third-century Greek writer Hippolytus; the other Old Syriac manuscript, the Sinaitic, is close to this but, surprisingly, has Joseph as the subject of the verb (‘Joseph … begot Jesus’). This appears to be a unique reading produced by an unthinking adherence to the pattern of the rest of the genealogy in which each name is repeated twice, the second time at the beginning of the ‘begot’ clause. The full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts is given in TuT Matthew (TS2), while a variety of potential witnesses to the more unusual readings have been considered in greater detail elsewhere.[*]

   18 

   1:18 γένεσις (birth) {C}

   The majority of Greek witnesses read γέννησις (‘birth’; 019 f13 etc.), while the oldest manuscripts have γένεσις (also ‘birth’; P1 01 03 04 etc.). The difference between the two terms is that the latter has the sense of ‘creation’ (as in the book of Genesis) and ‘genealogy’ (for which it is used at Matt. 1:1), whereas the former refers to the physical process of giving birth. As such, γέννησις is the more appropriate word here and was used by early Christian writers to refer to the Nativity: it is attested in both Irenaeus and Origen. It is possible that this was original, with the evangelist making a deliberate change in terminology between Matt. 1:1 and 1:18. However, the attestation favours γένεσις, which is the harder reading in terms of sense although it is a simple substitution given its use in Matt. 1:1.[*] The similarity of the two words suggests that they might have been confused on multiple occasions. In certain languages, translators may have to choose between words with different nuances, whereas in others (such as English) it may be possible to render both in the same way. Both SBLGNT and THGNT have γένεσις.

   25 

   1:25 υἱόν (a son) {A}

   Most manuscripts read τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον (‘her firstborn son’; 04 05* 032 etc.; see TuT Matthew TS4), but a group of important witnesses simply have υἱόν (‘a son’; 01 03 035 f1 etc.). The possibility that the additional phrase was omitted by eyeskip from the end of υἱόν to the end of πρωτότοκον is negligible, given the addition of τόν (‘the’) at the beginning and the fact that υἱόν is often written as a nomen sacrum (ΥΝ). Instead it seems that the shorter form, with its early attestation, has been expanded to the text found in the parallel passage at Luke 2:7.




Matthew 2

   18 

   2:18 κλαυθμός (wailing) {B}

   The editorial text, κλαυθμός (‘wailing’; 01 03 035 0250 etc.) differs from the form of the original quotation in the Septuagint (Jer. 31:15 [38:15 LXX]), which reads θρῆνος καὶ κλαυθμός (‘mourning and wailing’; 04 05 019 032 etc.). It is possible that one of these words was omitted by a copyist in error, although the normal pattern for eyeskip would be to omit the second rather than the first term. The likely direction of editorial change is to conform a quotation to its source, which suggests that the longer reading is a correction. However, the relatively slim attestation of κλαυθμός leaves room for doubt as to whether it is original. If θρῆνος (‘mourning’) is read here, it would be the only occurrence of this noun in the New Testament. The full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts is given in TuT Matthew (TS5).








Matthew 3

   2 

   3:2 [καί] (and)

   At the beginning of this verse, the textual tradition is split between witnesses which include καί (‘and’; 01 03 04 032 f1 f13 and numerous minuscules) and those which lack it (05 017 019 022vid 036 037 etc.). In the absence of καί, the participle λέγων simply functions as a marker of direct speech. In the longer reading, which has the better external support and is preferred in SBLGNT and THGNT, the two participles are co-ordinated (κηρύσσων … καὶ λέγων, ‘proclaiming ... and saying’).

   16 

   3:16 [αὐτῷ] (to him) {C}

   After the verb ἠνεῴχθησαν (‘were opened’), most Greek manuscripts include the pronoun αὐτῷ (‘to him’ or ‘for him’; 011 04 05supp 019 etc.), indicating that only Jesus saw the opening of the heavens and the dove, or that they were for his benefit. The absence of the pronoun from two important manuscripts (01* 03) and some early versions may cast doubt on whether it was originally present, in which case the opening of the heavens could be interpreted as a more general event. However, the restriction to Jesus matches the source at Mark 1:10, and the pronoun could easily have been omitted from these few witnesses in error or through assimilation to the parallel at Luke 3:22, where both the heavens and the dove appear to be visible to all. Given the variations in the same manuscripts in the next two units, accidental omission seems less likely; THGNT includes the pronoun, whereas SBLGNT lacks it. The full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts is given in TuT Matthew (TS7).

   16 

   3:16 [τὸ] πνεῦμα [τοῦ] θεοῦ (God’s Spirit)

   The two manuscripts which lack αὐτῷ in the previous unit also read πνεῦμα θεοῦ (‘[a] spirit of God’; 01 03) here, rather than τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ (‘the Spirit of God’; 04 05supp 019 etc.). The only other time this phrase appears in the gospels is at Matt. 12:28, which supports the shorter reading; the earlier references to the Holy Spirit in Matthew also lack a definite article (Matt. 1:18, 1:20, 3:11), but it is present in later ones (Matt. 4:1, 10:20, 12:32, 28:19). It is therefore possible that the form without the definite articles here is original, which was later expanded to the more standard construction which makes it clear that it is ‘the Spirit’ rather than ‘a Spirit’ (compare the parallels at Mark 1:10 and Luke 3:22). However, the attestation of the shorter reading is so slight, even though it is early, that it is very difficult to be confident about the earliest form. Again, the full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts is given in TuT Matthew (TS8).

   16 

   3:16 [καὶ] ἐρχόμενον (and alighting)

   For the fourth time in this verse, a small word is lacking from the first hand of Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus (01* 03). All other manuscripts have καί (‘and’), co-ordinating the two participles (‘descending … and alighting’; 012 04 05 etc.), whereas the shorter reading conveys a single idea (‘descending like a dove alighting on him’). The single action is supported by the parallels at Mark 1:10 and Luke 3:22, whereas the twofold ‘descending and remaining’ matches John 1:33. This pattern of variation may suggest that there has been deliberate editorial intervention in the text reflected in these two witnesses, creating a shorter text which offers a better fit to certain parallels. On the other hand, because the longer text matches other parallels, this could be the result of later expansion. The limited support for the shorter text, especially in the light of the other units in this verse, means that it cannot be confidently adopted as the earliest form.




Matthew 4

   24 

   4:24 [καὶ] δαιμονιζομένους (and people possessed by demons)

   A few important witnesses lack καί (‘and’), reading just δαιμονιζομένους (‘people possessed by demons’; 03 04* [037] f13). Given the presence of καί before the other three elements of this list, it is likely that its omission here is due to eyeskip of ΚΑΙ before ΔΑΙ or deletion due to a misunderstanding of the preceding chiasmus.




Matthew 5

   4-5 

   5:4–5 μακάριοι … παρακληθήσονται. μακάριοι … τὴν γῆν. (Blessed … for they will be comforted. Blessed … the earth) {B}

   A few witnesses have Matt. 5:4 and 5:5 in the opposite sequence, reading μακάριοι … τὴν γῆν. μακάριοι … παρακληθήσονται (‘Blessed are the meek, for they will inherit the earth. Blessed are those who mourn, for they will be comforted’; 05 33 latvl-pt, vg syc cobo-ms Origen Chrysostompt; see further TuT Matthew TS11). This is attractive, in that not only does it contrast ‘the heavens’ of Matt. 5:3 with ‘the earth’ in the following verse, but it also brings together two categories of people (οἱ πτωχοί … οἱ πραεῖς, ‘the poor … the meek’) followed by two activities (οἱ πενθοῦντες … οἱ πεινῶντες, ‘those who mourn … those who hunger’). For this reason, it is likely that this is a subsequent editorial improvement, although it is not impossible that the majority reading adopted in the text may stem from an early error leading to a change of sequence: the parallel in Luke does not include either of these elements.

   11 

   5:11 ψευδόμενοι (falsely) {B}

   The word ψευδόμενοι (lit. ‘lying’) is lacking only from Codex Bezae, Old Latin manuscripts and the Sinaitic Syriac, as well as two ancient writers. While it may seem like a later gloss, this makes little sense in context. Rather, the location of this word results in an ambiguity (‘lying for my sake’), which has been eliminated by an earlier editor or translators (note also the rearrangement in these witnesses of the previous two units). The absence of the word from the parallel at Luke 6:22 might favour the shorter reading, but it could also have led to assimilation here. The attestation in the present verse strongly indicates that ψευδόμενοι is original, and the brackets in UBS5 have been removed.[*]

   22 

   5:22 τῷ ἀδελφῷ αὐτοῦ (with a brother or sister) {B}

   After this phrase, the majority of witnesses include the qualification εἰκῇ (‘without cause’; 012 05 019 032 etc.). It is missing from a few witnesses, some of which are early and weighty (P64 01* 03 latvl-pt, vg Tertullian Origen and around 25 minuscules; see TuT Matthew TS13). As it is a mitigation of the commandment never to be angry, the longer reading has the appearance of a later insertion. Nevertheless, there is a qualification in the comparable prohibition at Matt. 5:32 (allowing a justification for divorce), which provides a parallel for an original limitation here. There is no mitigation to the commands on either side, which means that εἰκῇ could have been omitted through assimilation, or possibly overlooked (it occurs at the end of a line in Codex Sinaiticus). With several studies in favour of the originality of the longer reading and the limited attestation of the shorter form, there is room for uncertainty.[*]

   39 

   5:39 σιαγόνα [σου] ([your] cheek)

   The word σου (‘your’) is superfluous here, and it is missing from numerous manuscripts (including 01 032 f1 33 892 and 1241). It is possible that this is an omission due to several variants here in word order, or the accidental omission of a small word before another beginning with the same letter, or deliberate deletion in order to enhance the parallelism with the next clause. It seems less likely that σου was a later addition: although this might serve to explain some of the variations in word order, which is why earlier editors enclosed it in brackets, it is more probable that the short reading stems from the deletion of σου from its unexpected position between δεξιάν (‘right’) and σιαγόνα (‘cheek’) within part of Byzantine tradition, because in this context δεξιάν could be misinterpreted as ‘right hand’. There is minimal difference in translation, as many languages will require a possessive here.

   44 

   5:44 ἐχθροὺς ὑμῶν (your enemies) {A}

   The majority of Greek witnesses include two extra phrases after the command to love your enemies, εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμᾶς, καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς μισοῦσιν ὑμᾶς (‘bless those who curse you, do good to those who hate you’; 05 019 032 037 etc.). The shorter reading has early and varied support (01 03 f1 latvl-pt syc, s cosa, bo-pt Irenaeuslat vid Origen), which suggests that the longer reading is a harmonisation to the parallel at Luke 6:27–28, although the clauses appear in the opposite sequence there. There is no obvious reason which would prompt the omission of both these lines: around sixty minuscules only have one of the extra phrases, as seen in the other variations here attested predominantly in early versions and Christian writers. This is presumably due to eyeskip between the two instances of ὑμᾶς (see TuT Matthew TS14). The following variant confirms that the longer reading was a later accommodation.

   44 

   5:44 διωκόντων ὑμᾶς (who persecute you) {A}

   Around forty minuscules have ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς (‘who abuse you’; 1241 etc.: see TuT Matthew TS15), the reading found at the parallel in Luke 6:28. The majority of manuscripts read ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς καὶ διωκόντων ὑμᾶς (‘who abuse you and pursue you’; 05 019 032 037 etc.), while some Latin witnesses have both terms in the reverse order (‘who pursue you and abuse you’; latvl-pt, vg). These seem to be straightforward conflations of the terms distinctive of Matthew and Luke: διωκόντων ὑμᾶς (‘persecute you’; 01 03 f1 etc.) is attested by exactly the same witnesses as the shorter reading in the previous unit, and indicates that the expansion there is due to assimilation to the parallel.

   47 

   5:47 ἐθνικοί (gentiles) {B}

   Most Greek manuscripts read τελῶναι (‘tax collectors’; 019 032 037 038 etc.), matching the end of the previous verse. There is good evidence for a different term, ἐθνικοί (‘gentiles’; 01 03 05 035 etc.), which suggests that the evangelist intended to vary the comparison: the combination of the two terms at Matt. 18:17 shows that they were considered as a pair. The likelihood that the variation was introduced by a later editor seems slim. The full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts is given in TuT Matthew (TS16).




Matthew 6

   1 

   6:1 προσέχετε [δέ] (beware)

   The majority of witnesses lack a connective in this verse (03 05 015 032 037 etc.), whereas some important manuscripts have the contrastive δέ (‘but’; 01 019 035 038 f1 etc.). The same fluidity regarding δέ is seen in the other instances of this command in Matthew (Matt. 7:15, 10:17, 16:11) suggesting that it may have been added or dropped through assimilation. If δέ is present, its effect on interpretation would be to connect this verse more closely to the previous one; its absence would indicate the start of a new section, which is often also matched in the paragraph layout of these witnesses. The external evidence is slightly stronger for the shorter reading, but as the particle could also have been omitted through oversight (following three other two-letter combinations with epsilon), it is hard to be sure which is earlier.

   4 

   6:4 σοι (you) {B}

   Most of the oldest surviving witnesses end the verse with σοι (‘you’; 01 03 05 035 etc., latvl-pt, vg syc co Origen). The majority of Greek manuscripts follow this with the phrase ἐν τῷ φανερῷ (‘in the open’; 019 032 037 etc.; see TuT Matthew TS17), contrasting this with the secrecy of the previous two actions. There is no obvious reason for the accidental omission of this phrase: rather, it appears to have supplied by an editor who felt that the end of the verse was incomplete following the double appearance of ‘in secret’. The antithesis between κρυπτός (‘secret’) and φανερός (‘open’) which may have inspired this at Mark 4:22 (cf. Luke 8:17) is not found in the parallel at Matt. 10:26, and the word φανερός only appears securely in this gospel at Matt. 12:16. The same variation is found at Matt. 6:6 and 6:18 (see below): there is an ethical implication to the reward being openly visible. The best case that can be made for the originality of the longer reading is that an early reader felt that God’s activity was not always perceptible and therefore deleted the phrase.

   6 

   6:6 ἀποδώσει σοι (will reward you) {B}

   As at Matt. 6:4, the two instances of ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ (‘in secret’) in this verse are followed in the majority of manuscripts by a contrast at the end with ἐν τῷ φανερῷ (‘in the open’; 019 032 037 etc.; see TuT Matthew TS18). The attestation is almost the same as at Matt. 6:4, although f13 here agrees with the majority. Again, there is no obvious reason why the phrase would be overlooked: it seems to be an editorial addition presumably introduced at the same time as the one in Matt. 6:4 (see also Matt. 6:18 below).

   12 

   6:12 ἀφήκαμεν (we have forgiven) {B}

   The aorist tense, ἀφήκαμεν (lit. ‘we forgave’; 01* 03 035 f1 latvg syp,h), is the harder reading, given the focus of the rest of the prayer on the present. Nevertheless, a temporal distinction between human and divine forgiveness is also seen in Matt. 6:14–15, where the former clearly precedes the latter. It has been suggested that the aorist is a literal translation of an Aramaic perfect used with present force (compare the ‘prophetic perfect’ at Mark 11:24 below).[*] A smoother present tense appears in the majority of Greek manuscripts, either as ἀφίομεν (‘we forgive’; 05 019 032 037 038 565) or ἀφίεμεν (also ‘we forgive’; 012 f13 and most minuscules). The latter is the regular, more common form, also seen in the majority of manuscripts at Luke 11:4, but the former is adopted as the editorial text in that parallel which has no Greek evidence for the aorist. It is therefore possible that both present-tense forms here are due to assimilation to Luke: the present tense there may be that evangelist’s adjustment of his source, a more idiomatic translation of an Aramaic form, or potential early evidence for ἀφίομεν in Matthew. The external evidence and the discontinuity in tense leads to the adoption of ἀφήκαμεν here as well as in the SBLGNT and THGNT. If the suggestion regarding an underlying Aramaic text is accepted, translators would be justified in using a present tense here; otherwise, a perfect tense would be idiomatic and also mark the difference between Matthew and Luke (cf. ‘we have forgiven’ NRSVue).

   13 

   6:13 πονηροῦ (evil one) {A}

   There is strong support for the ending of the Matthean Lord’s Prayer with πονηροῦ (‘the evil one’; 01 03 05 035 0170 f1 latvl-pt, vg cobo-pt, mae etc.): the Lukan version also lacks a doxology (Luke 11:4), and early commentaries on the Lord’s Prayer by Tertullian, Origen, and Cyprian close here too. The standard addition, ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία καὶ ἡ δύναμις καὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. ἀμήν (‘because yours is the kingdom and the power and the glory for ever, Amen’; 019 032 037 038 etc.), seen in the majority of Greek manuscripts, appears to be a liturgical addition perhaps modelled on 1 Chr. 29:11. A number of minor variations are attested, demonstrating the fluidity of the doxology: other early Coptic translations and the Didache lack ἡ βασιλεία καί (‘the kingdom and’), the Old Latin Codex Bobiensis has neither ἡ βασιλεία nor καὶ ἡ δόξα (just reading ‘yours is the power’), while some Greek minuscules expand it with a Trinitarian formula (‘the glory of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit’; 157 and others not mentioned in UBS6). The full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts, numbering around thirty in total, is given in TuT Matthew (TS19). Most translations have a footnote indicating that there is precedent for the liturgical form in biblical manuscripts despite it not forming part of the earliest text.[*]

   15 

   6:15 ἀνθρώποις (others) {C}

   The majority of Greek manuscripts include τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν (‘their trespasses’; 03 019 032 etc.; see TuT Matthew TS20) after ἀνθρώποις (‘humans’). This is seen following the verb ἀφῆτε (‘forgive’) in the previous verse and the following clause, but the direct object is lacking from the immediately preceding instance at the end of Matt. 6:14 (ἀφήσει καὶ ὑμῖν, ‘will forgive you’). It is not clear whether the witnesses with the shorter reading (01 05 f1 etc.) preserve an original chiasmus or reflect one created by an editorial deletion of the direct object: there is no obvious reason for accidental omission. Given that copyists were more likely to assimilate the beginning of this conditional clause to the previous one, regardless of the fact that the direct object appears in the following clause, the shorter reading has been preferred in the editorial text and the SBLGNT. Another factor in favour of the shorter reading is that this instance of τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν (‘their trespasses’) is absent from Mark 11:25, an additional verse seen in the majority of Greek manuscripts which supplies this Matthean parallel. Nevertheless, the THGNT adopts the longer reading here based on the external evidence. In some languages, the verb ‘to forgive’ may require a direct as well as an indirect object, in which case the former must be supplied regardless of which reading is adopted.

   18 

   6:18 σοι (you) {A}

   The structure of this verse, with the double instance of ἐν τῷ κρυφαίῳ (‘in secret’; the majority of manuscripts read ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ, also ‘in secret’) matches that of Matt. 6:4 and 6:6. As in those verses, some manuscripts have a contrasting ἐν τῷ φανερῷ (‘in the open’; 037 0233 157 etc.) at the end of the verse. Although this is attested by a large number of minuscules, it is not as widespread as in the earlier verses, which leads to the conclusion that it is a later assimilation to the previous longer readings. Again, there is nothing in context which would prompt its omission.

   25 

   6:25 [ἢ τί πίητε] (or what you will drink) {C}

   The majority of Greek manuscripts read καὶ τί πίητε (‘and what you will drink’; 019 037 038 etc.), while a few important witnesses have ἢ τί πίητε (‘or what you will drink’; 03 032 f13 etc.). Other early texts lack the phrase completely (01 f1 892 latvl-pt, vg syc etc.): this could be through eyeskip (from ΗΤΕ to ΗΤΕ), or represent the earliest attainable text which was later expanded through assimilation to Matt. 6:31 (compare the shorter form in the parallel at Luke 12:22). The variety between καί (‘and’) and ἤ (‘or’) suggests that the longer readings are secondary. Conversely, the slim attestation of the shortest form and the early external support for ἢ τί πίητε makes it difficult to decide which reading is the earliest: the THGNT has the longer reading, while the SBLGNT lacks this phrase.

   33 

   6:33 τὴν βασιλείαν [τοῦ θεοῦ] καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ (the kingdom of God and his righteousness) {C}

   The longest form of this reading, including the words in brackets, is present in the majority of witnesses (019 032 037 etc.) and adopted in the THGNT. Various other forms are only attested by a few sources: Codex Sinaiticus and some early translations read τὴν βασιλείαν καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ (‘the kingdom and his righteousness’; 01 latvl-pt, vg cosa, bo Eusebius); in Codex Vaticanus alone, this is found in the sequence τὴν δικαιοσύνην καὶ τὴν βασιλείαν αὐτοῦ (‘righteousness and his kingdom’; 03), perhaps because an editor wished to emphasise that righteousness was the key to entering the kingdom; some minuscules not cited in UBS6 and early writers have τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ (‘the kingdom of God’; Chrysostompt) or τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν (‘the kingdom of the heavens’; Justin Chrysostompt). The full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts is given in TuT Matthew (TS21).[*] The absence of the second element is easily explained as eyeskip. The principal issue is whether τὴν βασιλείαν originally appeared with a qualifier or was later expanded by the addition of τοῦ θεοῦ or τῶν οὐρανῶν. The latter is the more common Matthean term, but there are a few instances of ‘the kingdom of God’ (e. g. Matt. 12:28, 19:24, 21:31, 21:43). If τοῦ θεοῦ is not read here, then the final αὐτοῦ must refer back to ‘your heavenly Father’ in the previous verse: this does not sit so well after ‘the kingdom of the heavens’, as αὐτοῦ usually refers to the immediately preceding noun. It is also worth noting that examples of βασιλεία (‘kingdom’) without qualification in Matthew are only slightly more common than βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ (e. g. Matt. 4:23, 8:12, 9:35, 13:19, 13:38 etc.), while the parallel at Luke 12:31 seems to have a qualifier (although one is lacking from P75). Obviously, if τοῦ θεοῦ were initially present, there would have been no reason to substitute it with τῶν οὐρανῶν (except through assimilation to other instances in Matthew). Conversely, if τῶν οὐρανῶν were the original form, the incongruity with the singular in τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ (‘his righteousness’) would explain both of the other readings, either deleting the qualifier or replacing it with the singular θεοῦ. However, the fact that this is not attested in any surviving manuscript militates against adopting it as the editorial text. Of the alternatives, the reading in Codex Sinaiticus is preferable (as chosen in the SBLGNT), with the addition of τοῦ θεοῦ as a clarification of αὐτοῦ, and the addition of τῶν οὐρανῶν an accommodation to Matthean usage.




Matthew 7

   14 

   7:14 τί (for) {B}

   The editorial text is supported by the majority of Greek manuscripts, including some early witnesses (011 04 019 etc.). In this case, τί is not an interrogative, but an exclamation (‘how narrow!’), corresponding to Semitic usage.[*] Most variant readings conform the particle to the previous clause with ὅτι (‘because’): the first hand of Codex Vaticanus has ὅτι δέ (lit. ‘but because’), corrected to τί δέ (‘but how’), while the first hand of Codex Sinaiticus, some minuscules and the Textus Receptus read just ὅτι (‘because’; 01* 157 700c etc.). A few witnesses instead read καί (‘and’; 205 Chrysostom).

   24 

   7:24 ὁμοιωθήσεται (will be like) {B}

   There is strong evidence in favour of the passive ὁμοιωθήσεται (‘will be compared to’; 01 03 035 038 etc.), which is also found two verses later and at Matt. 25:1. The Byzantine tradition reads ὁμοιώσω αὐτόν (‘I shall compare him’; 04 019 032 etc.), an active verb which only otherwise appears in this gospel at Matt. 11:16, but is the standard form in Mark and Luke. The majority reading is therefore likely to be assimilation to this, even though the parallel at Luke 6:47 has ὑποδείξω (‘I will show’). Nonetheless, there remains a slight possibility that ὁμοιώσω αὐτόν was replaced at an early point by ὁμοιωθήσεται in anticipation of its appearance at Matt. 7:26.




Matthew 8

   13 

   8:13 ὁ παῖς [αὐτοῦ] (the servant)

   Most manuscripts read ὁ παῖς αὐτοῦ (‘his servant’; 04 017 019 022 etc.), but several important witnesses have only ὁ παῖς (‘the servant’; 01 03 0281 f1 33 lat comae, bo). It is possible that the pronoun was added through assimilation to Matt. 8:8, yet it is also possible that it was omitted by oversight or even deliberately removed to avoid the ambiguity that it might apply to Jesus. While the external evidence favours the shorter reading, adopted in the SBLGNT and THGNT, it is difficult to decide on the editorial text. In some languages, a pronoun would be the natural translation of either reading. This verse is included in ECM Parallel Pericopes.

   18 

   8:18 ὄχλον (lit. crowd) {C}

   The editorial text, which is the shortest reading, is only found in Codex Vaticanus and some Sahidic manuscripts (ὄχλον, ‘crowd’; 03 cosa-mss). Other poorly attested variants are ὄχλον πολύν (‘a large crowd’; 032 [1424] latvl-pt etc.), ὄχλους (‘crowds’; 01* f1 cobo), πολλούς (‘many people’; 1071) and ὄχλους πολλούς (‘many crowds’; latvl-pt, vg ethpp). The majority of manuscripts read πολλοὺς ὄχλους (‘many crowds’; 012 04 019 etc.). In this gospel as a whole, the plural ὄχλοι occurs more frequently than the singular, with ὄχλοι πολλοί on several occasions (Matt. 4:25, 8:1, 13:2, 15:30 etc.) and multiple instances of the singular ὄχλος πολύς (Matt. 14:14, 20:29, 26:47), indicating that all of these variants are in keeping with the evangelist’s style. However, there are no parallels for the sequence πολλοὺς ὄχλους, which could suggest that this is a later adjustment. Although SBLGNT and THGNT adopt the majority reading, the choice of ὄχλον is based on the opinion that alterations were more likely to increase the size of the crowd in order to explain Jesus’ decision to cross over, given the lack of clarity provided by external and internal considerations.

   21 

   8:21 τῶν μαθητῶν [αὐτοῦ] (of his disciples) {C}

   The majority of Greek manuscripts read τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ (‘of his disciples’; 04 019 032 etc.), in keeping with the tendency throughout Matthew to qualify the noun ‘disciple’ with a genitive. A few important witnesses, however, just read τῶν μαθητῶν (‘of the disciples’; 01 03 33 latvl-pt cosa). Given that the tendency would be to add the pronoun, the shorter reading seems preferable, and is adopted by the SBLGNT and THGNT. Nevertheless, this could be the result of a deliberate intervention in order to reduce the number of pronouns in this phrase. The observation that the previous interlocutor is described as a scribe rather than a disciple appears to have led to the replacement of the whole phrase with ἕτερóς τις εἶπεν (‘another person said’; Chrysostom). It is unlikely that an editor seeking to dissociate the scribe from the disciples would simply have removed αὐτοῦ but left the word μαθητῶν; the same variation is seen at Matt. 19:10 (see below). In some languages, a pronoun will be required whether or not it is present in Greek, and translators will need to pay attention to punctuation in order to avoid the implication that the scribe was a disciple.

   25 

   8:25 σῶσον (save) {B}

   The verb σῴζειν (‘to save’) usually requires a definite object, yet there is good early evidence in favour of the imperative by itself, σῶσον (‘save!’; 01 03 04 f1 etc.). There is no obvious reason why an object would have been removed if it were originally present, as in the majority reading σῶσον ἡμᾶς (‘save us’; 019 032 037 etc.). The shorter reading makes tolerable sense in itself (compare the English ‘help!’), but in certain languages it may be necessary to include an object even if the editorial text is followed.

   28 

   8:28 Γαδαρηνῶν (of the Gadarenes) {C}

   The majority of manuscripts have Γεργεσηνῶν (‘of the Gergasenes’; 012 019 032 f1 f13 etc.), but there is significant early evidence for Γαδαρηνῶν (‘of the Gadarenes’; 03 04 [037] 038 sys, p, h, as well as Γαζαρηνῶν [‘of the Gazarenes’] in 01*). The readings Gadara and Gerasa were known to Origen, but he rejected them as being too far from the lake (Commentary on John 5.41). Instead, he preferred Gergesa on the basis of local tradition which he encountered during his visit and his interpretation of the etymology of the name. Other ancient sources, in the form of Josephus (Life 9.42) and coins of the time, suggest that the area of Gadara may have included the shore of the lake, and the external attestation supports its adoption here. In this verse, the reading Γερασηνῶν (‘of the Gerasenes’; lat syhmg cosa, mae) is poorly attested and likely to be a harmonisation to the other Synoptic Gospels (Mark 5:1, Luke 8:26, 8:37). It is surprising to observe that, despite reading ‘Gergasenes’ here, Byzantine tradition supports ‘Gadarenes’ in Mark and Luke. Earlier manuscripts are also inconsistent across the three gospels, leading to the choice—with hesitation—of ‘Gerasenes’ for the editorial text of Mark and Luke (see the corresponding entries below).[*] The predominance of ‘Gergasenes’ in the textual tradition of this verse appears to reflect the influence of Origen’s attempt to establish the topography:[*] the adoption of ‘Gadarenes’ in the editorial text (and SBLGNT and THGNT) implies that Matthew also corrected the text of Mark with a reading which he thought was more plausible.








Matthew 9

   8 

   9:8 ἐφοβήθησαν (they were filled with awe) {A}

   There is good early evidence for the reading ἐφοβήθησαν (lit. ‘they were afraid’; 01 03 05 032 f1 etc.), whereas Byzantine tradition has ἐθαύμασαν (‘they were amazed’; 04 019 037 etc.). The latter is a standard response to Jesus’ miracles in Matthew (e. g. Matt. 8:10, 8:27, 9:33 and 15:31: the last also has the combination ‘they were amazed, and glorified’), suggesting that it may have been introduced here through assimilation. It is also possible that this was a deliberate replacement: elsewhere in Matthew φοβοῦμαι usually has the sense of ‘be afraid’, but there is no obvious reason for fear as a response to the healing of the paralysed man. This makes ἐφοβήθησαν the more difficult reading, although its force in translation has sometimes been softened to ‘awe’ or ‘alarm’.[*] One Old Latin manuscript has a doublet which combines the two alternatives, also seen in Ethiopic, while a few witnesses (033 Irenaeus) omit this verb altogether, possibly because ἐφοβήθησαν was seen as problematic in context or simply through eyeskip. The full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts (TuT Matthew TS2) shows that one minuscule even reads ἐπίστευσαν (‘they believed’; 738*). The use of ‘fear’ in the parallel at Luke 5:26 can also be taken to support the originality of ἐφοβήθησαν here.

   13 

   9:13 ἁμαρτωλούς (sinners) {A}

   The majority of Greek manuscripts include εἰς μετάνοιαν (‘to repentance’; 04 019 038 etc.), as is seen in the parallel at Luke 5:32. If it had originally been present here, there is no obvious reason for its absence from a range of early translations and important witnesses (01 03 05 etc.). Translations based on the Byzantine tradition feature the longer reading at this point.

   14 

   9:14 νηστεύομεν [πολλά] (fast often) {C}

   Almost all witnesses read νηστεύομεν πολλά (‘we fast often’; 012 04 05 019 etc.; see TuT Matthew TS28). However, a few early manuscripts just read νηστεύομεν (‘we fast’; 01* 03 cosa-ms), while the first corrector of Codex Sinaiticus introduced text from the parallel at Luke 5:33, reading νηστεύομεν πυκνά (‘we fast frequently’; 011). The shortest reading matches the source at Mark 2:18; while it is possible that this was also the earliest reading in Matthew, to which a qualifier was later added under the influence of the Lukan parallel, it is more likely that its absence is due to assimilation to Mark, the following phrase, or an oversight. If the parallel in Luke had prompted an expansion, more instances of the unusual word πυκνά would be expected.

   27 

   9:27 [αὐτῷ] (him)

   The pronoun αὐτῷ (‘him’) is missing from a few important manuscripts (03 05 892). This could be an oversight or a deliberate deletion: the preceding dative serves as the object of ἠκολούθησαν (‘followed’), so the pronoun is redundant. However, given the frequency of the phrase ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ (‘they followed him’) in Matthew, it is possible that the pronoun was added in error at an early stage. While the external evidence favours the longer reading, translation is unaffected. This verse is included in ECM Parallel Pericopes.




Matthew 10

   3 

   10:3 Θαδδαῖος (Thaddaeus) {C}

   The majority of manuscripts read Λεββαῖος ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Θαδδαῖος (‘Lebbaeus who was called Thaddeus’; 042 019 032 037 etc., with the names reversed in some members of Family 13). The first hand of Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus seems to have written Λεββαῖος ὁ καὶ Θαδδαῖος (‘Lebbaeus who was also Thaddaeus’; 04*), Each name is attested by itself in early witnesses: a few manuscripts have Θαδδαῖος (‘Thaddaeus’; 01 03 f13pt 892 latvl-pt, vg co), while only Codex Bezae and some indirect tradition have Λεββαῖος (‘Lebbaeus’; 05 latvl-pt Origenlat). It is striking that the latter witnesses also have Lebbaeus at Mark 3:18, where all other witnesses read Thaddaeus.[*] The parallel at Luke 6:15 has neither name, but instead includes ‘Judas son of James’ after Simon the Zealot in Luke 6:16: this explains the appearance of this name in the Sinaitic Syriac, and probably also the variant ‘Judas the Zealot’ seen here in Old Latin witnesses and a Christian Palestinian Aramaic manuscript. The movement towards harmonising names in early translations is striking. The external evidence could be taken to support Thaddaeus as the earliest form, which was then expanded to ‘Lebbaeus who was called Thaddaeus’ in the majority text, under the influence of the alternative seen in Codex Bezae. This explains the current editorial text, also adopted in the SBLGNT and THGNT. However, if Thaddeus was the principal form, one would expect it to come first in the longer reading; similarly, as the Bezan tradition did not influence the majority text in Mark, it is not obvious why it would have had this effect in Matthew. It is therefore possible that Matthew himself introduced Lebbaeus into the list of disciples, either by itself (leading to the alternative reading in some manuscripts of Mark and the majority reading as a later editorial expansion) or with the explanation ‘who was called Thaddaeus’ to explain his deviation from his Markan source. In this case, the early witnesses would represent assimilation back to Mark at a very early point in the tradition rather than an initial shorter reading. The full range of readings in continuous-text Greek manuscripts is given in TuT Matthew (TS29).

   4 

   10:4 Καναναῖος (the Cananaean) {B}

   The textual tradition is split between Καναναῖος (‘the Zealot’; 03 04 05 019 etc.) and the majority reading Κανανίτης (‘the Cananite’; 01 032 037 etc.). The same variation is attested at Mark 3:18 (see below), where the external evidence leads to the adoption of Καναναῖος. This is the more unusual term, which derives from the Aramaic word for ‘zealot’; the regular word for someone from Cana is Κανανίτης, hence the majority reading. Translators can choose whichever reading seems more appropriate in context.
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