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Preface 

 

 My interest in textual criticism was first aroused when I studied the subject in semi-

nary in the 1950s, and my interest in tree-diagraming (also called stemmatics) was first 

awakened when, in the 1960s, I learned to apply it to grammatical analysis and to computer 

aids for translation. I learned that the method works best when applied always to the most 

deeply imbedded unanalyzed element—that is, the element at the lowest hierarchic level. 

When I began using tree-diagraming techniques to teach Hebrew grammar and syntax in the 

1970s, it occurred to me that the same analytic principles would logically apply to textual 

criticism, and that just as these principles could be implemented by computer programs for 

grammatical and syntactical analysis of language, so also they could be implemented for the 

genealogical analysis of textual criticism. So began a lifetime of research and experimenta-

tion to create a computer program for reconstructing the genealogical history of an ancient 

text based on genealogical principles and tree-diagraming. 

  

 Earlier textual scholars had determined that the key to the genealogical history of a 

text lies in those places in the text where its manuscript copies differ, and that the percentage 

of agreement between two manuscript copies at those places of variation is a measure of their 

genealogical affinity. I call that percentage of agreement quantitative affinity. Gradually over 

time I realized that the variant readings in a manuscript are a record of its genealogical histo-

ry; its variant readings are the accumulation of the inherited genetic mutations of all its an-

cestor exemplars, and its variants constitute a kind of genetic DNA code. One must learn to 

read the history of a manuscript from its genetic code. Quantitative affinity was one of the 

leading principles guiding my earlier research and computer implementation. 

 

 Eventually I also realized that a manuscript inherits the unique mutant variants of its 

parent exemplar and only its sibling sister manuscripts share those same variant readings. 

That collection of variants peculiar to sibling sister manuscripts serves as their genetic mark-

er—a kind of sibling gene. Every manuscript has a marker by which its sister manuscripts 

may be identified. For lack of a better term I call that marker a sibling gene. Now I am not 

naïve enough to suppose that in a collection of extant manuscripts every sibling gene marks 
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real sister manuscripts, although it often does; but what it actually marks are nearest relative 

manuscripts having a recoverable nearest common ancestor exemplar. The presence of the 

sibling gene assures true genetic relationship and a consistent line of genealogical descent.  

 

This work brings together both quantitative affinity and the sibling gene, working in 

harmony with tree diagraming methodology, to reconstruct parent exemplars one at a time, 

always for the most remote unreconstructed branch—that is, the most deeply imbedded 

branch, being at the lowest hierarchy or the most recent generation—to reconstruct the ge-

nealogical history of the text of an ancient document one branch at a time. The principles and 

analytical methods of this theory have been implemented and tested on computer software 

which I call Lachmann-10. That is what this work is all about. 

 

James D. Price 

Chattanooga, TN 

January, 2014 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 The study of ancient literature is interesting and significant in that most of the knowl-

edge of human history is recorded therein. An important aspect of such study is the history of 

the ancient documents themselves, because before the invention of the printing press, all 

books were written and copied by hand and were victims of copyist error. Beginning with the 

initial document
1
 that emanated from the pen of an author, subsequent copies were made by 

copyists. Some copyists were amateurs while others were professional scribes. Some copies 

were transcribed with more haste than care, while others were produced with meticulous at-

tention to detail and artistic beauty. Ancient books were expensive because of the many man-

hours of skilled labor invested in their production. They were the prized possession of those 

who could afford them. 

 

 The books of the Bible had the same kind of origin. Each book of the Bible originated 

from the pen of a prophet or apostle
2
 or at least from the pen of his secretary to whom he dic-

tated the words to be written.
3
 At first, copies of these sacred books were circulated individu-

ally among the churches and private persons, but eventually they became assembled into a 

collection containing the content of modern Bibles. These ancient Bibles, which scholars call 

manuscripts,
4
 were treasured as the divinely inspired Word of God and the source of all ec-

clesiastical truth and authority. Martyrs gave their lives to protect and preserve them. But 

most ancient believers were unaware that the words in their Bibles occasionally differed from 

                                                 
 
1
 Often called the original autograph or the autographic text. 

 
2
 Mark was the literary companion of the Apostle Peter and Luke was the literary companion of the 

Apostle Paul. 

 
3
 Jeremiah and Paul are known to have used secretaries. 

 
4
 A manuscript is a handwritten copy of a text; in this case a copy of one or more books of the Bible. 
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one another due to minor scribal variations that arose in the copying process.
5
 Only scholars 

paid attention to such details. 

The Work of Textual Scholars 

 Particularly in the last one hundred and fifty years, textual scholars have uncovered a 

number of interesting facts concerning the Greek manuscripts of the New Testament. Take, 

for example, the Greek manuscripts of the Third Epistle of John. It is now known that some 

ancient copies have the word “for” in verse 3 while others do not;
6
 some have the word “the” 

in verse 4 where others do not; some have the words “truth and” in verse 6 where others do 

not; some have the word “his” in verse 7 where others do not; some have the word “truth” in 

verses 8 and 12 where others have “church”; some have the word “against” in verse 10 where 

others do not; some have the words “out of” in verse 10 where others do not; some have the 

word “friends” twice in verse 15 where others have “brothers”; and some have the word 

“amen” at the end of verse 15 where others do not. Differences in wording like this are called 

textual variants, or variant readings. The presence of textual variants is of interest not only to 

textual scholars but also to expositors, translators, and theologians. They need to know the 

original words written by the apostles before beginning careful theological study. This book 

discusses how textual scholars determine what the author’s original words were; particularly 

it describes a genealogical method developed by the author and implemented on computer 

software that reconstructs the textual history of any New Testament book in an effort to re-

cover the words actually written by the inspired authors. This book covers the textual history 

of the Gospel of Matthew and to a lesser degree that of the text of the Greek translation of the 

Old Testament Book of Ecclesiastes. 

 

 Textual scholars have recorded thirty places of variation in the text of the Third Epis-

tle of John
7
 where the differences may affect meaning and are of interest to expositors and 

                                                 
 

5
 The same is true today. Most believers are unaware that the various modern editions of the King 

James Bible differ in hundreds of minor textual details. 

 
6
 The original language was Greek; I have used the English translation here for initial simplicity. In 

subsequent discussions I use the Greek text. 

 
7
 For purposes of illustration and simplicity I temporarily discuss the text of the Third Epistle of John, 

one of the shortest books of the New Testament. The full treatment of the textual history of Third John will ap-

pear in a subsequent book. 
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translators. Table 1.1 lists the places of variation,
8
 the associated reference, and the different 

variant readings occurring there.  

 

Table 1.1 

List of Textual Variants in the Third Epistle of John 
Place of 

Variation 

Reference 

 

Variant 1 

 

Variant 2 

 

Variant 3 

 

Variant 4 

 

1 1:3 gar  omit     

2 1:3 marturountwn marturoun      

3 1:4 meizoteran toutwn meizona toutwn  meizoteron tauthj  
meizoteran 
tauthj  

4 1:4 ouvk ecw caran Caran ouvk ecw ouk ecw carin    

5 1:4 th omit     

6 1:5 evan evrgash an evrgazh      

7 1:5 touto eij touj  touj    

8 1:6 oi o[      

9 1:6  omit alhqeia kai       

10 1:6 
poihseij prope-
myaj 

poihsaj prope-
myeij      

11 1:7 omit autou      

12 1:7 evqnikwn eqnwn      

13 1:8 upolambanein apolambanein      

14 1:8 th avlhqeia thj avlhqeiaj  th ekklhsia    

15 1:9 Egraya ti Egraya egraya an  egrayaj ti  

16 1:10 omit eij      

17 1:10 boulomenouj epidecomenouj      

18 1:10 evk omit     

19 1:11 omit de      

20 1:12 avlhqeiaj ekklhsiaj  
ekklhsiaj kai thj 
alhqeiaj    

21 1:12 oidaj oidate  oidamen     

22 1:13 grayai soi grafein      

23 1:13 ouv qelw ouk eboulhqhn      

24 1:13 soi grafein grafein soi soi grayai    

25 1:14 se ivdein Ivdein se     

26 1:14 lalhsomen lalhswmen  lalhsai    

27 1:15 filoi adelfoi      

28 1:15 avspazou aspasai      

29 1:15 filouj filouj sou  adelfouj    

30 1:15 omit amhn      

                                                 
 

8
 The textual information in Table 1.1 is derived from the textual footnotes in Nestle-Aland Novum 

Textamentum Graece, 27
th

 edition (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993); hereafter abbreviated NA-27. 

Abbreviations used in NA-27 have been expanded in order to facilitate easier understanding. 
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 I do not discuss the technical details of these variations at this time, because they are 

of secondary importance to the task now at hand—that of discussing how scholars try to de-

termine which words were written by the original author. In the material that follows and 

throughout this book, I have assumed that readers possess at least a knowledge of the Greek 

alphabet, because this book contains so much Greek that transliteration of the Greek texts 

into English characters would be impractical. 

 

The same textual scholars also have recorded a list of the providentially preserved an-

cient Bibles (manuscripts) that contain the textual variations recorded in Table 1.1. For pur-

poses of illustration, Table 1.2 lists the manuscripts that contain the variant readings at the 

first seven places of variation in the Third Epistle of John.
9
  

 

The first vertical column contains a decimal number. The number to the left of the 

decimal point indicates the sequential order of each place of variation in the text of the Third 

Epistle of John; it corresponds to the number in the first column of Table 1.1. The number to 

the right of the decimal point indicates the number of the variant at that place of variation, 

and corresponds with the number in the variant columns of Figure 1.1. For example, 7.3 re-

fers to the seventh place of variation and the third variant reading at that place—touj. The 

second vertical column lists the reference (chapter and verse) where the variation occurs; a 

chapter number is provided for the Third Epistle of John in order to maintain consistency 

with the data format needed for other NT books. The third vertical column lists the variant 

reading, and the fourth column lists the names of the manuscripts that contain the associated 

variant.
10

 

 

                                                 
 

9
 Table 1.2 presents the variant readings in the order required by the computer software. Because the 

computer must have the reading preferred by the NA-27 editors always in first position, but the textual appa-

ratus of  NA-27 always places the preferred reading last, that is, sometimes second, sometimes third, sometimes 

fifth depending on how many variant readings occur at a particular place of variation. Consequently, the order 

of the readings has been automatically rearranged to accommodate the computer, that is, the NA-27 reading is 

moved to first position and the others are moved down one position. For example, in the NA-27 apparatus, the 

reading touto (7.1 in Table 1.2) occurs third and last in NA-27 order marked by “txt” as the preferred reading, 

the reading eij touj (7.2 in Table 1.2) occurs first in NA-27 order, and touj (4.3 in Table 1.2) occurs second in 

NA-27 order. This may be confusing at first, but it makes the computer very happy to have a consistent order 

for the variants. 

 
10

 The manuscript information in the fourth column has been unpacked and expanded from the con-

densed form found in the NA-27 apparatus. Also some of the manuscript symbols have been changed to ac-

commodate the software requirements. Attention is directed to Chapter 4 for a full explanation of these changes. 
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 These data are the kinds of information textual scholars work with in order to decide 

which of the variant readings at a particular place of variation is what the Apostle John actu-

ally wrote in his original letter to Gaius. The work textual scholars do is called textual criti-

cism. 

The Methods of Textual Scholars 

 Textual scholars employ one of several methods for determining the readings of the 

original autograph.
11

 The method used for recovering the original text of the ancient Greek 

and Latin classics is the family-tree method, also known as stematics. This method is intui-

tively fundamental and is still used for the classics. It was initially used for the texts of the 

Greek New Testament, but was soon found to be impractical for the complex state of the 

New Testament manuscripts; so alternate methods were developed. Some textual scholars 

use the democratic method—the majority vote wins. Others use the republican method—

consensus among best representatives wins. Still others use the method of tradition—the text 

of the Reformation wins. Some use the authoritarian method—the variant readings underly-

ing the Authorized Version wins. Of course, this is an over simplification of the various tex-

tual theories discussed in more detail in Chapter Two, but it is sufficient for now.  

 

All these current approaches focus on individual variant readings at some place of 

variation
12

 without due regard for the effect of what has taken place at all the other places of 

variation in the manuscripts. Each variant is considered independently. My thesis is that 

manuscripts have genealogical history, not readings. It goes without saying that the scribes 

copied manuscripts, not merely individual readings. They had the text of a standard exem-

plar
13

 before them copying it page for page, line for line, word for word, and letter for letter. 

While an individual variant reading does have some kind of genealogical history, whatever 

history it has is inseparably linked with the genealogical history of the manuscripts in which 

it occurs.  

 

Table 1.2 

                                                 
 

11
 The word autograph is used by scholars to refer to the original text written by the hand of its author 

or his secretary. 

 
12

 A place in a text where copies of the text read differently. 

 
13

 An exemplar was a Greek Bible (manuscript) that scribes regarded as a reliable copy they could use 

as a standard for copying. 
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List of Variants with Supporting Manuscripts 
 Place of 

variation Reference   Variant  Manuscripts that contain the associated variant reading 

1.1 1:3 gar 

A* A^c B* C* C^2 K* L020* P025* 044* 048 049* 322 323* 614* 630 

945 1241* 1243 1505* 1611* 1739* 1846 1852 1881* 2143 2298 pm^a 

pm^b TR HF RP it-d sy^h sy^ph sa^a sa^b bo^a bo^b 1 131* 131^c 209 

1582 13 69 346 543 788 826 828 983 

1.2 1:3 omit 

01* 01^2 33* 81* 623* 2464* 2495 l^249 l^846 vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s 

vg^st vg^ww 

2.1 1:3 marturountwn 

01* 01^2 A* A^c C* C^2 K* L020* P025* 044* 048 049* 33* 81* 322 

323* 614* 623* 630 945 1241* 1243 1505* 1611* 1739* 1846 1852 

1881* 2143 2298 2464* 2495 pm^a pm^b TR HF RP vg^a vg^b vg^cl 

vg^s vg^st vg^ww it-d sy^h sy^ph sa^a sa^b bo^a bo^b l^249 l^846 1 

131* 131^c 209 1582 13 69 346 543 788 826 828 983 

2.2 1:3 marturoun  B* 

3.1 1:4 
meizoteran 
toutwn 

01* 01^2 A* A^c B* C* C^2 K* L020* P025* 044* 048 049* 33* 81* 

623* 945 1241* 1611* 1852 2143 2298 2464* 2495 pm^a pm^b TR HF 

RP vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s vg^st vg^ww it-d sy^h sy^ph sa^a sa^b bo^a 

bo^b l^249 l^846 1 131* 131^c 209 1582 13 346 543 788 826 828 983 

3.2 1:4 ðzona t)  614* 630 1505* 

3.3 1:4 
ðzoteron 
tauthj  322 323* 1739* 1881* 

3.4 1:4 
ðzoteran 
tauthj  69 1243 1846 

4.1 1:4 
ouvk ecw ca-
ran 

01* 01^2 A* A^c K* L020* P025* 044* 048 049* 33* 81* 623* 630 

945 1241* 1505* 1611* 1846 1852 2143 2464* 2495 pm^a pm^b TR HF 

RP it-d sy^h sy^ph sa^a sa^b l^249 l^846 1 131* 131^c 209 1582 13 346 

543 788 826 828 983 

4.2 1:4 
caran ouvk 
ecw  C* C^2 69 322 323* 614* 1739* 1881* 

4.3 1:4 ouk ecw carin  B* 1243 2298 vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s vg^st vg^ww bo^a bo^b 

5.1 1:4 th A* A^c B* C* 33* 81* 

5.2 1:4 omit 

01* 01^2 C^2 P025* 044* 1739* pm^a pm^b TR HF RP K* L020* 049* 

322 323* 614* 623* 630 945 1241* 1243 1505* 1611* 1846 1852 1881* 

2143 2298 2464* 2495 l^249 l^846 1 131* 131^c 209 1582 13 69 346 

543 788 826 828 983 bo^a bo^b 

6.1 1:5 evan evrgash 

01* 01^2 B* C* C^2 K* L020* P025* 048 049* 33* 81* 322 323* 614* 

623* 1241* 1243 1611* 1739* 1846 1852 1881* 2143 2298 2464* 2495 

pm^a pm^b TR HF RP vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s vg^st vg^ww it-d sy^h 

sy^ph sa^a sa^b bo^a bo^b l^249 l^846 1 131* 131^c 209 1582 13 69 

346 543 788 826 828 983 

6.2 1:5 an ðzh  A* A^c 044* 630 945 1505* 

7.1 1:5 touto 
01* 01^2 A* A^c B* C* C^2 044* 048 33* 323* 1241* 1739* l^249 

l^846 vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s vg^st vg^ww sy^h 

7.2 1:5 eij touj  

P025* pm^a pm^b TR HF RP K* L020* 049* 322 614* 623* 630 945 

1243 1505* 1611* 1846 1852 1881* 2143 2298 2464* 2495 1 131* 

131^c 209 1582 13 69 346 543 788 826 828 983 

7.3 1:5 touj  81* 
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Only manuscripts have genealogical history; individual variant readings have second-

ary history. So the textual history of an ancient book is found in the genealogical history of 

its surviving manuscripts. 

 

It is well known that the science of human genetics now has the capability of identify-

ing parentage by comparing DNA genetic codes (Figure 1.1).
14

 The genetic code of a child 

has strong affinity to the genetic code of its father; the code of the father has strong genetic 

affinity to that of the grandfather; the code of the grandfather has strong genetic affinity to 

that of the great grandfather, and so on back to Adam. In fact, the genome of a child contains 

the sum total of all the genetic mutations inherited from all its ancestors.  

 

Figure 1.1 

Small Segment of DNA With 

Associated DNA Code 

 

Now the question is this: can the variant readings of manuscripts be used as a kind of 

genetic code to identify their genealogical relationships? The answer comes in two parts: (1) 

Yes, the variant readings can be represented by numbers and configured like genetic codes; 

                                                 
 

14
 The small chart in Figure 1.1 is for illustration purposes only. It is not important for this study that 

one be able to clearly read it. 

Model of Small Segment of DNA
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and (2) yes, the codes can be used to identify genetic relationships and reconstruct genealogi-

cal history. In fact, it may be safely said that, just as the genome of a child contains the sum 

total of all the genetic mutations inherited from all its ancestors, so also the variant readings 

in a manuscript contain the sum total of all the uncorrected textual mutations inherited from 

all its ancestors. Subsequent discussion shows how the textual variants can be configured like 

genetic codes. Chapter Two shows how these codes can be used satisfactorily to reconstruct 

the genealogical history of the texts of the Greek New Testament. 

Configuring a Genetic Code for Manuscripts 

The textual data of Table 1.2 may be electronically reconfigured to form a list of the 

individual manuscripts together with their sequence of variants. A variant code may be ob-

tained from Table 1.2 column 1 which provides a unique decimal number associated with 

each variant reading. This variant code may be linked to the manuscripts listed in the hori-

zontal row next to the code itself. For example, for previously mentioned variant reading 4.3, 

the table lists the following manuscripts that contain that variant: B*, 1243, 2298, vg^a, 

vg^b, vg^cl, vg^s, vg^st, vg^ww, bo^a, and bo^b. Now by searching vertically through the 

complete form of Table 1.2, Manuscript B* (Codex Vaticanus) is found to contain the fol-

lowing sequence of variant codes— 1.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.3, 5.1, 6.1, 7.1, 8.1, 9.1, 10.1, 11.1, 12.1, 

13.1, 14.1, 15.4, 16.1, 17.1, 18.1, 19.1, 20.1, 21.1, 22.1, 23.1, 24.1, 25.1, 26.1, 27.1, 28.1, 

29.1, 30.1. However, the numbers to the left of the decimal point (which specify sequential 

place of variation) correspond with the sequential position of each code. Consequently, the 

sequential position of the code may be used to specify the place of variation instead of the 

number to the left of the decimal point; only the number to the right of the decimal point 

(which specifies which variant the manuscript contains at that place) needs to stand at that 

place. Therefore, the numbers to the left of the decimal point and the decimal point itself may 

be eliminated, leaving only the following sequence of numbers that bears the same infor-

mation as the longer one above:  

 

121311111111114111111111111111. 

 

This sequence of numbers identifies the variants of Codex Vaticanus (B*) and may be used 

as a genetic code for that manuscript of the Third Epistle of John. Table 1.3 is a partial list of 
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the manuscripts that contain the text of Third John together with their date, language, and 

genetic code.
15

  

Table 1.3 

List of Manuscripts of the Third Epistle  

of John With Genetic Code 
                                          Name  Date Lang.  Genetic Code 

01* 350 Greek 211121111111131112111111211211 

01^2 650 Greek 211121111111113112111111211211 

A* 450 Greek 111112111111131111121122112111 

A^c 550 Greek 111112111111131111111122112111 

B* 350 Greek 121311111111114111111111111111 

C* 450 Greek 111211111211112221131111111111 

C^2 550 Greek 111221111211212221131111111111 

K* 850 Greek 111121221112212111112213221111 

L020* 850 Greek 111121211112212111212213211112 

P025* 850 Greek 111121211112212111112213211111 

322 1450 Greek 113221211112212111112213211111 

323* 1150 Greek 113221111112113121111112111111 

614* 1250 Greek 112221212122223112111213211112 

623* 1037 Greek 211121211112222111112213211111 

630 1300 Greek 112122222121223112112112211131 

945 1050 Greek 111122211112213111112113211111 

1241* 1150 Greek 111121111112211121111212121111 

1243 1050 Greek 114321211112212122112213221111 

1505* 1150 Greek 112122212111223112112112211131 

1611* 950 Greek 111121211112212111112213211131 

1739* 900 Greek 113221111111111122111112111111 

1846 1050 Greek 114121211122212111112213211111 

1852 1250 Greek 111121211112212111212213211112 

1881* 1350 Greek 113221211111212121112213211111 

2143 1150 Greek 111121211112212111113213211111 

2298 1150 Greek 111321211112212121112213211111 

2464* 850 Greek 211121211112212111112213211111 

2495 1450 Greek 211121211122212111112213211111 

pm^a 850 Greek 111121211112212111112213211111 

pm^b 850 Greek 111121211112212111112213211111 

vg^a 400 Latin 211301111112023211111020031111 

vg^b 400 Latin 211301111112023211212020021112 

vg^cl 1592 Latin 211301111222023221111020011111 

vg^s 1590 Latin 211301111112023211111020011111 

vg^st 1994 Latin 211301111112023211111020011111 

vg^ww 1889 Latin 211301111112023211111020011111 

it-d 450 Latin 111101011110010111101010031111 

sy^h 616 Syriac 111101112110013111112010011131 

sy^ph 507 Syriac 111101011120013111101010011111 

 

                                                 
 

15
 Zero represents a place where the manuscript is missing part of the text due to deterioration.  
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 A comparison of the codes for the manuscripts indicates that some have very close 

genetic relationship. For example, vg^s, vg^st, and vg^ww (printed editions of the Latin Vul-

gate) have exactly the same codes, indicating they are identical sibling sisters of the same 

parent exemplar. 

 
vg^s 1590 Latin 211301111112023211111020011111 

vg^st 1994 Latin 211301111112023211111020011111 

vg^ww 1889 Latin 211301111112023211111020011111 

 

 Likewise, pm^a and pm^b (the two subgroups of the Byzantine tradition) are identical in the 

Third Epistle of John.  

 
pm^a 850 Greek 111121211112212111112213211111 

pm^b 850 Greek 111121211112212111112213211111 

 

Manuscripts 2464* and 2495 differ by only one variant, indicating that they may be sisters or 

first cousins.  

         ↓ 

2464* 850 Greek 211121211112212111112213211111 

2495 1450 Greek 211121211122212111112213211111 

 

Similarly, manuscripts 2143 and 2298 differ by only two variants, suggesting that they may 

be cousins.  

       ↓                          ↓ 

2143 1150 Greek 111121211112212111113213211111 

2298 1150 Greek 111321211112212121112213211111 

 

Comparisons of this sort are used by the genealogical software to reconstruct the genealogi-

cal textual history of the texts of the books of the Greek New Testament. Figure 1.2 presents 

the structure of the genealogical history of the text of the Third Epistle of John without any 

manuscript information.
16

  

 

Chapter Two describes the genealogical theory and methodology in detail. Chapter 

Three describes how the genealogical theory and methodology were tested for validity. 

Chapter Four describes how the NA-27 database is unpacked and expanded for use in the ge-

                                                 
 

16
 A commentary on the genealogical history of the text of the Third Epistle of John will appear in a 

subsequent volume. 
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nealogical software. Chapter Five evaluates the NA-27 database for the Gospel of Matthew 

to see how suitable it is for reconstructing its genealogical history. 

 

 Chapter Six presents the genealogical history of the manuscripts of Matthew. Chapter 

Seven presents the genealogical history of the variant readings of Matthew. The history of 

the manuscripts and that of the variant readings are distinct although intricately interrelated. 

Chapter Eight presents the genealogical history of the manuscripts and variants of the book 

of Ecclesiastes. 

 

Figure 1.2 

Genealogical History of 

the Third Epistle of John 
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CHAPTER 2 

A GENEALOGICAL THEORY OF 

TEXTUAL CRITICISM
1
 

 

 In the field of textual criticism, the genealogical relationship among manuscripts has 

long been regarded as an important aspect of external evidence that must be evaluated in or-

der to recover the original form of a text. It is the fundamental basis for the recovery of the 

original texts of the ancient Greek and Latin classics. According to Bruce M. Metzger, an 

acknowledged authority on textual criticism, “The application of the critical methods to the 

editing of classical texts was developed principally by three German scholars: (1) Friedrich 

Wolf (1759-1824), one of the founders of classical philology, (2) Immanuel Bekker (1785-

1871), and (3) Karl Lachmann (1793-1851).”
2
 Lachmann showed “how, by comparison of 

manuscripts, it is possible to draw inferences as to their lost ancestors or archetypes, their 

condition, and even their pagination.”
3
  

 

 The current state of textual criticism among the scholars of the Greek and Latin clas-

sics is outlined in the work of Paul Maas.
4
 He divides the work of textual criticism into two 

phases: (1) Recensio—the phase in which a tree diagram (stemma) is developed to represent 

the genealogical history of the text under study; and (2) Examinatio—the phase in which one 

may determine whether the reconstructed history of the first phase is good or not. Maas de-

fined the methodology of the recensio phase by twelve logical principles and that of the ex-

aminatio phase by ten additional principles.  

                                                 
 

1
 This is an expanded revision of a paper read to the Southeastern Regional Division of the Evangelical 

Theological Society, March 5, 1988, in Chattanooga, Tennessee.  

 
2
  Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corrup-

tion, and Restoration, 4th ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005) 206. 

 
3
 Metzger and Ehrman, 207. 

 
4
 Paul Maas, Textual Criticism, translated from the German by Barbara Flower (Oxford: The Claren-

don Press, 1958). 
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 The classical approach to textual criticism, also known as stemmatics, has been 

charged with two weaknesses that allegedly render it unreliable: (1) nearly all stemmata turn 

out to be binary—that is, the nodes of the tree have only two branches, forcing the scholar to 

make a subjective judgment about which of two variants is inherited from an earlier ancestral 

exemplar and which is a new, genealogically independent error;
5
 and (2) contamination (mix-

ture)—when mixture occurs scholars claim the methodology is next to impossible.
6
 My ap-

proach to textual criticism is based on the classical methodology of recensio as modified by 

insights derived from New Testament textual critics. The objective nature of the external evi-

dence
7
 limits the application of the examinatio methodology to those relatively few cases 

where the external evidence is uncertain. As it turns out, the above two alleged problems are 

relatively insignificant. 

The Genealogical Principle 

 The genealogical principle is based on the historical fact that the text of an ancient 

original autograph was hand-copied by scribes. These copies were themselves copied in suc-

cessive generations, resulting in a collection of manuscripts that are all genealogical de-

scendants of the original autograph by means of various intermediate ancestral exemplars.  

 

 If every copy had been a flawless reproduction of its exemplar, the text of the original 

autograph would have been perfectly preserved in every manuscript. Unfortunately, the 

copying process was seldom flawless due to human frailty. A copyist usually introduced mi-

nor variations into the text, either accidentally or deliberately. Although corrections were 

made, undetected flaws were persistently passed on to succeeding generations of copies. 

Thus a manuscript may be understood as a hand-written copy of some earlier exemplar of a 

text, containing all the uncorrected flaws of its exemplar, plus any new ones introduced by its 

own scribe. Likening textual flaws to genetic mutations, one may say that, like a child, a 

manuscript contains the sum total of all the uncorrected textual mutations of all its ancestors. 

That is, the textual variants of a manuscript record its genealogical history. One must simply 

learn how to read that history. 

                                                 
 

5
 Maas, 47. 

 
6
 Maas, 7, 9, 48. 

 
7
 External evidence is derived from the existing manuscript witnesses in the database as distinguished 

from internal evidence—that evidence derived from such subjective observations such as style, copyist habits, 

etc. External evidence is discussed in more detail later in this chapter. 
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 Theoretically, if the genealogical history of a text could be flawlessly reconstructed, 

and the introduction of every flaw indisputably identified, then the text of the original auto-

graph could be perfectly recovered. Few are naive enough to expect that this can be done 

with the present manuscript data in such a state of complexity. However, approximate genea-

logical relationships can be inferred from the manuscripts. These approximations, together 

with other external and internal data, are used by textual scholars to determine the most likely 

readings of an original autograph. Genealogical relationships are normally regarded to be 

more significant than mere numbers of witnesses.  

 

 The genealogical principle is part of classical textual criticism. Kurt and Barbara 

Aland stated: 

 
 Editorial methodology for a classical Greek (or Latin) text proceeds essentially by 

constructing a stemma to demonstrate the mutual relationships of its extant manuscripts, and 

then reconstructing the original text on the basis of insights gained from a complete view of 

the history of the text (distinguishing daughter manuscripts from their parent exemplars, and 

eliminating them from further consideration).
8
 

 

 The problem has been that attempts to construct such genealogical stemmata for the 

books of the Greek New Testament have met with frustration and failure. The number of 

manuscripts is great and the variation among them is complex. So some textual critics have 

abandoned the genealogical principle altogether, as it applies to manuscripts, or have been 

satisfied with the approximate evidence of text types. 

 

 Textual scholars attempt to reconstruct an approximate family tree of the manuscripts 

of a given text. In defining the principle for approximating a family tree of manuscripts, 

Metzger stated that “The basic principle that underlies the process of constructing a stemma, 

or family tree, of manuscripts is that, apart from accident, identity of reading implies identity 

of origin.”9 This means that manuscripts that have common sets of variant readings are more 

                                                 
 

8
 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament, trans. by Erroll F. Rhodes (Grand 

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 34. 

 
9
 Metzger and Ehrman, 207 (italics are theirs). By the term “reading” Metzger meant “variant.” In tex-

tual criticism, that part of the text common to all manuscripts of the text is assumed original, and is not part of 

the textual critical methodology. At every place of variation in the text, one of the variants will be the auto-

graphic reading, and the other variants will be errors. The term “reading” is used with this meaning throughout 

this work. 
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closely related genealogically than those that do not, and the greater the agreement in variant 

readings, the closer the genealogical relationship. Once a family tree is constructed, the read-

ings that emerge as genealogical patriarchs are more likely to be regarded as original, all oth-

er considerations being equal.  

The Problem of Mixture 

 In addition to correction and accidental or deliberate alteration, mixture and multiple 

parentage make the construction of a family tree difficult. Metzger observed:  

 
 Often, however, difficulties hinder the construction of a stemma of manuscripts. . . . 

[A] disturbing element enters when mixture has occurred, that is, when a copyist has had two 

or more manuscripts before him and has followed sometimes one, sometimes the other or, as 

sometimes happened, when a scribe copied a manuscript from one exemplar and corrected it 

against another. To the extent that manuscripts have a “mixed” ancestry, the genealogical re-

lations among them become progressively more complex and obscure to the investigator.
10 

 

 Ernest C. Colwell regarded the problem of mixture to be quite serious, perhaps mak-

ing genealogical relationships beyond use in practical application. He explained:  
 

 When there is mixture, and Westcott and Hort state that it is common, in fact almost 

universal in some degree, then the genealogical method as applied to manuscripts is useless. 

 Without mixture a family tree is an ordinary tree-trunk with branches–standing on 

the branches with the single trunk–the original text–at the top. The higher up–or the further 

back–you go from the mass of late manuscripts, the fewer ancestors you have!  

 With mixture you reverse this in any series of generations. The number of possible 

combinations defies computation, let alone the drawing of diagrams.
11 

 

 Colwell’s comment “as applied to manuscripts” seems to limit his skepticism to an 

attempt to apply the method at the manuscript level, and his subsequent work does not sug-

gest that he abandoned genealogy altogether. Nevertheless, Wilbur N. Pickering took Col-

well’s remarks to the extreme, describing an exaggerated interpretation of the circumstances:  

 
 The sort of genealogical diagram that one always sees is like a family tree that shows 

only male parents. Because of mixture the diagrams should be like a family tree that shows 

both parents, at every level–the further back you go the more hopelessly complicated it gets.
12

 

                                                 
 
10

 Metzger and Ehrman, 208. 

 
11

 Ernest C. Colwell, “Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and its Limitations,” Journal of Biblical 

Literature 66 (1947) 114; emphasis is his. 
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 Simple reflection upon the situation exposes the unreasonableness of this extreme. 

Even in the worst case where every manuscript is of mixed origin, the family tree still con-

verges to a single trunk, the autograph. It does not diverge upward except it is from a single 

manuscript, and that divergence remains within the bounds of the tree, and ultimately con-

verges to the trunk. Furthermore, except in the rare case of a major recension,
13

 a given man-

uscript would usually have only two parents at the most that need to be identified in the con-

struction of the tree. Because of this, its grandparents could more accurately be identified by 

the witness of its parents, and so upward through the tree. In addition, it is unlikely that every 

manuscript will be of mixed parentage, and it is possible that mixture may be less than imag-

ined. The less mixture, the less complexity. Though the problem is complex, it is not hope-

lessly so.  

 

 Yet, Pickering uses the statements of scholars–those who discuss the difficulty and 

complexity of the genealogical problem–to conclude that the method is impossible to apply:  

 
 Other scholars have agreed that the genealogical method has never been applied to 

the New Testament, and they state further that it cannot be applied. Thus Zuntz says it is “in-

applicable,” Vaganay that it is “useless,” and Aland that it “cannot be applied to the NT.” 

Colwell also declares emphatically that it “cannot be so applied.”
14 

 

 But Pickering surely misunderstood at least some of the scholars and overstated the 

case, because Kurt and Barbara Aland still regard the genealogical principle to be important. 

They recently listed twelve rules for textual criticism, the eighth of which reads:  

 
 The reconstruction of a stemma of readings for each variant (the genealogical prin-

ciple) is an extremely important device, because the reading which can most easily explain the 

derivation of the other forms is itself most likely the original.
15

 

                                                                                                                                                       
12

 Wilbur N. Pickering, The Identity of the New Testament Text, 2
nd

 edition (Nashville: Thomas Nelson 

Publishers, 1980), p. 218, n. 17; emphasis his. 

 
13

 A recension is a deliberate alteration of a text tradition for the purpose of correction or improvement. 

For a more detailed definition of a recension see the glossary of terms. 

 
14

 Pickering, 46; emphasis his. 

 
15

 Aland and Aland, Text, 276; Aland spoke of a stemma of readings, not of manuscripts. However, no 

one denies that the manuscripts have a genealogical history; they simply conclude that a genealogical stemma of 

manuscripts is too difficult to construct. 
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 Aland was referring to the genealogical relationships among “readings” rather than 

“manuscripts,” but one must not infer from this that textual scholars have entirely abandoned 

the use of genealogical relationships among manuscripts. Genealogical principles are used to 

categorize manuscripts into text types and into profile groups and sub-groups. The genealog-

ical relationships between such text types and groups often affect the decisions of textual 

scholars, even those who prefer the local genealogical method.
16

 Thus Aland reasoned that 

“certain combinations of witnesses may deserve a greater degree of confidence than oth-

ers.”
17

 Obviously his “combinations of witnesses” involve genealogical relationships among 

the manuscripts. Metzger stated it more specifically: 

 
 After having ascertained the text types represented by the evidence supporting each 

of the variant readings under examination, the student should draw a tentative conclusion as to 

the preferred reading on the basis of considerations bearing on the age of the manuscripts, the 

geographical spread of the witnesses that join in support of a given reading, and the textual 

type to which it belongs. Due appreciation of the implications of the genealogical relationship 

among manuscripts prevents one from favoring a reading merely because a large number of 

witnesses may support it.
18

 

 

 Thus the global genealogical relationships among the manuscripts are known and 

used by textual scholars. They use both the genealogy of manuscripts and the genealogy of 

readings, even when they prefer to stress the importance of the latter. Actually one would 

expect the two genealogies to be in harmony. The alleged insurmountable problems are expe-

rienced with the intermediate genealogical relationships among manuscripts. 

 

 Therefore, it must be concluded that although most scholars recognize the difficulty 

of applying the genealogy principle to manuscripts, yet they still acknowledge its importance. 

Eric Poole correctly concluded the following concerning this problem: 

 
 We must distinguish between the existence of a stemmatic relationship, and the prac-

tical difficulty of discovering it. Any set of things which have been produced by copying must 

necessarily have a stemmatic relationship. It may be an exceedingly complicated one; scribes 

may even have copied part of their text from one source, and part from another, so that the 

stemmatic relationship would be different from [sic–for] the two parts. But even this would 
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not mean that a stemma did not exist, or that it was in principle undiscoverable. The mere fact 

that a job is difficult is no ground for saying that it is impossible, or not worth doing.
19 

 

 With the advent of high-speed computers with vast memory capacity, the possibility 

of constructing a stemma (genealogical tree) for a set of manuscripts has moved from the im-

probable to the probable. In spite of the potential possibility of using sophisticated computer 

software to accomplish the task, Metzger remains skeptical. He stated: 

 

Though computing machines may conceivably be useful in ‘remembering’ the statis-

tical details of variant readings, it is not likely that they will replace the use of rational critical 

processes in evaluating ‘good’ and ‘bad’ readings.
20

 

 

What is needed to accomplish the task is an adequate genealogical theory and the computer 

software to implement the theory in its analytical mode. This work describes one such theory 

and the algorithms for implementing it.
21

 The software—named after Karl Lachmann, the 

one who first applied the genealogy of manuscripts to the text of the New Testament—has 

been written and tested. It works quite well. Its value to the field of textual criticism remains 

to be determined. If the stemmata constructed by the implemented theory prove to be fairly 

accurate, then the use of genealogical stemmata will bring New Testament textual criticism 

into harmony with the classical methodology. Thus such a genealogical theory merits consid-

eration. 

Other Genealogical Methods 

 Because of the acknowledged difficulty of applying the genealogical principle to 

manuscripts, several methods have been developed for approximating genealogical family 

trees.  
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Set Theory 

 Jacques Froger
22

 developed a computer procedure for ascertaining genealogical relations 

based on set theory. Poole summarized his method:  

 
 For each reading, he defines the set of manuscripts which share the variant in ques-

tion, and then he compares each set in turn with every other, to find whether one set always 

includes the other. Having done this, he sorts the sets into a hierarchy, according to their level 

of inclusiveness, and from this he constructs his stemma. . . . When the sets have been sorted 

into a hierarchy, he constructs a graph in which the sets are plotted according to their level of 

inclusiveness, and each is connected by a line to the group which includes it.
23

 

 

 Poole pointed out that this method “depends upon having a good supply of readings 

for which there are only two variants.”
24

 This is a difficult restraint to meet in actual practice.  

Numerical Taxonomy 

 John G. Griffith experimented with the method of R. R. Sokal, known as numerical 

taxonomy,
25

 which Sokal used in arranging biological classes into family trees. Griffith 

adapted the methodology to textual criticism and experienced some degree of success in clas-

sifying a number of the Biblical manuscripts into near-neighbor clusters that approximate 

family tree relations. He concluded that this method achieved “a sorting of material which 

proves refractory to the conventional logic of the stemma. It can be tested quantitatively in a 

way that the stemma cannot, and does not beg any questions about the merits of the material 

being handled.”
26

  

The Eric Poole Method 

 After having developed the theory described herein, I came across the work of Eric 

Poole, a lawyer who experimented with a computer method for recovering the genealogical 

stemmata of ancient classical literature.
27

 His method is quite similar to mine, except for a 

                                                 
 

22

 Dom J. Froger, La critique des textes et son automatisation (Paris, 1968); see also his “La critique 

des textes et L’ordinateur,” Viligante Christianae, 24.3 (1970) 210-217.  

 
23

 Poole, 208. 

 
24

 Poole, 208. 

 
25

 J. G. Griffith, “Numerical Taxonomy and Some Primary Manuscripts of the Gospels,” JTS 20 pt. 2 

(1969) 389-406.  

 
26

 Griffith, 405. 

 

 



 A Genealogical Theory of Textual Criticism 21  

 

 

 

few differences. Poole pre-edits the readings in order to eliminate those that involve mixture, 

readings which he calls “anomalies.” He does this because of a purist commitment to ideal 

stemmata. He noted that “a stemma is by nature an open system, and cannot give rise to a 

closed figure.”
28

 According to the mathematical definition this is true. However, genealogical 

tree diagrams (stemmata) can indicate mixture and thus depart from the mathematical ideal. 

There is no reason why genealogical tree diagrams must be limited to “open” trees. Poole 

also had difficulty identifying the original node of the stemma. He noted that this problem  

 
is inherent in the very nature of a stemma: any point in it (whether or not at one of the nodes) 

is capable of being treated as the origin of all other points, without logical inconsistency with 

the data. The direction of the stemma is not therefore something which can be ascertained by 

a computer; it is a problem for the judgment of an editor, based on such matters as the dates of 

documents, or his opinion whether variants could, or could not, have come from the archetyp-

al text.
29  

 

 Again, from the purist mathematical point of view, he is right. But there is nothing to 

prevent a computer program from taking into account the dates of documents and other non-

subjective data that bear witness to the directionality of the stemma.  

 

 Poole set up requirements for his computer program that he regarded as sufficient to 

provide successful construction of genealogical stemmata:  

 

(a) It should be able to handle an input which represents all the significant variations 

of all the texts under examination.  

(b) Its output should include a stemma showing a feasible relationship between those 

texts, and the readings which it ascribes to any lost or hypothetical texts re-

quired by the stemma.  

(c) It should be able to perform this as a single operation, without human intervention 

at any stage.  

(d) It should embody a rational and consistent method for identifying, and allowing 

for, anomalies; that is, for present purposes, readings inconsistent with the 

identification of a stemma.  
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(e) It should be able to handle readings with any number of variants.
30

 

 

 Poole exhibited keen discernment in his methodology. Nevertheless, he experienced 

some degree of disappointment when he applied the method to a portion of the text of Piers 

Plowman. The text had only seventeen manuscript witnesses, and the textual problems were 

of great complexity. His solution did construct a stemma, but he stated that “the results are 

insufficiently consistent to support even a plausible conjecture, and obviously a larger sample 

needs to be used in any serious attempt to elucidate the relationships of all the extant texts.”
31

 

His final conclusion was: 

 
 The trial with the Piers Plowman material shows, however, that some objective re-

sults can be obtained even with a comparatively small sample of grossly corrupt texts. I am 

convinced that neither the procedure which I described, nor any other purely mechanical pro-

cedure, can ever completely reconstruct the stemmatic relationship of a group of manuscript 

texts, or documents, or organisms, if only because the position of the archetype must be de-

termined subjectively. Within this restriction, however, it seems reasonable to hope that such 

a procedure can, if used intelligently, provide reliable materials for the reconstruction of the 

stemma. Even in cases where it falls short, it may provide partial stemmata which will throw 

light on such matters as scribal practice and linguistic questions.
32  

The Zarri Method 

 Gian Piero Zarri studied the stemmata codicum theories of Dom H. Quentin and ap-

plied them to the problem of reconstructing stemmata in textual criticism.
33

 After expressing 

skepticism about expecting quick solutions, he concluded that Quentin’s theories may help 

clear up some difficult problems. He regarded all differing readings as variants instead of 

speaking of errors as opposed to correct readings. He constructed undirected graphs based on 

computed “zero” relationships between triplets of manuscripts. A zero relationship was re-

garded to exist within a manuscript triplet A-B-C if A and C never agree together against B. 

This established B as intermediate between A and C. He primarily worked at establishing 
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genealogical relationships between existing manuscripts, but he did acknowledge that “it is 

sometimes necessary to assume the existence of hypothetical ‘lost’ manuscripts, which there-

fore become part and parcel of the chain of genealogical derivations.”
34

  

 

 Like Poole, he established directionality by manually examining the actual readings 

involved. Poole noted that his method seemed to experience trouble handling hypothetical 

lost texts; but he regarded Zarri’s method to be “outstanding for the good practical common 

sense which it brings to bear on the problems of stemmatic analysis as a whole, and in partic-

ular for its rejection of mathematical theory not based on empirical observations.”
35

 

Dearing’s Textual Analysis 

 V. A. Dearing developed a computer method for calculating genealogical stemmata 

which he named “textual analysis.”
36

 The method derives a stemma from patterns of agree-

ment and disagreement exhibited among the existing manuscripts of a text. He postulated the 

“law of parsimony” and the principle of “synthetic variations” which assist the methodology 

in resolving difficult problems. He endeavored to resolve directionality by means of a com-

plex statistical “birth-and-death” process.  

 

 M. P. Weitzman wrote a critical review of Dearing’s method in which he concluded 

that “Professor Dearing’s bid to reduce textual criticism to an exact science simply cannot be 

declared successful.”
37

 In his review he posed a problem that Dearing’s method could not 

resolve. He was unconvinced of the “birth-and-death” process because “no check is made on 

the realism of the figures specified at the onset,” so he warned the reader “to take this silence 

into account.”
38

  

 

 Weitzman was overly critical of Dearing’s method because the problem he posed was 

unrealistically complicated. For situations as complex as textual criticism, problems can al-
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ways be posed which have no practical solution. Dearing responded, “I do not believe that a 

tree with the characteristics of Dr. Weitzman’s is likely to occur in real life.”
39

 Again, Weit-

zman was too idealistic in expecting the method to provide flawless solutions of “exact sci-

ence.” Dearing, on the other hand, acknowledged that the method involved some degree of 

uncertainty: “With real problems . . . the best one can do is reason correctly from all the evi-

dence, on the basis of axioms that seem . . . to be satisfactory.”
40

 Weitzman did admit that “in 

fairness . . . in very straightforward cases, such as the poem by Dryden . . ., ‘textual analysis’ 

does work.”
41

 Thus Dearing’s method warrants significant attention. 

Claremont Profile Method 

 Extensive research has been conducted at the Claremont Graduate School to develop 

a method for classifying Greek manuscripts into genealogical groups. This method, known as 

the Claremont Profile Method, makes use of a selected set of readings that define a unique 

profile for each of several manuscript groups. Each manuscript is classified into one of these 

groups by means of a calculated percentage of agreement with the profile of the group. This 

sampling method is being used to prepare a new comprehensive apparatus for the New Tes-

tament. Most of the work has been done manually, but recently W. L. Richards used a com-

puter to assist the classification of manuscripts of the Johannine epistles.
42

  

Coherence-Based Genealogical Method 

 Gerd Mink developed a genealogical method which he calls the “Coherence-Based 

Genealogical Method” (CBGM) built around a coherence feature.
43

 While making use of the 
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local genealogical method at each place of variation, CBGM goes further to assess the global 

interrelationships between the readings in all places of variation to provide a measureable 

value for the mutual coherence of manuscript texts. Mink stated: 

 
 [I]t is necessary to integrate two arrays of data into the overall picture: (i) the relations be-

tween witnesses as evidenced by agreement and divergencies and (ii) assessment of the ge-

nealogical direction of divergencies on philological grounds. It is to this end that the CBGM 

provides a means to describe coherence between texts, to search for genealogical structures 

inherent in the tradition, and, most importantly, on the basis of these structures, to formulate 

statements about the relationships between witnesses that are valid for all variant passages and 

thus for the entire text.
44

 

 

The process begins with an initial estimate of what the original form of the text most 

likely was. Then, using Aland’s local genealogical method at a large number of places of var-

iation, estimates are made as to the probability of each reading being original. Next, between 

each pair of witnesses a mutual coherence factor is calculated, based on the estimated proba-

bilities at each place of variation. These mutual coherence factors are used to calculate the 

most probable parent-child relationships with which a genealogical stemma may be con-

structed. 

 

In evaluating CBGM, Klaus Wachtel stated: “The CBGM is not the philosopher’s 

stone that produces a reliable reconstruction of the initial text automatically. Yet it makes 

visible and evaluates coherence—a class of evidence that could not be reliably gathered and 

surveyed before the adoption of database technology.”
45

 This methodology is intended to be 

a research tool for use by textual scholars regardless of the theory they follow. 

 

Phylogenetic Systematics 

 Beginning in the 1960s researchers in computational biology developed computer 

methods known as phylogenic systematics (also called cladistics) for producing tree diagrams 
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of biological relationships.
46

 Some have noticed a strong analogy between phylogenic sys-

tematics and textual stemmatics, and cladistic analysis has been successfully been applied to 

literary texts.
47

 Cladistics begins by constructing all possible stemmatics relationships among 

the witnesses to a text, and by using the principle of “maximum parsimony” it selects the 

simplest stemma as the most likely solution. This method has three adverse difficulties: (1) 

large problems require much computation time even for today’s computers, making com-

promise necessary; (2) its solutions lack directionality; and (3) mixture produces skewed re-

sults. 

  

 Stephen C. Carlson has attempted to resolve these difficulties and successfully ap-

plied cladistic analysis in some interesting studies.
48

 He is the first to produce a genealogical 

history of the text of Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians based on cladistics. He diminishes the 

difficulty of lengthy computation time by using heuristics that point the algorithms toward an 

approximate solution and then letting the software improve it. In order to supply directionali-

ty to a solution he imposes internal evidence to provide the variants with a kind of probability 

factor. In order to minimize the effects of mixture he incorporated what he called a “bipolar 

assumption” which attempts to measure the error caused by mixture and minimize its effect 

on the solution. His methodology consists of three steps: (1) the initial creation of an unor-

iented solution, (2) orienting the solution, and (3) minimizing the effects of mixture. His ge-

nealogical history of Galatians resembles the findings of other scholars, but seems to provide 

much more explicit detail.  

The Present Genealogical Theory 

 The problem is not that there are no genealogical relationships, or that they are not 

significant; but the problem has been with determining the relationships and evaluating their 
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significance. Methods for discovering genealogical relationships have been complex and 

cumbersome, requiring a prohibitive amount of time to process the information manually. 

This has resulted in compromises of various sorts–either the use of “profile” sampling of 

many manuscripts, or the use of a few “characteristic” early manuscripts of text types. Such 

compromises open the door to subjectivity and uncertainty.  

 

 However, the advent of high-speed computers has greatly reduced the need for such 

compromises. Computers permit the use of much more complex methods and the processing 

of much more information without human error. What is needed is a genealogical theory of 

textual criticism that accommodates a general solution of the textual-critical problem to com-

puter programming techniques.  

 

 The previously mentioned methods developed by Maas, Froger, Griffith, Poole, Zarri, 

Dearing and Richards have contributed much toward such a theory. This chapter outlines a 

genealogical theory of textual criticism designed to move closer to this ideal goal. It lays the 

foundation for continued theoretical research on the problem with no claim to completeness 

or finality. It defines the general nature of the problem together with its common complica-

tions. It defines a general solution of the problem along with its limitations. The theory has 

been tested by computer and found to be valid within limits.
49

 Chapter Three describes the 

many tests to which the theory and its software implementation have been successfully sub-

jected. 

 The present theory is designed to construct a genealogical stemma of manuscripts.
50

 It 

incorporates most of the traditional canons of textual criticism as represented by Maas, 

Metzger, and Aland, except those that are dependent on subjective judgment. It makes use of 

the objective data available on the extant manuscripts such as name, date, variants, and lan-

guage. 
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External Evidence 

 The method incorporates all the traditional canons of textual criticism for evaluating 

the external witness of the manuscript evidence. These canons are: 

 (1) The canon of antiquity: Older manuscripts are more likely to be closer to the au-

tographic text than more recent ones, although many textual variations occurred very early.
51

  

 (2) The canon of distribution: The consensus of ancient widely distributed inde-

pendent witnesses is more likely to represent the autographic text than a single text tradition. 

Such consensus is an objective measure of distribution. 

 (3) The canon of genealogy: Genealogical weight, not mere numbers, decides the 

probability that a reading is autographic. It goes without saying that an attempt to reconstruct 

the genealogical descent of the manuscripts constitutes the most rigorous application of the 

genealogical canon. The traditional Reasoned Eclectic Method uses the genealogical canon 

primarily with respect to the local readings at a particular place of variation; it uses this can-

on only at the global level for manuscripts–that is, by text types only. The Claremont Profile 

Method uses it only at the group level. Later discussion shows how these canons are imple-

mented in this current theory. 

Internal Evidence 

 The canons of internal evidence are not directly implemented in the computer algo-

rithms of this theory because most of the lines of internal evidence involve some degree of 

subjective judgment that cannot be easily emulated by computer algorithms. This represents 

a limitation on the theory. But it should not be regarded as serious, because the canons of ex-

ternal evidence normally are applied before those of internal evidence, and the results of the 

canons of external and internal evidence are usually in harmony. That is, when the canons of 

external evidence are satisfied, the canons of internal evidence usually agree. Aland’s basic 

rules 2 and 3 state: 

 
 2. Only the reading which best satisfies the requirements of both external and inter-

nal criteria can be original. 

 3. Criticism of the text must always begin from the evidence of the manuscript tra-

dition and only afterward turn to a consideration of internal criteria.
52
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 The canons of internal evidence are needed only to resolve the problem when the re-

sults of objective external evidence are uncertain. This genealogical theory identifies those 

places of uncertainty, so when necessary, the internal evidence is applied indirectly. 

 

 In this present theory the implementation of internal evidence is accomplished by the 

order in which the variants are arranged in the database. That is, when the input data is pre-

pared, the variant with the best support from internal evidence is placed first in order. Thus, 

when the external evidence is ambiguous, the algorithm selects the first ordered variant by 

default. In this way the algorithm meets the requirement of internal evidence.
53

 This is dis-

cussed further in the section on data preparation.  

The Nature of the Problem 

 The problem of textual variants exists because ancient documents such as the books 

of the New Testament were copied manually by scribes; the copies were then copied succes-

sively by other scribes for numerous generations. Although the various scribes were careful, 

human frailty introduced variations from the original autograph. Such variations were passed 

down by inheritance to succeeding generations of copies, resulting in a collection of manu-

scripts that are not identical with the autograph or with each other. Figure 2.1 represents the 

first three generations of an ideal model of textual transmission with no secondary complica-

tions. This model is presented to illustrate the basic principles of genetic reconstruction with-

out the associated complexities and potential error.
54

 In the model of Figure 2.1, the auto-

graph was copied by different scribes producing manuscripts A, B, and C, each inheriting the 

text of the autograph except for its own unique set of mutant variants a, b, and c, respec-

tively, introduced accidently by the scribe who copied it and not by inheritance.
55
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FIGURE 2.1 

Model of Textual Transmission 

 

 In the next generation, Manuscript A was copied producing manuscripts D and E 

which inherited the text of their parent exemplar A including its variants (a), except for the 

unique mutant variants (d and e respectively) accidently introduced by their individual 

scribes. Manuscript B was copied producing F and G which inherited the text of their parent 

exemplar B including its variants (b), except for the unique mutant variants (f and g respec-

tively) accidently introduced by their individual scribes. Likewise, Manuscript C was copied 

producing H and I which inherited the text of their parent exemplar C including its variants 

(c), except for the unique mutant variants (h and i respectively) accidentally introduced by 

their individual scribes; and so throughout succeeding generations. A significant observation: 

mutant variants have no inheritance—they are not inherited but originate by chance; but they 

have a heritage—they are inherited by the children of the exemplar in which they originated. 

On the other hand, an autographic reading has inheritance until it is replaced by a mutant var-

iant. 

Each manuscript inherits the readings of all its ancestors except for the unique mutant 

variants introduced by its own scribe. Thus, for example, Manuscript J, besides containing 

the mutant variants introduced by its own copyist (j), it also contains the mutant variants (d) 

introduced by the copyist of its parent exemplar D and the mutant variants (a) introduced by 

the copyist of its grandparent exemplar A; finally, it contains what remains of the autograph-

ic text excluding the accumulated mutant alterations. Likening the introduction of a textual 

variant to a genetic mutation in biology, one may say that a manuscript contains all the un-

corrected textual mutations of its ancestors, just as a child’s DNA contains all the genetic 

mutations of its ancestors. In effect, a manuscript contains a record of its genealogical history 
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in the accumulated variant readings it contains. One must learn how to read that history. One 

way to approach the reading of that history is the observation that mutant variants have he-

redity but not inheritance. 

 

 If all the manuscripts of the above model were available, it would be rather easy to 

reconstruct the genealogical history and confirm that the Autograph is indeed the ancestral 

forefather of them all. But if only the witnesses of the last generation are available, the recon-

struction is more difficult but still possible. Consider the following diagram of witnesses of 

just the last generation of Figure 2.1: 

 

 

 

 Manuscripts J and K have common textual mutations d, unique to themselves; manu-

scripts L and M have common mutations e, manuscripts N and O have mutations f, P and Q 

have g, R and S have h, and T and U have i. Thus each pair of manuscripts is recognized by 

their uniquely common mutant variants to be sibling children of a common nonexistent par-

ent exemplar from which they inherited those mutants.
56

 The next diagram illustrates how the 

nonexistent parent exemplars of each pair can be reconstructed: 

 

Each reconstructed parent exemplar has the common mutant variants of its daughters, but not 

the unique variants introduced by their respective copyists. The readings of a reconstructed 
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duced newly by the copyist of their immediate parent exemplar and occur only in sibling witnesses but nowhere 

else in the heads of the other unattached branches of the developing tree. These unique variants determine ge-

netic heritage; they do not include any variants introduced in the parent exemplar by means of mixture, because 

those readings occur elsewhere in the developing tree and are by virtue of that fact not unique to the siblings. 

By determining genetic heritage by means of these unique variants, the confusion caused by possible mixture is 

filtered out. 

ciu bgq chr bfo bgp bfn aem ael adk adj cit chs 

L J K M N O P R S T U Q 

ciu bgq chr bfo bgp bfn aem ael adk adj cit chs 

L J K M N O P R S T U Q 

ad ae bf bg ch ci 

D E F G H I 
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parent exemplar are determined by consensus among its daughter witnesses.
57

 In like manner, 

reconstructed exemplars D and E have the uniquely common mutant variants a, reconstructed 

exemplars F and G have b, and H and I have c. The following diagram illustrates how the 

next prior generation of exemplar witnesses may be reconstructed: 

 

 

At this stage of the reconstruction each reconstructed branch is genetically independent of the 

other two, not having any common textual mutants. The text of the autograph may now be 

recovered from the consensus of the three ancient independent witnesses A, B, and C. Exem-

plars B and C will have the correct autographic reading wherever A differs from them; A and 

C will have the correct reading wherever B differs from them, and A and B will have the cor-

rect reading wherever C differs from them, as illustrated in the following diagram: 

 

 

                                                 
 

57
 Inherited readings have consensus among the daughter witnesses; newly introduced readings are 

unique and have no consensus. When there are only two daughters and they disagree, the reading of the parent 

exemplar is determined by the principle of delayed ambiguity discussed later. Basically, where one exemplar 

has an ambiguity its siblings will have the inherited reading. This is true because experience has shown that 

sibling witnesses rarely if ever have accidental variants in the same place of variation; and rarely are there more 

than two optional readings where siblings differ. 

ciu bgq chr bfo bgp bfn aem ael adk adj cit chs 

L J K M N O P R S T U Q 

ad ae bf bg ch ci 

D E F G H I 

a b c 

A B C 

ciu bgq chr bfo bgp bfn aem ael adk adj cit chs 

L J K M N O P R S T U Q 

ad ae bf bg ch ci 

D E F G H I 

a b c 

A B C 
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In this way the genealogical history of a set of manuscripts may be reconstructed if the com-

plement of last generation of witnesses is complete. Basically, this reconstruction procedure 

amounts to filtering out the mutant variants in the reverse order in which they were accumu-

lated in history. This simple example illustrates the basic principle of the methodology of the 

present theory: mutant variants have heredity
58

 but not inheritance.
59

 

 

 Given all the terminal manuscripts in this ideal model, the reconstruction of the gene-

alogical tree and the recovery of the text of the autograph are simple. However, for actual 

ancient texts, not all the terminal witnesses have survived. Even so, if the surviving witnesses 

have sufficient historical distribution, a good approximation of the genealogical history of the 

text may be reconstructed and the autographic readings recovered. Consider the case where 

only half the witnesses of the last generation of the above example have survived, that is wit-

nesses J, L, N, P, R, and T are extant and all others have perished. The following diagram 

illustrates the reconstruction process: 

 

 

Witnesses J and L have common mutant variants a not in the other witnesses; though they are 

actually cousins, they appear as sibling children. Witnesses N and P have common mutant 

variants b not in the other witnesses; they too appear as sibling children. Likewise R and T 

have c, appearing as siblings. The parent exemplar of witnesses J and L may be reconstructed 

as A having their uniquely common mutant variants a together with their consensus readings. 

Likewise the parent exemplar of witnesses N and P may be reconstructed as B having their 

uniquely common mutant variants b together with their consensus readings. In the same 

manner also the parent exemplar of R and T may be reconstructed as C with their uniquely 

common mutant variants c, etc. The head exemplars of the three main branches of the tree 

have been correctly reconstructed by means of only two witnesses each; the intermediate ex-

emplars were not reconstructed, but their genetic mutants survived in the variant readings of 

their descendants, as illustrated below: 

                                                 
 

58
 That is, the variant is transmitted to subsequent generation but has no prior history. 

 
59

 That is, the variant was inherited from a prior generation; it has prior history. 

chr bgp bfn ael adj cit 

L N P R T J 



34 Chapter 2  

 

 

 

 

 As before, the head exemplars of the reconstructed branches are genetically inde-

pendent of one another, and the autographic text may be recovered from the consensus of 

these three witnesses, as illustrated in the following diagram: 

 

 

However, the ideal model fails to reflect actual historical conditions. The actual 

transmission of a text may have included mixture, corrections, and recensions. The problem 

is further complicated because the autograph has perished along with most of the early gen-

eration copies, leaving a random collection of manuscripts whose genealogical relations are 

unknown, and a set of variant readings whose origin is uncertain. The problem may be ex-

pressed as follows: given a collection of manuscripts of an ancient document under the above 

conditions, discover the most likely genealogical relationship among them and the set of var-

iants most likely to be original to the autograph.  

Assumptions of the Theory 

 The present theory is based on several important self-evident assumptions. It goes 

without saying that the theory assumes that the manuscripts of a given literary work have ge-

nealogical descent from a single ancestral autograph.
60

 The reasonableness of this was 

demonstrated in earlier discussion. Other assumptions of the theory are discussed in the sec-

tions that follow, but in brief summary they are: (1) it is assumed that the text of each book of 

the New Testament is independent of the others; (2) it is assumed that each manuscript bears 

                                                 
 

60
 Some text critics suppose that the books of the New Testament may have been issued in several re-

vised editions. If that happened to be the case, this theory would recover the text of the most widely distributed 

edition and the other editions with surviving witnesses would manifest themselves as early recensions. 

chr bgp bfn ael adj cit 

L J N P R T 

a b c 

A B C 

chr bgp bfn ael adj cit 

L J N P R T 

a b c 

A B C 
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witness to a set of variant readings; (3) it is assumed that one of the variants at each place of 

variation is the autographic reading; (4) it is assumed that objective external evidence is more 

significant than subjective internal evidence; (5) it is assumed that only primary witnesses 

should be used in genealogical computations; (6) it is assumed that commonness of variant 

readings defines genealogical relationships; (7) it is assumed that among siblings
61

 a witness 

in the original language is superior to a translation, and the witness of a manuscript is superi-

or to a quotation of a church father;
62

 (8) it is assumed that the witness of an exemplar may 

replace the witness of its descendants; and (9) it is assumed that tree-graph theory can recon-

struct a tree diagram (stemma) of the approximate genealogical history of a given text from a 

set of manuscripts that comprise a good sample of the history of the text.  

The Text of Each Book 

 Is Independent 

 Because each book of the New Testament had an independent origin, and was inde-

pendently circulated and copied in its earliest history, the early history of each book was dif-

ferent. It was only after the books were bound together in collections (such as the Gospels or 

the Pauline corpus) that books began to share a common history. Therefore each book should 

be studied independently.  

Each Manuscript Bears Witness 

 To a Set of Variants 

 Manuscripts resemble their exemplars, much like children resemble their parents. 

Since each manuscript is a copy of the text of its parent exemplar, it usually contains all the 

variants of its parent exemplar except for any new variants introduced by its copyist. There-

fore a manuscript bears witness to a set of variants,
63

 not simply to individual independent 

                                                 
 

61
 The term “siblings” is used to refer to a group of manuscripts more like one another than any others 

in the database which have a unique set of variant readings. They may be assumed to be immediate children of a 

common exemplar, and so are siblings.  

 
62

 The significant term here is “siblings.” Sibling witnesses are children of a common parent exemplar. 

When computing the readings of a parent exemplar, where the siblings differ, preference is given to the reading 

of an existing original-language manuscript over that of a translation or quotation, because in that context, a 

translation or quotation is much more likely to have been a paraphrase than a contemporary sibling original-

language manuscript to have been a scribal error.  

 
63

 Because, in any place of variation, the reading of the autograph is not known in advance, all the vari-

ous possible readings are referred to as “variants.” 
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variants. Thus a manuscript’s set of variant readings may be regarded as a type of genetic 

profile—much like a DNA code—that bears witness to the manuscript’s genealogical de-

scent. This is true even when mixture or alteration is involved; these circumstances only 

complicate the problem. This is in harmony with Aland’s rule 9 that states: “Variants must 

never be treated in isolation, but always in the context of the tradition.”
64

 

 

 It is true that each individual variant reading has its own genealogical descent, but the 

genealogy of a reading must be in harmony with the genealogy of the manuscripts in which it 

is found.
65

 That is, the ancestors of a given manuscript should have the readings that best ac-

count for the inheritance of the readings in the given manuscript.  

One Variant is Original 

 It is assumed that one and only one of the variants at each place of variation is the au-

tographic reading.
66

 It is possible that an original reading could have been completely lost. 

But the probability of such a loss is small, and the recovery of a lost reading is beyond the 

capability of the present theory or any other theory. 

External Evidence is Dominant 

 It is assumed that objective external evidence is more significant than subjective in-

ternal evidence. In the normal practice of textual criticism, external evidence is evaluated 

first, then internal evidence. This is in harmony with Aland’s rules 3 and 4 which state: 
 

 3. Criticism of the text must always begin from the evidence of the manuscript tra-

dition and only afterward turn to a consideration of internal criteria. 

 4. Internal criteria . . . can never be the sole basis for a critical decision, especially 

when they stand in opposition to the external evidence.
67

 

 

                                                 
 
64

 Aland and Aland, Text, 276. 

 
65

 Aland’s local genealogical principle calls for the construction of a stemma for each individual place 

of variation (his rule 8). This present genealogical method does not construct a stemma for each place of varia-

tion, but constructs one global stemma for all the manuscripts. At any place in the reconstruction of a stemma, 

ancestral readings have a high probability and are propagated toward the trunk. Local variants have low proba-

bilities and are moved away from the trunk. It is evident that if the global stemma for the manuscripts can be 

constructed fairly accurately, then the local stemmata of variants will be redundant and not needed. 

 
66

 This applies to the global situation involving all witnesses. At the local level where the readings of a 

parent exemplar are being determined, it is assumed that one and only one of the variants of the sibling manu-

scripts is the reading of the parent exemplar. 

 
67

 Aland and Aland, Text, 275. 
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 This theory evaluates the external evidence first, and makes all decisions based on the 

probabilities of objective external evidence when it is unambiguous. It is only when the ex-

ternal evidence is ambiguous that internal evidence is utilized, and then only indirectly by 

default choice. This assumption is due primarily to the limitations of software imple-

mentation. The basic principle involved in the evaluation of external evidence is: consensus 

among ancient independent witnesses. This is harmony with Aland’s rule 5 that states: “there 

is no single manuscript or group of manuscripts that can be followed mechanically.”
68

 

Only Primary Witnesses Should 

 Be Used in Computations 

 A manuscript bears primary witness to the readings of its immediate parent exemplar, 

and secondary witness to the readings of its more remote ancestors and relatives. Primary 

witnesses provide the greatest statistical certainty and assure the most reliable probability. It 

is possible to use only primary witnesses by always computing from a group of sibling chil-

dren to their immediate parent exemplar. Therefore only primary witnesses are used, thus 

maximizing all probabilities.  

 

 This restraint satisfies the criterion of consensus among ancient independent wit-

nesses. As witnesses to the text of a parent exemplar, the sibling daughters of that exemplar 

are independent of one another. They are mutually dependent on their common ancestors, 

and so as witnesses to the text of more remote exemplars, they are interdependent and do not 

qualify as independent witnesses. But as witnesses to their common parent exemplar, they 

indeed are independent. They likely were copied at different times, perhaps under different 

circumstances, and possibly by different scribes, but all from the same exemplar. Their indi-

vidual differences from their parent exemplar tend to be unique and can be explained as in-

dependent accidents, rarely occurring at the same place of variation. So, for example, in the 

textual history for Matthew, of the 63,333 instances where consensus decisions were made, 

only 347 had three options, 25 had four, and 1 had five; all other instances had two or less. 

 

  This means that “local”
69

 rather than “global” statistics should be used in determining 

genealogical relationships. Global statistics are often misleading because they deal with 
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 Aland and Aland, Text, 276. 
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broad general relationships rather than specific ones, yet specific relationships are required 

for determining genealogical descent. Global relationships emerge only after all local rela-

tionships have been sufficiently determined. This means that a genealogical tree should be 

reconstructed by beginning at the remote branches and working back through intermediate 

branches to the trunk. The final form of the tree and the readings of the autograph thus are 

determined by the consensus among the most ancient independent witnesses. This approach 

is in harmony with Maas’s principles of recensio.
70

 

Commonness of Variant Readings  

Defines Genealogical Relationships 

 A small group of manuscripts
71

 more like one another than those outside the group 

may be assumed (although not conclusively) to be immediate sibling daughters of a common 

parent exemplar.
72

 Such a group exhibits a high percentage of agreement and has one or more 

readings
73

 unique to itself.
74

 A sibling group bears primary witness to the readings of its par-

ent exemplar and may be used to identify the readings of that exemplar, and thus the exem-

plar itself. The group will have unanimous agreement on most of the readings of its exem-

plar, providing 100% probability that those readings belong to the exemplar. Probability will 

be less certain in the places of variation where the siblings differ.
75

  

                                                                                                                                                       
69

 Aland uses the term “local” in the sense that variants are individually evaluated afresh so that a ge-

nealogical stemma is constructed for each passage, rather than one for the manuscripts. The term “local” is used 

here in the geographic and temporal sense. When an exemplar is being reconstructed, only local statistics are 

used–that of sibling daughters. 

 
70

 It may be objected that mixture skews the reconstruction of the genealogical tree causing erroneous 

structures. However, by using the variants unique to sibling manuscripts to determine their heredity, the poten-

tial confusion of mixture is filtered out. 

 
71

 I use the term variant instead of error because one may not know in advance which readings at any 

place of variation are autographic and which are not. The term error implies that the autographic reading is al-

ready known. 

 
72

 The method of determining sisterhood involves potential error and imprecision. The complexities of 

measuring sisterhood are discussed in Appendix A. 

 
73

 The term reading in this context is used in the sense of “variant reading.” Because all the manu-

scripts contain essentially the same text, the theory is concerned only with the places where variations occur. 

Thus the manuscripts are represented as sets of variants. So the concept of “commonness of readings” means 

that the manuscripts under consideration have mostly the same set of variants. 

 
74

 The variants unique to the group are those scribal errors initiated in the parent exemplar of the group. 

These unique readings occur nowhere else in the active database. 
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 Among sibling witnesses, at a given place of variation, the variant reading of each of 

the sibling witnesses is a candidate for being the reading of the parent exemplar; and it will 

have originated from one of three possible sources: (1) it may have been inherited from its 

primary parent exemplar; (2) it may have been borrowed by mixture from a secondary exem-

plar; or (3) it may have been a new variant freshly initiated by the copyist either intentionally 

or unintentionally. Consensus is evidence of genetic inheritance. Majority agreement among 

sibling witnesses identifies the reading of the exemplar.
76

 Where majority agreement (con-

sensus) fails to identify a reading as that of the parent exemplar, deciding which reading of 

the uncertain options was inherited from the parent exemplar and which one was a newly ini-

tiated scribal error may be postponed until a sibling of the parent exemplar is found. The sib-

ling exemplar will have the inherited reading, thus resolving the ambiguity. I call this prac-

tice “the principle of deferred ambiguity” (discussed later). 

 

 In the case where there are only two siblings, Maas found it impossible to determine 

which variant is genealogically inherited and which is a newly initiated error: “If its tradition 

has two branches only . . . we have here variants, between which it is not possible to decide 

on the lines of our procedure hitherto.”
77

 However, the principle of deferred ambiguity solves 

Maas’ problem even where mixture occurs except in the very first generation where a next 

prior generation sibling does not exist. Readings having no evidence of genetic inheritance 

are instances of newly initiated error. 

The Original Language Dominates 

 Where sibling witnesses are of different languages, the readings of witnesses in the 

original language of the text being analyzed (Greek for the New Testament) dominate. Under 

this condition, it is safe to assume that the witnesses in the non-original languages are transla-

tions made from the exemplar under construction, and that the witnesses in the original lan-

                                                                                                                                                       
75

 Sibling witnesses differ from one another at those places of variation where one or the other has a 

newly initiated scribal error. Two siblings differ by the sum of the number of scribal errors newly initiated in 

each, including mixture introduced from sources other than the exemplar being reconstructed. 

 
76

 Statistical majority among siblings is admissible, because they share equal genealogical status. Ge-

nealogical restraints do not overrule numerical statistics at the sibling level–those restraints have already been 

satisfied by determining that the manuscripts satisfy the condition of being children of the same exemplar. At 

this level, the laws of probability suggest that a given accidental variation is unlikely to occur more than once at 

the same place in sibling copies of the same exemplar. At the sibling level consensus is evidence of genetic in-

heritance. 

 
77

 Maas, 6. 
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guage are more likely to reflect the readings of their exemplar. Likewise, manuscripts in the 

original language dominate quotations of church fathers that appear to be sibling witnesses. 

Such quotations usually have a less reliable transmissional history than an extant sibling 

manuscript. This is in harmony with Aland’s rule 5 that states: “The primary authority for a 

critical textual decision lies with the Greek manuscript tradition, with the versions and Fa-

thers serving no more than a supplementary and corroborative function.”
78

 

An Exemplar May Replace the 

 Witness of Its Descendants 

 A reconstructed exemplar may replace the witness of all its descendants in the genea-

logical reconstruction procedure, since it is the authority that accounts for their text. It has 

behind it the statistical probabilities of its descendants plus the confirming probabilities of its 

own siblings and cousins. Therefore, once an exemplar has been reconstructed it may serve 

as a primary witness to its own parent exemplar in place of the witness of its descendants. 

This enables the principle of primary witnesses to continue functioning as the reconstruction 

of the genealogical tree progresses. In the classical methodology Maas stated:  

 
It will now be obvious that a witness is worthless (worthless, that is, qua witness) when it de-

pends exclusively on a surviving exemplar or on an exemplar which can be reconstructed 

without its help. A witness thus shown to be worthless . . . must be eliminated.
79

 

Graph Theory 

 Graph theory
80

 provides a general mathematical model for computing the structure of 

graphs that map the interrelations of variables having defined characteristics. A tree is a spe-

cial kind of graph that takes the shape of a trunk with branches; it is particularly suited for 

mapping genealogical relationships. Theoretically a tree is acyclic, that is, it has no cycles or 

closed loops. My genealogical theory provides for the possibility of multiple parents because 

of mixture; but while such multiplicity of parents does result in virtually closed loops, sec-

ondary parents identify the source of mixture but are blocked from contributing to the recon-

struction process, so the term tree is suitable. Provided the available data is adequately dis-
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 Aland and Aland, Text, 275. 

 
79

 Maas, 2. 

 
80

 See Frank Harary, Graph Theory (Reading MA, 1969). Line diagrams that look like networks con-

nect the nodes (variables) according to their relationships. Graph theory can be applied in many different fields 

of study. Back in 1847 G. Kirchhoff applied graph theory to the solution of simultaneous linear equations which 

define the current in each branch and around each circuit of an electrical network (Harary, p. 2).  
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tributed, and diversity and mixture are not too complex,
81

 the theory is known to provide rea-

sonably accurate solutions. This book presents the reconstructed genealogical history of the 

text of the Gospel of Matthew computed by software program Lachmann-10, based on 269 

witnesses having 1,428 places of variation, derived from the textual apparatus in the Nestle-

Aland 27
th

 edition of the Greek New Testament. Good reconstructions have been made of the 

genealogical histories of the texts of all the other books of the New Testament which will be 

published in subsequent volumes. 

General Solution 

 Although other possible approaches may be proposed for the solution of the problem, 

a genealogical tree-diagram (stemmatic) approach seems to be one that best fits the known 

history of document transmission. This approach uses tree-graph theory with genealogical 

restraints; that is, the diagram maps parent-child relationships based upon commonness of 

variant readings. A node of the diagram represents a parent exemplar
82

 and a branch repre-

sents a child. Of course, apart from the common ancestral forefather, every parent is a child 

of some member of the immediately preceding generation. In this case, a parent is an exem-

plar from which copies were made, daughters are first-generation copies of the exemplar, and 

sibling daughters are multiple first-generation copies of the same exemplar. Apart from the 

possibility of correction, mixture, and scribal default, a daughter manuscript is expected to 

contain all the readings of its parent exemplar except where its own copyist initiated a vari-

ant. 

Available Data 

 The data available for use in the reconstruction process are a set of manuscripts each 

having a unique name, date, language code, a set of variant readings, a set of parents, and a 

set of children.
83

 Initially the parents and children are unknown, but are assigned as the gene-

                                                 
 
81

 Limitations on distribution and complexity of mixture are discussed in a later section.  

 
82

 In this problem only one parent is involved except in the case of mixture. In cases of multiple par-

ents, the primary parent exemplar contributes to the genealogical structure of the tree and the secondary parents 

are the sources of mixture. 

 
83

 The database must be self-consistent, that is, every manuscript must have data for the same set of 

variation units. The database may be optimized by eliminating insignificant variation units and insignificant 

manuscripts, or by selecting the set of those known to be the most significant. Such optimizing may skew the 

resultant solution if done unwisely.  
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alogical relationships become defined. Apart from the parents and children, these data corre-

spond initially with a complete critical apparatus. The data may be represented as follows:  

 

 In the preparation of the input data, for each variation unit (place of variation), the 

variant with the best support from internal evidence should be placed in first position.
84

 For 

example, for variation unit 12, the variant with best support from internal evidence should be 

made 12.1. This enables the program to invoke internal evidence when the external evidence 

is ambiguous.  

Reconstruction Procedure 

 The general construction of a tree-diagram graph (stemma) requires iterative proce-

dures that reconstruct the remote branches into nodes
85

 first, then intermediate branches into 

clusters of nodes, and so forth; until all the branches and nodes are assembled into one stem-

ma. Because the initial database is incomplete (that is, the autograph and most of the inter-

mediate manuscripts are missing), the solution must restore any missing nodes (exemplars) 

as they are encountered. Restored nodes must be added as an active element to the data-

base.
86

 The procedure exhaustively iterates through the following steps: 

 

 (1) Find the sibling daughters of the most remote undefined node (exemplar). This is 

accomplished by locating the most remote
87

 unattached manuscript
88

 in the database having 

                                                                                                                                                       
 The database must exhibit good geographical and historical distribution, together with a proper numer-

ical balance between manuscripts and variants. These restraints are discussed in a later section, together with the 

availability of such a database.  

 
84

 Usually the variant chosen by the editors of the critical apparatus from which the input data is taken 

will have the best support from internal evidence. 

 
85

 In this study, a node is an exemplar manuscript from which subsequent manuscript copies were 

made. 

 
86

 This procedure adds the most important ingredient of directionality to the construction of the tree. It 

allows the tree to “grow” inversely from the branches to the trunk, picking up its missing intermediate nodes in 

the process. A missing node cannot be restored unless sufficient descendants have survived and are in the data-

base to account for its existence. Thus the solution cannot accurately reconstruct a severely sparse branch, but 

may only approximate it.  

 
87

 The concept of remoteness is complex and discussed in depth in Appendix A. 

 
88

 In this context, the term manuscript refers to an extant witness or an exemplar previously created by 

the program as the head of a branch. By providing a common exemplar parent for sibling heads of branches, the 

procedure creates larger, more complex branches. 
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maximum mutual affinity with some other unattached manuscript.
89

 Its siblings are the unat-

tached manuscripts in the active database having greatest mutual affinity with it.  

Affinity consists of two components: (1) quantitative affinity and (2) a sibling gene. Quanti-

tative affinity means that siblings have more readings in common with one another than they 

do with non-siblings.
90

 A sibling gene is that set of readings siblings have that are unique to 

themselves: the variants newly introduced by their parent exemplar. 

 

  (2) Create an exemplar for the given sibling group. It is the manuscript whose read-

ings best explain the existence of the sibling manuscripts in the newly assembled sibling 

group. For each place of variation, the following criteria determine the reading of the exem-

plar:
91

 

 (a) Majority consensus among all the immediate sibling daughters;
92

  

(b) if one alternative is supported by siblings in the language of the text and the other 

alternative is not, grant consensus to the alternative supported the siblings in 

the language of the text; 

(c) if no consensus, then postpone the decision until a sibling emerges for the exem-

plar currently being reconstructed, the sibling will have the inherited read-

ing;
93

 

                                                 
 
89

 This criterion of remoteness incorporates the canon of antiquity into the procedure. This does not ex-

clude the possibility that a late manuscript could be a faithful copy of an early exemplar; such a manuscript will 

not exhibit close relationships with a truly remote branch. The complexities of remoteness, affinity, and sister-

hood are discussed more thoroughly in Appendix A. This step is similar to a corresponding one used by Poole 

(p. 210-11), except that he does not employ the ordering criterion of the most remote undefined node. 

 
90

 Quantitative affinity affirms that the siblings share the mutant variants of their common ancestors 

except in the places where the siblings differ from one another. 

 
91

 Poole (p. 211) has a similar but not identical set of criteria. 

 
92 Statistical majority among immediate sibling daughters is admissible, because they share equal ge-

nealogical status. Genealogical restraints do not overrule numerical statistics at the sibling level–those restraints 

have already been satisfied by determining that the manuscripts satisfy the conditions of being potential imme-

diate children of the same exemplar. This is true at the local level, but as the tree grows the branches become 

more independent of one another; and at the autograph level, the branches are the most independent. Thus, in 

the earliest generations, this criterion implements the canon of distribution: Consensus among remote independ-

ent witnesses is more likely to represent the reading of the autograph. 

 

 
93

 I call this practice deferred ambiguity. Since sibling witnesses rarely have the same scribal error at a 

given place of variation, where the reading of one sibling is ambiguous—that is, it is uncertain which of two 
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(d) if, in the case of deciding the readings of the autograph, majority consensus fails, 

then accept the first variant (the NA-27 reading) if it is an option; 

(e) if the first variant is not an option, then by default arbitrarily select the smallest 

variant number that is an option.
94

 

 

 In general, the above criteria should be expected to be consistent with scribal proba-

bilities. The date of a newly constructed exemplar is defined as the date in the database im-

mediately prior to the date of the oldest sibling daughter.
95

 Its name is unknown, so a unique 

name is assigned to it. Finally the language of the exemplar is defined as the dominant lan-

guage of the group; if any of the sibling daughters are in the language of the text, then the 

exemplar is assigned the language of the text.
96

 

 

  (3) Add the newly created exemplar to the database. Mark the sibling daughters as 

attached to the exemplar as direct descendants, and remove them from the active database 

because their genealogical descent has been determined.
97

  

Iteration 

 The reconstruction procedure iterates through these three steps exhaustively until only 

three unattached exemplars remain; these last three exemplars are made the first generation, 

and the autograph is constructed as their parent exemplar.
98

  

                                                                                                                                                       
readings is the inherited reading and which is a newly initiated error—the other siblings will have the inherited 

reading. 

 
94

 Next to the first variant—the NA-27 choice—the reading with the smaller variant number is usually 

supported by more witnesses than those with larger variant numbers. While this option is purely arbitrary, it 

turns out to be rarely significant for determining the readings of the autograph. For determining the readings of 

the autograph the algorithm treats the exemplars of the last five branches to be constructed as siblings constitut-

ing the ancient independent witnesses. 

 
95

 The actual date of a reconstructed exemplar will be unknown, but it will be older than its oldest 

daughter. It is safe to date the exemplar to the date of its nearest potential sibling—the date in the active data-

base next prior to its oldest daughter. The default value is 50 years prior to its oldest daughter. When dates ap-

proach the first century, the default generation gap is progressively diminished. 

 
96

 The language criterion adds another ingredient to directionality. A translation is obviously subse-

quent to the exemplar from which it was made. 

 
97

 Poole (p. 211) follows a similar step. The siblings are removed from the database where further con-

struction of the tree is concerned. 

 
98

  Poole (p. 211-12) followed a similar iteration, except that he stopped when the number of remaining 

manuscripts reaches four. Actually, the number of original first generation exemplars is not know. I chose three 
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Resultant Tree-Diagram 

 Each iteration of the solution produces a node of the tree (representing an exemplar) 

with two or more children (representing copies). In the process of producing branches, it sys-

tematically connects closely related branches together into larger, more complex branches, 

until it constructs the complete stemma. In displaying the stemma, the best way to indicate 

the degradation of the text is to note in the individual boxes (nodes) only those variants by 

which a copy differs from its exemplar. A copy is understood to contain all the mutant vari-

ants of all its ancestors unless otherwise indicated.  

Maximum Statistical Probability 

 This solution takes advantage of maximum statistical probabilities. A manuscript 

bears primary witness to its immediate parent exemplar, and secondary witness to more re-

mote ancestors and relatives. Thus a sibling group provides the strongest witness to the iden-

tity of its exemplar, bearing unanimous consent (100% probability) to most of its readings, 

and majority consent (> 50% probability) to nearly all the others. Furthermore, the very na-

ture of genealogical descent guarantees that even the statistically weak readings–those that 

are selected for an exemplar by the procedure but that lack strong support from the statistics 

of the exemplar’s descendants–will be confirmed by the exemplar’s own siblings, cousins, or 

aunts. Therefore, an exemplar reconstructed by this solution is a statistically optimal repre-

sentative of its descendants, and the solution procedure is justified in letting an exemplar 

stand in place of its descendants in subsequent statistical calculations. Nothing of statistical 

value has been lost in doing so.  

 

  Moreover, because the procedure always reconstructs from a sibling group to a parent 

exemplar, it always calculates from primary witnesses and with optimal statistics. Therefore, 

ideally the solution is based on the best possible statistical probabilities. Unfortunately, the 

ideal may be frustrated by inadequacies in the database that prevent best external evidence of 

genetic inheritance at the needed time, or by incidents in the history of the text that went con-

trary to logical expectation. Such frustrations may result in a less than optimal solution.  

Restraints on the Theory 

 As with any theory, this one must operate within reasonable restraints. However, the 

type and complexity of the genealogical relationships are not predetermined, except that sim-

                                                                                                                                                       
because of the greater chance of having majority consensus. It should stop before the iteration converges be-

cause the genealogical relations become less explicit and majority consensus becomes less likely. Consensus 

among the three earliest independent witnesses turns out to be a good compromise. 
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ple genealogical descent is expected,
99

 with possible mixture.
100

 If the complexity of the ge-

nealogical relationships departs radically from this expectation, then the probability of an ac-

curate solution diminishes. No solution will be found for a collection of manuscripts having 

no genealogical relationships; and if the manuscript evidence matches Pickering’s model,
101

 

all manuscripts would be identified as direct, first-generation children of the autograph.  

 

 In order for the solution to be a reasonable approximation of the actual transmissional 

history of a given text, restraints must be observed on the number and distribution of the 

manuscripts and variant readings used in the database. Restraints also must be observed on 

the completeness of the manuscripts. A solution is no better than the quality of the data used 

to derive it; and in every case it is merely an approximation of the actual transmissional his-

tory, being based on a sample of the history, not on a complete set of historical details.  

Manuscript Distribution 

 The database should have manuscripts representing the entire spectrum of the genea-

logical history of the given text–that is, manuscripts from every available time period and 

every available textual tradition. The object is to have a good representative group for every 

possible branch of the tree. Sparsely represented branches cannot be accurately reconstruct-

ed. The witness of an ancient version may be treated as a manuscript as long as the transla-

tion is not a paraphrase and can be directly related to one of the variant readings at the related 

place of variation. However, nothing in a version that is peculiar to the language of transla-

                                                 
 

99
 Simple genealogical descent means that a manuscript was copied from only one exemplar and con-

tains most or all of that exemplar’s inherited defects. It does not exclude accidental or deliberate alterations in-

troduced by the copyist. The work of the hand of a later corrector must be regarded as a separate witness to the 

text of the exemplar from which correction was made, assuming of course that the correction included every 

place where the manuscript differed from the correcting exemplar.  

 
100

 Mixture means that the copyist had two or more exemplars before him from which he picked read-

ings according to some unknown criterion. Mixture is not to be confused with correction as discussed in the 

preceding note. Mixture produces a hybrid text; correction produces a new witness to an alternate exemplar. 

Mixture of this type is expected but not extensively. In any case, mixture from a single source will not exceed 

fifty percent of the newly initiated variants, because, by definition, the primary parent exemplar is the one from 

which the sibling daughters inherit most of the new variants. 

 
101

 Pickering described his model as “a swelling stream of faithfully executed copies emanating from 

the holders of the Autographs” (p. 134). Personal correspondence with him seems to indicate that he regards 

this as an over-simplification. He does not mean to imply that there are no genealogical relationships among the 

manuscripts.  
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tion should be allowed to dominate linguistic features of the original language itself.
102

 The 

quotations of a patristic father also may be treated as a manuscript if the witness is relatively 

complete; but this involves the assumption that the father always cited from the same manu-

script.
103

 The composite witness of ancient versions and textual traditions, such as the Byzan-

tine tradition, the Latin Vulgate tradition, the Old Latin traditions, etc., may be treated as in-

dividual manuscripts, because a composite witness is the equivalent of an exemplar that ex-

plains the origin of the version or text tradition. In addition to the composite witnesses, indi-

vidual manuscripts of those traditions should be included when available. 

 

 Currently available critical apparatuses do not fully meet this desired distribution. The 

Nestles-Aland 27th edition provides a moderate number of variation units, and a moderate 

number of manuscript witnesses.
104

 The United Bible Society Greek New Testament (fourth 

revised edition) provides a moderate number of manuscript witnesses, but a limited number 

of variation units. The critical apparatus being produced by the International Greek New Tes-

tament Project promises to provide a relatively good database, and Aland’s Text und Textwert 

der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments will provide an extensive apparatus 

when complete. My original research was conducted using the UBSGNT3 because it provides 

the best balance of manuscripts and variation units; however, the data for use in the computer 

had to be manually transcribed, making extensive study prohibitive. With the recent publica-

tion of the Stuttgart Electronic Study Bible, the textual apparatus of the NA-27 Greek New 

Testament was made available in electronic digital form. The textual data used for this cur-

rent study is derived from that electronic source. Chapter Four describes how that database 

was expanded and transformed into the input format required by program Lachmann-10.  

Variant Distribution 

 Where the size of the database is restricted by a memory limitation in the computer, 

the number of variant readings may have to be restricted.
105

 The set of variant readings used 

                                                 
 

102
 This is accommodated by the language restraint on the algorithm that prevents a version from over-

ruling a sibling manuscript in the original language.  

 
103

 If the father quoted from a source not in the original language, the language restraint on the algo-

rithm also prevents a foreign language father from overruling a manuscript in the original language. 

 
104

 For the Gospel of Matthew, the NA-27 textual apparatus presents 269 witnesses with 1,428 places 

of variation. 
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for reconstructing the genealogical history should be those regarded as the most significant. 

Minor spelling variations and the most common scribal errors should be weeded out first, 

then the less common scribal errors. The largest number of variant readings possible should 

be used.  

Number Distribution 

 The number of manuscripts in the database limits the maximum number of branches 

of the family tree, and the number of variant readings limits the maximum number of nodes 

in the tree. If the number of manuscripts greatly exceeds the number of variant readings, then 

the tree will have few nodes each with numerous children. If the number of variant readings 

greatly exceeds the number of manuscripts, then enough nodes will develop to define the ge-

nealogical relationships of the manuscripts, and the variant readings will cluster in groups in 

the exemplars where they appear to originate. Thus the smaller number between the number 

of manuscripts and the number of variant readings limits the maximum detail of the family 

tree diagram resulting from the solution. So a balance between the numbers provides the 

greatest detail for a given database size.  

Manuscript Completeness 

 The database must be self-consistent; that is, every manuscript must have data for the 

same places of variation. The data for every manuscript must be essentially complete; that is, 

every manuscript should have a reading for every place of variation used in the database. A 

few lacunae may be tolerated. A missing reading is potentially a match for every variant of a 

given place of variation. A manuscript less than about 60% complete tends to encumber the 

reconstruction. Such incomplete manuscripts may be included in the database, but the com-

puter algorithm must exclude them from the basic computations, and then place them in their 

most likely branch after the genealogical tree has been constructed. Chapter Four discusses 

how well the NA-27 textual apparatus used in this study meets these restraints. 

Special Considerations 

 Several complications encumber the reconstruction of tree graphs. These require spe-

cial consideration: (1) directionality, (2) sparse witnesses, and (3) the existence of recensions.  

                                                                                                                                                       
105

 The present version of program Lochmann-10 will accept any problem with up to 2,000 variation 

units, and with a maximum of 2,000 manuscripts, including those generated by the program itself. With the 

availability of extended memory on the more advanced computers now on the market, size does not seem to be 

the problem. But large problems will take quite a long time to solve. Presently, the solution for the Gospel of 

Matthew took a little over one minute. 
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 Directionality 

 As Poole pointed out, any point in a stemma “is capable of being treated as the origin 

of all other points, without logical inconsistency with the data.”
106

 His conclusion was that 

the directionality of a stemma cannot be determined by a computer. This is not entirely true 

in the case of literary textual criticism, because the direction of a genealogical stemma of 

manuscripts will be oriented with history. That is, early manuscripts will tend to be genealog-

ically nearer the autograph than late ones. Furthermore, an exemplar will always be older 

than its dated sibling daughters. Thus, by ordering the iterations of the construction of the 

tree from remote branches back to the trunk, the resultant stemma will possess historical di-

rectionality. This procedure involves the use of estimated dates for restored exemplars that 

may add some degree of uncertainty, but the presence of extant manuscripts with real dates 

tends to stabilize the orientation with true history. Furthermore, the language criteria and 

principle of genealogical inheritance reinforce the directionality provided by date. 

 

 Important internal evidence also contributes to determining the directionality of a 

tree. Versions must always descend from an earlier source in the language of the text. Also at 

any node in the stemma the reading that has the greatest external evidence of genetic inher-

itance is more likely to be the earlier one. With all these details taken into account, the exem-

plar that emerges as the trunk of the tree is most likely to be the autograph. Naturally some 

degree of uncertainty remains, but the uncertainty is no greater than, and is likely to be less 

than, the uncertainty inherent in the eclectic method and other approaches to textual criti-

cism.  

Incomplete Manuscripts 

 Fragmentary manuscripts having less than 60% of the readings utilized in the data-

base cannot be used by the reconstruction procedure to recover the structure of the stemma. 

However, such a manuscript can be treated as a “maverick” and located on the completed 

tree according to the “genetic code” evident in its extant variant readings. Its date provides a 

fixed point in history that helps control the temporal directionality of the tree.
107

  The algo-

                                                 
 
106

 Poole, 207. 

 
107

 “Mavericks” are attached as a child to the exemplar in the tree where it fits closest for genetic af-

finity. A problem exists when a witness is extremely fragmentary. In this case there are insufficient readings to 

place the witness in the tree with any degree of certainty. 
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rithm marks the maverick manuscripts and restricts the way in which they may contribute to 

the reconstruction of the stemma. 

Recensions 

 If the history of the text of a document involved only simple scribal discrepancies, the 

diversity between the developing branches would remain relatively limited. However, expe-

rience has shown that radical recensions occurred in the history of the Greek text of the 

books of the New Testament. A branch is recognized as such a recension by its significantly 

greater diversity from other branches. However, as it turns out, the software properly places a 

recension as a branch at the point of its origin in history, because it will have greatest affinity 

with its siblings in spite of its diversity.  

 

 In reconstructing the genealogical history of large books, diversity tends to increase 

as the tree approaches the earliest generations. What is happening is that the software has iso-

lated several relatively independent ancient recensions. Consequently, the software is de-

signed to stop when only three unattached branches remain. It creates the autograph as the 

parent of the remaining unattached branches based on the principle of “consensus among an-

cient independent witnesses.” The heads of these three branches thus become the hypothet-

ical first generation children of the autograph. The genealogical history of the text prior to 

this hypothetical first generation is too diverse to be defined. But the evidence of mixture be-

tween these first generation recensions indicates that some earlier history does indeed exist. 

The software creates virtual exemplars between the autograph and the first generation wit-

nesses that account for this mixture, but the place of the virtual exemplars in history remains 

undefined and not part of the genealogical stemma. 

 

The software tends to build only one or two prominent branches alongside of some 

relatively minor branches. However, the minor branches represent ancient independent wit-

nesses even though their surviving descendants are relatively sparse. Two lines of evidence 

support the early date of these minor branches, especially the apparent late ones: (1) they re-

ceive mixture only from very early sources, and (2) they are sources of mixture for witnesses 

much earlier than the date of their earliest extant witness.  

Resolving Mixture 

 Resolving mixture amounts to detecting its presence, locating its source, and connect-

ing its source as a secondary parent of the witness where the mixture occurs. Unresolved 
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mixture in a branch is understood to be present whenever manuscripts
108

 in the branch have 

variants that are not explained as being inherited from their primary ancestors–that is, a new 

variant reading has been introduced more than once into the branch. It may be taken for 

granted that a new variant is expected to be initiated only once in a given branch. The ulti-

mate goal is to construct the branch so that new variant readings are introduced into the 

branch only once, other instances of the variant being explained as mixture. Three sources of 

mixture may occur within a branch: (1) mixture from a currently existing apparent aunt; (2) 

correction from a direct ancestor; or (3) mixture from a currently non-existing secondary par-

ent—I refer to this type as same generation mixture.  

Aunt Mixture 

 Within a given branch, two or more manuscripts may each introduce a common new 

variant–that is, each manuscript has the same reading that is not explained as having been 

inherited from its immediate parent exemplar. Whenever one of these manuscripts is the aunt 

of the others,
109

 then the aunt may be regarded as the source of mixture and made a secon-

dary parent of the niece. This may be extended to apparent second, third, and fourth genera-

tion aunts, and beyond. The following figure illustrates the procedure: 
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 In this illustration, MS 1 is the head of the branch under consideration. MSS 2 and 3 

are first generation daughters of MS 1, each containing the reading(s) a of the head and in-

                                                 
 

108
 The term “manuscript” is used here to refer to either extant manuscripts or to exemplars created by 

the computer unless otherwise indicated. I have chosen not to let an extant manuscript become an exemplar in 

order to simplify certain software procedures. If an extant manuscript actually could be an exemplar, it would 

appear in the tree as a flawless daughter of the parent exemplar the software created. 

 

 
109

 A manuscript is an aunt of another when its parent is the grandparent of the other one. This rela-

tionship may be extended to earlier generations, so that the aunt’s grandparent may be the great grandparent of 

the niece, etc. So the apparent aunt relationship may be generalized to include a known relative of an earlier 

generation that is not a direct ancestor. 
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troducing their own unique and newly introduced variant(s) b and c respectively. MSS 4 and 

5 are first generation daughters of MS 2, each containing the readings (a and b) of their par-

ent MS 2, and introducing their own newly introduced variant(s) d and ce respectively. MSS 

6 and 7 are first generation daughters of MS 3, each containing the readings (a and c) of their 

parent MS 3, and introducing their own newly introduced variant(s) f and g respectively. The 

problem is that variant(s) c are introduced twice in the branch, once in MS 3 and again in MS 

5. But MS 3 is an aunt of MS 5, so MS 3 can be made a secondary parent of MS 5, thus re-

solving the unaccounted for mixture. The c in MS 5 is enclosed in brackets to indicate it is 

the result of mixture and not the initiation of new variant(s); consequently it is not counted in 

the computation of complexity. The same procedure applies to more remote apparent aunts. I 

refer to this kind of mixture as “diagonal” or “aunt” mixture because it involves mixture be-

tween genetically related witnesses within the same branch but in different generations. Ac-

tually, this same procedure also works with the second type of mixture—correction from a 

direct ancestor; in this case the apparent aunt is in fact an ancestor.  

Cousin Mixture 

 Within a given branch, two or more manuscripts may each introduce a common new 

variant–that is, each manuscript has the same reading that is not explained as inherited from 

its immediate parent exemplar. Whenever two or more of these manuscripts are cousins,
110

 

then the above “aunt” resolution will not work, but a new “aunt” exemplar may be created 

that will be a secondary parent for both cousins. The new exemplar will be made a daughter 

of the nearest common ancestor of the cousins. It will have the readings of the common an-

cestor except for the readings mixed into the cousins. The result will be that the cousins will 

become half-siblings, with their common readings accounted for by their new secondary par-

ent. This may be extended to apparent second, third, and fourth generation cousins, and be-

yond. The following figure illustrates the procedure: 

  

                                                 
 

110
 Manuscripts are cousins if they are in the same generation and have a common ancestor–that is, 

they have a common grandparent, great grandparent, etc. This relationship may be generalized to include manu-

scripts that are in the same generation with respect to their descent from a common ancestor (not a parent) in the 

branch.  
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 In this example, MS 1 is the branch’s head that accounts for common reading(s) a in 

every MS in the branch. MS 2 accounts for reading(s) b common to MSS 4 and 5; and MS 3 

accounts for readings (c) common to MSS 6 and 7. However, before resolving mixture, MSS 

5 and 6 also have common readings (f) not accounted by their current parents, and they are 

cousins. The software creates a new exemplar, MS 8, a direct descendant of the nearest 

common ancestor (MS 1) of MS 5 and MS 6, with readings (a) inherited from MS 1 except 

for readings (f), the mixture found in MS 5 and MS 6. This new exemplar is made the sec-

ondary parent for MSS 5 and 6, thus accounting for their common readings (f). Thus MSS 5 

and 6 are identified as experiencing mixture from multiple parents. The cousins have become 

half-siblings or second cousins or third cousins, depending on how many generations the 

common ancestor is removed from them. I refer to this kind of mixture as “same-generation” 

because it involves mixture in the same generation with no apparent source. I refer to the ex-

emplars created to resolve same-generation mixture as virtual exemplars because they do not 

contribute to the primary structure of the tree diagram. 

 

When, in the last step of reconstructing the stemma, the mixture resolving procedure 

operates on the entire genealogical tree, the software will create virtual exemplars between 

the autograph and the first generation exemplars. These virtual exemplars are the sources of 

mixture otherwise unaccounted for. Some account for common scribal errors that happen 

frequently and randomly without any genetic explanation; others account for the unknowable 

genetic relationships in the earliest history of the text. It is true that the actual sources of mix-

ture cannot be known, but the above procedures provide the most likely sources, being those 

having the shortest genetic distance from the witness experiencing the related mixture.  
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Tests and Verification 

 The software implementation
111

 of this theory has been successfully tested with five 

large test problems (see Chapter Three) as well as all the books of the Greek New Testament. 

In addition it was tested on the Greek text of the translation of the Old Testament Book of 

Ecclesiastes the textual data for which was supplied by Peter Gentry.
112

 The results have 

been pleasingly successful. The stemmata exhibit a good degree of mutual consistency, veri-

fying the commonly accepted ancient text types (Alexandrian, Western, and Antiochan)
113

 as 

well as others; and they demonstrate the late, secondary origin of the Byzantine tradition. 

They suggest that the text of the Greek New Testament experienced significant degradation 

in its earliest history but relatively simple degradation thereafter involving only a limited 

amount of mixture and recensional activity. Poole correctly observed that  

 
 In any experiment based on genuine material, there is of course no possibility of 

comparison of the results with any archetypal text, for none is extant. The only practical veri-

fication must therefore be by comparing the results from different bodies of data, to find 

whether they are consistent.
114  

 

The problem of verification has been attempted and the results of the textual history 

of the Gospel of Matthew are reported in Chapter Six of this book, and the textual history of 

Greek Ecclesiastes in Chapter Eight. The genealogical histories of the other books of the 

New Testament have been derived and they exhibit the kind of consistency expected between 

books having similar but independent histories. Although the consistency among the stemma-

ta for different books is very encouraging, the task remains to verify the consistency among 

different databases for the same books. However, the distribution of the variants in the cur-

rent stemma for Matthew suggests that such verification is likely.  

 

                                                 
 

111
 The present program is written in Turbo Pascal 7.0 intended for IBM compatible machines with ex-

tended memory. The size of the problems it can handle is flexible and is limited only by the amount of RAM 

available and the speed of the machine [up to a maximum of 2,000 variation units and 2,000 manuscripts]. 

Large problems require a reasonable amount of time to converge on a solution.  

 
112

 Dr. Peter J. Gentry, Professor of Old Testament Interpretation, The Southern Baptist Theological 

Seminary, 2825 Lexington Road, Louisville, KY USA 40280 

 

 
113

 However, these text traditions, while exhibiting a measure of independence, do not always appear 

as the earliest independent witnesses. 

 
114

 Poole, 213. 
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 An initial study of the results of different textual theories has been incorporated into 

the NA-27 database used in this project in order to compare the autographic texts determined 

by those theories with the autographic text derived by the present genealogical theory. This 

was accomplished by including the autographic texts derived from each theory as a witness 

in the database.
115

 The texts used in the comparison were: (1) Scrivener’s Textus Receptus,
116

 

(2) the Majority Text of Hodges and Farstad,
117

 (3) the Byzantine Textform of Robinson and 

Pierpont,
118

 and (4) the NA-27 text itself. For the Book of Ecclesiastes, the autographic text 

derived by Peter Gentry was used. 

 

 As expected and predicted by traditional textual critics, the Textus Receptus, Majority 

Text, and Byzantine Textform all appear as late descendants of early recensions. Interestingly, 

the NA-27 text also appears as a sixth generation descendant of an early recension (the Egyp-

tian); this finding probably is the result of the NA-27 textual editors depending too heavily 

on Egyptian witnesses where objective genealogical evidence was sufficiently strong to indi-

cate otherwise.  

Alleged Limitations of the Genealogical Method 

 Bruce Metzger discussed several computer approaches (including my early studies as 

reported in Grace Journal) to reconstructing genealogical stemmata for ancient literary 

works. He concluded: 

 
The limitations of taxonomic investigation are obvious. Although the method may 

show the degree of affinity, it cannot rank the witnesses in the order of merit. The sole opera-

tive criterion in the analysis is the unambiguous one of likeness and difference, which has 

nothing to do with the goodness or badness of the reading under consideration. All that the 

numerical process has achieved is a sorting of material that proves refractory to the conven-

tional logic of the stemma. In other words, at some stage of the process, the evaluation of in-

                                                 
 
115

 These witnesses were restricted from contributing the reconstruction of the genealogical history; 

they were inserted into the tree where they had the greatest genetic affinity after the tree was derived. 

 
116

 F. H. A. Scrivener, Η ΚΑΙΝΗ ΔΙΑΘΗΚΗ: The New Testament, The Greek Text Underlying the English Au-

thorized Version of 1611 (London: The Trinitarian Bible Society, n.d.; reprint of the Cambridge University edi-

tion of 1902).  
 

117
 Zane C. Hodges and Arthur L. Farstad, The Greek New Testament According to the Majority Text 

(Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1982). 

 
118

 Maurice A. Robinson and William G. Pierpont, The New Testament in the Original Greek, Byzan-

tine Textform (Southborough, Massachusetts: Chilton Book Publishing, 2005); Robinson refers to this theory as 

the “Byzantine Priority” theory. 
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dividual readings must be made on the basis of a combination of external evidence and inter-

nal considerations, scribal and/or intrinsic.
119

 

 

While his criticism may seem obvious for some methods he evaluated, it certainly is not so 

for the method outlined in this book. 

Order of Merit 

 The very fact that the method arranges the witnesses into a genealogical stemma is 

evidence of an order of merit. The merit of each witness, including reconstructed exemplars, 

is based on the number of generations it is removed from the autograph and the number of 

errors it has accumulated in the process. These are objective values that transcend subjective 

judgments about how many of its readings are “good” or “bad.” A reading is “good” only if it 

has been inherited from the autograph; all others are “bad” regardless of how good they may 

seem subjectively. Scribal errors often consisted of substituting what seemed better for what 

seemed bad. Variant genetic inheritance supersedes apparent goodness. 

Likeness and Difference 

 It is true that the present theory and methodology employ the test of “likeness and 

difference” in reconstructing genealogical history and recovering autographic readings. At 

any place of variation, readings are either the same or different; manuscripts are either the 

same or different. But the degree of sameness or difference of witnesses is an objective 

measure of genealogical affinity the value of which may range from 0 to 100%. Such meas-

urements do not result in simple “yes” or “no” answers, but provide the evidence necessary 

to make intelligent decisions. In the process of reconstructing a parent exemplar for a group 

of sibling daughter witnesses, at any place of variation where the sibling witnesses agree, the 

reading of the exemplar is certain, regardless of how “good” or “bad” it may be judged sub-

jectively. There is no doubt that the reading has been inherited from the parent exemplar. 

Doubt arises only in those places where the sibling witnesses differ; there the decision must 

be made as to which reading is inherited and which one is a newly initiated error—regardless 

of how “good” or “bad” each may seem. As previously discussed, an inherited reading is 

found in other branches external to the sibling group and newly initiated errors are not. Thus 

an unambiguous objective same/different test determines variant inheritance without a 

“good” or “bad” subjective judgment. A problem exists only where the same/different test 

fails to unambiguously determine variant inheritance, but experience indicates that the prin-
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 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 

3
rd

 enlarged edition (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 286.  
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ciple of deferred ambiguity consistently distinguishes the inherited reading from a newly ini-

tiated one. 

Goodness and Badness 

 At the local level, where a parent exemplar is being reconstructed, a reading is “good” 

when it has been inherited and “bad” when it has been newly initiated scribal error. This 

statement is true whether the reconstructed exemplar is the head of a small remote branch or 

of a large branch genealogically near the autograph. Ultimately, a reading is “good” when it 

is inherited from the autograph and “bad” otherwise—regardless of whether the reading 

seems subjectively “good” or not. However, Metzger is right when same/different tests fail to 

unambiguously determine inheritance. In this case, internal evidence must answer the ques-

tion of inheritance—goodness. Because of the subjective nature of internal evidence, it is 

next to impossible to provide software algorithms to emulate the decision making process 

involved in evaluating internal evidence. Nevertheless, what cannot be done directly can be 

done indirectly. In those few places where the objective same/different tests fail to unambig-

uously determine inheritance, the software of Lachmann-10 defaults to the reading preferred 

by the NA-27 textual editors, thus indirectly using the witness of internal evidence and the 

editors’ judgment of goodness. In this study of Matthew, of the 88,836 times the software 

made a decision about an exemplar reading, 81,792 were made by consensus, 1,915 were 

made by language preference, 4,218 by deferred ambiguity, 831 by appeal to internal evi-

dence (NA-27), and 80 by arbitrary choice; the last two types were in regard to the readings 

of the autograph. Of the 1,428 places of variation, consensus determined the autographic 

reading 1,428 times. 

Software Program Lachmann-10 

Program Lachmann-10 reconstructs the genealogical history of a selected book. It al-

so has provision for a person to view on screen various aspects of the reconstructed genea-

logical history of the selected book such as: (1) the witnesses that contain each variant read-

ing; (2) the variant readings each witness contains; (3) tree diagrams that depict the genealog-

ical history of each book; (4) detailed information about the head of each branch in a genea-

logical tree, such as date, parent exemplar(s), descendants, text content, and variants that dif-

fer from those of its primary parent exemplar; (5) where each variant is introduced in the ge-

nealogical history; (6) the path of genealogical descent from the autograph for each witness; 

(7) a list of the variants that differ between any two selected witnesses; (8) request selected 
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data to be written to an external file for later editing and printing; and (9) view a list of perti-

nent statistics for the selected book. 

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 3 

TESTING THE THEORY  

AND ITS IMPLEMENTATION 
 

 This chapter reports the results of tests carried out to determine the accuracy of the 

genealogical theory of textual criticism as implemented on the computer software application 

known as Lachmann-10. The study consisted of running the software on large test problems 

of predetermined genealogical history. A separate software program called Tester created test 

problems the genealogical structure and complexity of which correspond as closely as possi-

ble to that of actual texts. After constructing a complete stemma having a predetermined ge-

nealogical history and autographic text, it recorded the data of only the terminal witnesses
1
 as 

input for Lachmann-10. For each of the terminal witnesses, the recorded data consisted of its 

name,
2
 date, and its reading at each place of variation. No information of any kind was pre-

served or recorded for the autograph or any of the non-terminal witnesses. This kind of in-

formation corresponds to the data available from the surviving manuscripts of actual ancient 

documents. The recorded input data of each test problem was fed to Lachmann-10 which at-

tempted to recover the genealogical history from these data. The study reveals the level of 

success of the theory and its software implementation. 

Fundamental Weaknesses 

 Before evaluating the theory by test problems, it is appropriate to acknowledge in ad-

vance the potential weaknesses of the theory regardless of the test problems it addresses. The 

theory is based on the fundamental assumptions that witnesses (1) having maximum affinity,
3
 

                                                 
 

1
 A terminal witness is the last manuscript at the terminal end of any branch of the tree diagram defin-

ing the genealogical history of an ancient text. The extant manuscripts of an actual ancient text are terminal wit-

nesses. 

 
2
 The name contained a code that identified the location of each witness in the original stemma so that 

the accuracy of the reconstructed stemma could be verified. The code in the name was not used in the recon-

struction procedure. 
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and (2) sharing the textual variants of a common potential parent exemplar,
4
 can be regarded 

as sibling daughters of that potential parent exemplar. It is possible that quantitative affinity 

may exclude a sibling that differs from its parent exemplar by a large number of variants (as 

in the case of a radical recension). However, experience indicates that the quantitative magni-

tude of the differences between siblings is relatively insignificant, because with respect to 

non-sibling witnesses, the number of differences will always be greater than the difference 

between siblings. The complexities of determining sisterhood are discussed further in Ap-

pendix A. 

 

 It is also possible that a sibling gene will fail whenever the scribe who copied a man-

uscript made no errors. What happens in that case is that the errors that originated in the 

grandparent exemplar show up as those of a parent, allowing the possibility that an aunt may 

be erroneously identified as a sibling. This is not catastrophic, because the grandparent is in 

the same genetic line of descent of the branch being reconstructed.  

 

It is also possible that quantitative affinity and a sibling gene may both fail, leaving 

no evidence for determining genealogical relationships. This condition could happen in the 

rare case when a branch of the tree is completely genealogically independent of the other 

branches. Ideally, the genealogical theory prefers independent witnesses like this; one of the 

theory’s basic principles is “consensus among ancient independent witnesses.”  

Creating Test Problems 

 A separate program called Tester was designed to create test problems of predeter-

mined size and complexity. Five test problems were created according to specified condi-

tions.
5
 The data of the terminal witnesses of each problem were recorded as input for Lach-

                                                                                                                                                       
3
 That is, maximum mutual quantitative affinity. Quantitative affinity is based on a same-different 

count. In the software implementation, quantitative affinity is measured as the inverse of the number of places 

where the readings of a manuscript differ from those of a potential sibling. 

 
4
 That is, a sibling gene. Sibling witnesses are the only ones that have inherited the textual errors initi-

ated in their immediate parent exemplar. Of course the children may each have their own children, but the soft-

ware algorithm will have already identified their children and excluded them from further consideration in the 

database. This happens because the algorithm always works on the most temporally recent unattached branch of 

the genealogical tree. 

 
5
 The specified conditions consist of a predetermined text, a predetermined genealogical descent, and a 

predetermined placement of predetermined variants. The predetermined knowledge of the genealogical history 

of the test problem provides an objective means for measuring the success of the software’s reconstruction of 

the history and the recovery of the autographic readings. 
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mann-10 without any external indication of their genealogical relationships. Lachmann-10 

then reconstructed a genealogical history of each problem, and the resultant reconstructed 

history was compared with the predetermined history. The test problems were created larger 

in size than any text encountered in the textual apparatus of the NA-27 Greek New Testa-

ment. This was done to prevent size from being a limiting factor. Each test problem had 

2,000 places of variation (Luke has 1,920), and a number of witnesses usually greater than 

those found in the NA-27 (Matthew has 269). The result of the comparison provides a meas-

ure of the success of the program.  

 

 The creation of the problems began with an autographic text having 2,000 places of 

variation with predetermined readings. Three first generation copies were the head exemplars 

of three main branches of the stemma of the genealogical history being created. Seven differ-

ent types of non-uniformity were incorporated in the problems: (1) Non-uniform number of 

daughters; that is, some exemplars had two daughters and some had three. (2) Non-uniform 

propagation of branches; that is, some daughters of an exemplar failed to propagate further 

generations. (3) Non-uniform branches; that is, each of the main branches had propagated a 

different number of generations. (4) Non-uniform genealogical ancestry: that is, each exem-

plar had mixture introduced from a genetically alien source. (5) Non-uniform number of var-

iants; that is, sibling witnesses had a different number of variations from its parent exemplar. 

(6) Non-uniform dates: that is, the autograph was assigned the date of AD 100
6
 and sibling 

witnesses had dates subsequent to their exemplar differing by 50 or 100 or 150 years. (7) 

Non-uniform preservation of terminal witnesses: that is, varying percentages of terminal wit-

nesses were excluded, simulating the uncertain distribution of witnesses for actual ancient 

texts.  

Non-Uniform Propagation of Branches 

The problems were created with a non-uniform propagation of branches for each ex-

emplar. That is, in each succeeding generation, one daughter of each exemplar ceased to 

propagate, leaving the non-propagating daughter as a terminal witness. The following tree 

diagram represents the first three generations of the exemplar of one of the first three branch-

es of the problem having either two or three daughters, where the numeral specifies the num-

ber of daughters in the next generation: 

                                                 
 

6
 This date is rather late; New Testament autographs are earlier. This date was chosen for the conven-

ience of the software. 
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          (and so forth) 

 

This type of non-uniformity tested the theory and software for how well it handled the pres-

ence of extant witnesses dispersed throughout time in the history of a branch. 

Non-Uniform Branches 

The problems were created with a non-uniform number of generations in each of the 

three main branches. That is, in each succeeding generation after the second, one of the main 

branches ceased to propagate and died out, leaving its last generation children as terminal 

witnesses.  

 

This type of non-uniformity corresponds with what is observed in the history of the 

so-called text types. The Byzantine tradition dominates in both quantity of witnesses and 

longevity of propagation. This non-uniformity tests the ability of the theory and its software 

to handle this real-life difficulty. The following tree diagram illustrated this non-uniformity, 

but it shows only the main line of the branches without showing the side branches: 

 

 

    o  o  o   

    o  o  o   

    o  o  o 

    o  o 

    o 

    etc. 

Mixture 

 The problems were created with the presence of mixture. That is, in addition to the 

specified number of places where a witness inherited the variant readings of its parent exem-

plar, another variant was introduced which was borrowed by mixture from an earlier genet-

ically alien source. This non-uniformity tests the ability of the theory and its software to de-

tect and handle mixture. 
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Recensions 

The problems were created with a recension in three different branches. While the or-

dinary witnesses had between four to ten variants each (plus an extra one from mixture), a 

recensional exemplar had 300. This type of non-uniformity tests the software’s ability to cor-

rectly locate a recension in its proper place in history. 

Non-Uniform Number of Variants 

The witnesses had a different number of newly initiated variants ranging from four to 

ten, with an occasional zero representing a lacuna. This non-uniformity corresponds to the 

situation in actual ancient texts; manuscripts have no predictable number of variations from 

their parent exemplar. This non-uniformity complicates the means for measuring both quanti-

tative affinity and a sibling gene. It tests the software’s ability to correctly operate with textu-

al characteristics having unpredictable rather than fixed values. 

Working with Test Problems 

Five such test problems were created with the same autographic text and the same ge-

nealogical history except for the number of terminal witnesses that survived history. Each 

had 2,000 places of variation with a stemma constructed of 532 genetically interrelated wit-

nesses as described above. 201 of the witnesses were exemplars and 331 were terminal wit-

nesses. After the problems were created, all 201 exemplars were eliminated, leaving only the 

331 terminal witnesses with no evidence of their genealogical relationships. Each test prob-

lem was the same except for the degree of paucity of terminal witnesses. Test 1 had 100% of 

the 331 terminal witnesses. Test 2 had 80% (265); test 3 had 75% (248); test 4 had 67% 

(222); and test 5 had 50% (165). 

 

Lachmann-10 was able to reconstruct a genealogical stemma for each test problem, 

recovering over 99% of autographic readings in each case. However, while it did correctly 

reconstruct the branches of the later generations, it did not perfectly reconstruct the prede-

termined stemma in its early generations. There, reconstruction became progressively less 

accurate as the percentage of terminal witnesses declined. Even so, the recovery of the auto-

graphic readings remained essentially the same. 

Working with Actual Texts 

 Unlike working with predetermined test problems, reconstructing the genealogical 

history of actual texts is different because their autographic readings and genealogical history 

are unknown. But certain expectations of a reconstructed stemma exist based what is already 
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known about the extant witnesses of a given text and its history. Likewise, other expectations 

exist based on common sense. The general relationship of the extant witnesses to the text has 

been determined by textual scholars who have categorized them into genealogical groups. 

Also, each extant witness has an approximate historical date to which the directionality of the 

stemma may be compared. In addition, it is expected (1) that all but the most common scribal 

errors would be initiated only once in the stemma, all others being explained as mixture; (2) 

that most ambiguities may be resolved by the principle of deferred ambiguity; and (3) that 

most variants experience hereditary persistence. Lachmann-10’s reconstructed genealogical 

history for the New Testament books of Matthew, Mark, and 2 Corinthians meet these expec-

tations quite well, and the remaining New Testament books appear to do so without as much 

scrutiny. The same is true of the Greek translations of the Old Testament Book of Ecclesias-

tes. 

 

Finally, the autographic readings of the text have been determined by others follow-

ing different textual theories; these texts may be compared with each other and with Lach-

mann-10’s recovered autograph. Unfortunately, for the New Testament books, Lachmann-

10’s recovered autographic readings do not compare well with those recovered by alternate 

theories because of the significant differences of underlying presuppositions. The same is not 

true for Ecclesiastes. Peter Gentry followed a similar genealogical theory, so his recovered 

autographic text of Ecclesiastes agrees with that of Lachmann-10 over 95% of the time. The 

remaining chapters describe in depth the reconstructed genealogical history of Matthew and 

Ecclesiastes. 

 

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 4 

EXPANDING AND UNPACKING THE NA-27 DATABASE 
 

The database used in this project is derived from the Nestle-Aland 27
th

 edition of the 

Greek New Testament
1
 hereafter referred to as NA-27. The database is located at the bottom 

of each page of that text, recording in very terse form the variant readings occurring on the 

given page. Small symbols in the main body of the text (Ý Þ ß à á â ã ä å æ ç è é ê) mark the 

place and kind of variation that occurs there. The meaning of the symbols is explained in the 

introduction to NA-27 and does not need to be repeated here. 

 

 The variations of the text are listed at the bottom of each page, providing the verse 

number where the variation occurs, the associated symbol indicating the kind of variation, 

the alternate readings that occur there, and a list of witnesses
2
 that contain the given alternate 

reading. The list of witnesses is provided in compressed form in order to avoid as much repe-

tition as possible. Basically, symbols are used to represent a consistent collection of witness-

es. For example, the symbol “vg” represents all the various witnesses in the Latin Vulgate 

group, “it” represents all the witnesses in the Old Latin group, and “co” represents all the 

witnesses in the Coptic group. This compressed form is useful for conserving paper and ink, 

and is relatively easy for scholars to follow. But the computer software must have every item 

of data uniquely recorded, that is, there must be a record of every witness to the text under 

study, and a record of which variant reading each witness has at every place of variation. 

This necessity requires the NA-27 database to be unpacked and expanded. 

 

 Until recently the NA-27 database existed only in printed form, and expanding the 

data into the form needed by the genealogical software was a complex and time consuming 

task.
3
 However, the database is now available in digital electronic form in the Stuttgart Elec-

                                                 
 

1
 Novum Testamentum Graece (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997). 

 
2
 The witnesses consist of individual manuscripts, translations, and patristic quotations. 
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tronic Study Bible.
4
 That form of the database is capable of being expanded and unpacked 

electronically. 

 

This chapter describes the methods and principles used in a software program for ex-

panding and unpacking the NA-27 database. In essence, the expansion may be achieved by 

simply replacing each symbol by the witnesses it represents, an easy task for a computer. But 

there are complications that make the task more difficult. These complications include (1) 

two different data formats: positive and negative; (2) an irregular order of variants; (3) the 

use of multi-language symbols; (4) the use of superscript symbols; (5) the use of consensus 

symbols; (6) the use of printed editions in the database, (7) the use of duplication symbols; 

and (8) recording minor variations. 

Different Data Formats 

 The NA-27 database uses two different data formats: a positive format and a negative 

one. The positive format includes the data for each variant reading at a place of variation, in-

cluding the reading of the NA-27 text, marked by the symbol “txt.” Thus every variation of 

the text at that place of variation has a recorded list of witnesses that contain the variant read-

ings. The negative format only provides the data for the variant readings that differ from the 

NA-27 text; it is understood that the NA-27 reading is contained in all the remaining wit-

nesses—that is, those witnesses not listed with the other variants.
5
  Consequently, the un-

packing software must record that understood list of witnesses as containing the reading of 

the NA-27 text. 

Irregular Order of Variants 

 When the NA-27 database uses the positive format, the data for the variant readings 

not in the NA-27 text are listed first, followed by the reading of the NA-27 text marked by 

the symbol “txt.” When there are two variant readings, the NA-27 reading is second in order; 

when there are three, it is third in order, and so forth. However, it is important for the data of 

the NA-27 reading to always be first in order, as it is in the UBS database; because the soft-

                                                                                                                                                       
3
 All my prior research with the genealogical software was done with data manually extracted from the 

already expanded database in the United Bible Society’s Greek New Testament.  

 
4
 Christof Hardmeier, Eep Talstra, and Bertram Salzmann, The Stuttgart Electronic Study Bible 

(Stuttgart, Germany: The German Bible Society, 2004); used with permission.  

 
5
 Excluded are the church fathers and any manuscript or version known not to be extant at that place of 

variation. 
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ware uses the NA-27 reading by default when consensus cannot decide between variant read-

ings. By always being first in order, the software can easily access the NA-27 reading when 

necessary. Consequently, the unpacking software must always rearrange the order of the data 

to make the data for the NA-27 reading first in order. 

Multi-Language Symbols 

 The symbols used in NA-27 to represent the names of the witnesses are usually in 

English characters, but sometimes they are in Greek characters like Δ or in Hebrew charac-

ters like א, and sometimes special characters like î, Û. These foreign characters sometimes 

have the same digital code as English characters, creating potential confusion for computer 

software. Accordingly, the symbols involving foreign characters are transformed into a 

corresponding symbol using English characters. In the textual literature, uncial manuscripts 

are designated by an alphabetic character and also by a number beginning with zero. When 

an obscurity of digital codes would occur, I designated an uncial by its numerical symbol 

rather than by its alphabetic one, or sometimes by the combination of the two. For example, 

is replaced by “01” and “D” is replaced by “D05.” The symbol î א
39

 represents papyrus 

manuscript 39; the symbol P^39 replaces it. The symbol Û represents the Majority Text; it is 

replaced by “m.” The unpacking software automatically does this transformation. 

Superscript Symbols 

 The NA-27 database employs superscript symbols to distinguish witnesses having the 

same symbolic designation. For example, the symbol B represents the text of the fourth cen-

tury Codex Vaticanus, whereas B* represents the text of the hand of the original scribe of B 

as contrasted with B
1
 representing the text of the hand of the first corrector of B, and B

2
 that 

of the second corrector. Superscript symbols are also used to represent other distinguishing 

features of the witnesses. However, like non-English characters, superscripts are unfriendly 

to the software, so wherever a superscript symbol is involved, the character “^” is used to 

indicate a superscript. For example, B
1
 is encoded as B^1, and B

2
 as B^2, and so forth 

throughout the NA-27 database. The unpacking software does this transformation automati-

cally. 

Consensus Witnesses 

 Some symbols, like Û (= the Majority or Byzantine Text), represent the consensus of 

a number of genealogically related witnesses. In some places of variation the witnesses rep-

resented by Û are divided, one subgroup containing one variant reading and the other sub-
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group containing another. In those places, the NA-27 database records the symbol of the wit-

ness two or more times, one for each variant contained by one of the subgroups. NA-27 uses 

the superscript “pt” (= part of Û) to mark the split witness of Û, for example Ûpt means that 

part of witnesses represented by Û contains the associated variant reading while another part 

contains the other. When this happens, the evidence is ambiguous because NA-27 does not 

associate such a part with a specific Byzantine subgroup. In fact, the witness of the Majority 

Text is sometimes split into as many as three nearly equal subgroups. Consequently, the Ma-

jority Text requires three symbols: pm^a, pm^b, and pm^c, one for each subgroup. When Û 

occurs alone, it is replaced by pm^a, pm^b, and pm^c. When Ûpt occurs twice, the instance 

that agrees with MS K is replaced by pm^a, except when it stands alone in a negative appa-

ratus, in which case it is replaced by pm^b. The genealogical software must have complete, 

explicit data for every witness; accordingly, the unpacking software expands the data where 

NA-27 has compressed multiple witnesses under one symbol.  

 

The same is true for the symbol vg, which represents the consensus of a large number 

of Latin Vulgate manuscripts. Like the Byzantine tradition, in some places of variation, the 

Latin Vulgate manuscripts lack consensus, being divided into parts, one part containing one 

variant reading and the other part containing another variant. In those places of variation, the 

NA-27 database uses the symbol vg
pt

 or vg
mss

; the identity of the subgroups these symbols 

represent is also ambiguous, like the Byzantine witnesses discussed above. Also most of the 

symbols for the other translations represent the consensus of a number of manuscripts. This 

is even true for some of the church fathers. Table 4.1 is an expansion map showing how the 

NA-27 symbols for Greek manuscripts are transformed into their English equivalents and 

expanded to include all the witnesses the symbol represents. Witnesses that needed no trans-

formation or expansion are not listed. 
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Table 4.1 

Expansion Map For Greek Manuscripts 
NA-27 

Symbol  

Expanded Replacement NA-27 

Symbol  Expanded Replacement 

î
37

  → P^37* P^37^c L  → L019* L019^c 

î
37c

  → P^37^c L*  → L019* 

î
53

  → P^53* P^53^c  L
c
  → L019^c 

î
53c

  → P^53^c K  → K* K^c 

î
86

  → P^86* P^86^c K
c
  → K^c 

î
86c

  → P^86^c M  → M* 

î
37vid.45

  → P^37* P^37^c P^45* N  → N* N^c 

î
37.45

  → P^37* P^37^c P^45* N
c
  → N^c 

î
45

  → P^45* P  → P024* 

î
45vid.64vid

  → P^45* P^64 W  → W* W^c 

î
45vid.64

  → P^45* P^64 W
c
  → W^c 

 c 01^1 01^2 Z  → Z* Z^c^01 *01 →  א

c
c Z^01 →  א

c
  → Z^c 

 *G  → 036 1^01 →  א1

 D  → 037* 037^c 2^01 →  א2

.*c01 *01 → א^c Dc
  → 037^c 

 Q  → 038* 038^c 2^01 *01 → א2*.

Qc 1^01 *01 → א.*1
  → 038^c 

 c^078 *078 → 078 2^01 *01 → א.*2

A  → A* A^c 078
c
  → 078^c 

A
c
  →   A^c 085*  → 85 

B  → B* B^1 B^2 0106 → 0106* 0106^c 

B
1
  → B^1 0106

c
  → 0106^c 

B
2
  → B^2 0128 → 0128* 0128^c 

B
2.*

  → B* B^2 0128
c
  → 0128^c 

B
*.2

  → B* B^2 0233 → 0233* 0233^c 

C  → C* C^1 C^2 C^3 0233
c
  → 0233^c 
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NA-27 

Symbol  

 

Expanded Replacement 

NA-27 

Symbol  Expanded Replacement 

C
1
  → C^1 0249 → 0249* 0249^c 

C
2
  → C^2 0249

c
  → 0249^c 

C
3
  → C^3 28 → 28* 

C
*.2

  → C* C^2 33 → 33* 

C
*.3

  → C* C^3 118 → 118* 118^c 

C
2.*

  → C* C^2 118
c
  → 118^c 

D or D
s
  → D05* D05^c D05^1 D05^2 it-d 565 → 565* 565^c 

D*  → D05* it-d 565
c
  → 565^c 

D
c
  → D05^c 579 → 579* 579^c 

D
1
  → D05^1 579

c
  → 579^c 

D
2
  → D05^2 700 → 700* 700^c 

D
*.c

  → D05* D05^c it-d 700
c
  → 700^c 

D
s*

  → D05* it-d 892 → 892* 892^c 

D
s2

  → D05^2 892
c
  → 892^c 

D
c.*

  → D05* D05^c 1241 → 1241* 1241^c 

E  → E07* 1241
c
  → 1241^c 

F  → F* it-f* 1424 → 1424* 1424^c 

G  → G011 it-g* 1424
c
  → 1424^c 

H  → H013*       

 

 

Table 4.2 

Expansion Map For Greek Lectionaries 
NA-27 

Symbol  Expanded Replacement 

l  → l^844* l^844^c l^2211* l^2211^c 

l*  → l^844* l^844^c l^2211* l^2211^c 

l 844  → l^844* l^844^c 

l 844
c
  → l^844^c 

l 2211  → l^2211* l^2211^c 

l 2211
c
  → l^2211^c 
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Table 4.3 

Expansion Map for Families of Manuscripts 
NA-27 

Symbol  Expanded Replacement 

f
1 
 → 1 131* 209 1582 

f
13

  → 13 69 346 543 788 826 828 983 

 f
1.13

  → 1 209 131* 13 69 346 543 788 826 828 983 1582 

 

 

Table 4.4 

Expansion Map for the Latin Vulgate Witnesses 
NA-27 

Symbol  Expanded Replacement 

vg  → vg* vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s vg^st vg^ww 

vg
pt

  → vg^a or vg^b 

vg
ms(s)

  → vg^a or vg^b 

vg
cl
  → vg^cl 

vg
s
  → vg^s 

vg
st
  → vg^st 

vg
ww

  → vg^ww 

vg
cl.st

  → vg^cl vg^st 

vg
cl.ww

  → vg^cl vg^ww 

vg
s.st

  → vg^s vg^st 

vg
s.st.ww

  → vg^s vg^st vg^ww 

vg
st.ww

  → vg^st vg^ww 

 

In addition to the symbols f
1
 and f

13
 that represent families of witnesses, several other 

symbols represent additional witnesses over and above their normal designation. The symbol 

Û
 not only represents the three subgroups of the Majority Text (pm^a, pm^b, and pm^c), but 

also all the other genealogical baggage associated with it. There are a good number of Byzan-

tine-like witnesses that NA-27 lists only when they differ from Û; in all these cases, pm^a 

carries with it those unlisted but understood witnesses. In addition, the symbol vg with no 

superscript represents all the Latin Vulgate witnesses; it represents all the Old Latin witness-

es; sy represents all the Syriac witnesses; and co represents all the Coptic witnesses. Fur-

thermore, the symbol lat or latt represents all the Latin witnesses, including all the Vulgate 

and Old Latin witnesses. Finally, the symbol vers or verss represents all the witnesses of all 
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the versions, the Latin, Syriac, Coptic, and versions not listed elsewhere. Table 4.9 is an ex-

pansion map of these multi-task symbols. 

 

Table 4.5 

Expansion Map for the Old Latin Witnesses 

NA-27 

Symbol  

 

Expanded Re-

placement 

NA-27 

Symbol  

Expanded Re-

placement 

a  → it-a ff2  → it-ff2* 

aur  → it-aur* g  → it-g* 

aur*  → it-aur* g1  → it-g1* 

b  → it-b* it-b^c g1*  → it-g1* 

b
c
  → it-b^c h  → it-h* it-h^c 

c  → it-c h
c
  →   it-h^c 

d  → it-d k  → it-k* 

d*  → it-d k*  → it-k* 

e  → it-e mu  → it-mu 

f  → it-f* n  → it-n 

f*  → it-f* q  → it-q* it-q^c 

ff1  → it-ff1 q
c
  → it-q^c 

ff1*  → it-ff1 r1  → it-r1 

ff2*  → it-ff2*       

 

 

Table 4.6 

Expansion Map for the Coptic Versions 
NA-27 

Symbol  Expanded Replacement 

co  → ac* ac^2 bo^a bo^b bo^c mae mf pbo sa^a sa^b 

ac → ac* ac^2 

ac
2
 → ac^2 

bo  → bo^a bo^b bo^c 

bo
ms(s)

  → bo^b 

bo
pt

  → bo^b 

sa  → sa^a sa^b 

sa
ms(s)

  → sa^b 
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Table 4.7 

Expansion Map for the Syriac Versions 

NA-27 

Symbol  

 

Expanded Replacement 
NA-27 

Symbol  Expanded Replacement 

sy  → sy^c sy^p sy^ph sy^h sy^s sy
p.h**

  → sy^p 

sy
c
  → sy^c sy

s.c
  → sy^s sy^c 

sy
h
  → sy^h sy

s.c.h
  → sy^s sy^c sy^h 

sy
h**

  → omit sy
s.c.h**

  → sy^s sy^c 

sy
p
  →  sy^p sy

s.c.p
  → sy^s sy^c sy^p 

sy
s
  → sy^s sy

s.c.p.h
  → sy^s sy^c sy^p sy^h 

sy
c.h

  → sy^c sy^h sy
s.c.p.h**

  → sy^s sy^c sy^p 

sy
c.h**

  → sy^c sy
s.h

  → sy^s sy^h 

sy
c.p

  → sy^c sy^p sy
s.p

  → sy^s sy^p 

sy
c.p.h

  → sy^c sy^p sy^h sy
s.p.h

  →  sy^s sy^p sy^h 

sy
c.p.h**

  → sy^c sy^p sy
s.p.h**

  → sy^s sy^p 

sy
p.h

  → sy^p sy^h       

 

 

The unpacking software expands the NA-27 database by transforming and replacing 

each NA-27 symbol in the database with all the symbols it represents according to the expan-

sion maps provided in this chapter. The expansion maps are prepared manually in advance by 

pre-editing procedures. The maps are different for each book in the Greek New Testament. 

The unpacking software avoids a symbol occurring twice at a given place of variation by 

checking for duplication and deleting the one in the list provided for multi-task symbols, that 

is, it retains the symbol outside the domain of the corresponding multi-task symbol. The un-

packing software also weeds out any symbol in a multi-task list that is not extant at the given 

place of variation. 

Printed Editions 

 The NA-27 database includes the following four printed editions of the Latin Vulgate 

as witnesses: vg
c
, vg

s
, vg

st
, and vg

ww
. I have added the witness of the following three addi-

tional printed editions: the Textus Receptus (TR) of F. H. A. Scrivener, the Majority Text of 

Hodges and Farstad (HF), and the Byzantine Priority Text of Robinson and Pierpont (RP), as 

well as the text of NA-27 itself. The printed editions are marked so they do not enter into the 

construction of the genealogical tree, but are added where they best fit after the tree is con-

structed.  
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Table 4.8 

Expansion Map for the Church Fathers 

NA-27 

Symbol  

 

Expanded Replace-

ment 

NA-27 

Symbol  

Expanded Re-

placement 

Or  → Or^a Or^b Cl
hom

  → Cl^hom 

Or
ms(s)

  → Or^b Cl  → Cl^a Cl^b 

Or
pt

  → Or^b Cl
ms(s)

  → Cl^b 

Or
lat

  → Or^lat^a Or^lat^b Cl
pt

  → Cl^b 

Or
latms(s)

  → Or^lat^b Mar
Ir
  → Mar^Ir 

Or
lem

  → Or^lat^a Or^lat^b Mar
Irlat

  → Mar^Ir-lat 

Hier  → Hier^a Hier^b Cyr  → Cyr^a Cyr^b 

Hier
ms(s)

  

 

→ Hier^b Cyr
ms(s)

  → Cyr^b 

Epiph  → Epiph^a Epiph^b Cyr
pt

  → Cyr^b 

Epiph
ms(s)

  → Epiph^b Cyp  → Cyp^a 

Eus  → Eus^a Eus^b Basil
Cl

  → Basil^cl 

Eus
ms(s)

  → Eus^b Eus
syr

  → Eus^syr 

Eus
pt

  → Eus^b Ir
lat

  → Irlat^a Irlat^b 

Did  → Did^a Did^b Ir
latpt

  →  Irlat^b 

Did
ms(s)

  → Did^b Tert  → Tert^a 

Did
pt

  → Did^b Ir  → Ir^a 

 

The use of Duplication Symbols 

 Rather than repeat identical lists of data, NA-27 uses the symbol “bis” (twice) to in-

dicate that the marked list of data is repeated at the indicated place. There is no fixed pattern 

in which such repetition occurs, so this type of duplication of the data items must be done 

manually by “copy and paste” pre-editing. NA-27 also uses the symbol “et” to mark another 

form of data sharing. This too must be handled in pre-edit procedures. 

Minor Variations 

 Certain elements of the NA-27 database are inconsequential with respect to this study 

and were excluded from the database. When the reading of a witness is less than certain it is 

marked with the superscript symbol “vid.” The genealogical software has no provision for 

uncertain readings, so the uncertain reading is accepted without reservation. The NA-27 da-

tabase sometimes lists minor variations within a listed variant reading or among the witness-

es to the reading. The software has no provision for such minor variations, so they are ex-
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cluded from the database. The NA-27 database sometimes lists marginal notes or the like that 

have no known source. Such extraneous notes provide no genealogical evidence so they are 

excluded from the data. Some readings in the text are enclosed in brackets [] to mark a pas-

sage regarded as questionable. Such marks in the text are excluded because the genealogical 

software is expected to determine the certainty of such variant readings. Sometimes the evi-

dence of a witness is derived from a supplementary source. When that is the case, NA-27 

marks the witness with a superscript “s.” The genealogical software regards all the evidence 

of a witness to be derived from the same source. Sometimes NA-27 uses the symbol “pc” to 

indicate the presence of a few additional unidentified witnesses. The software has no way of 

using evidence from unidentified witnesses. This completes the description of the unpacking 

and expanding procedures used to transform the NA-27 database into the form needed by the 

genealogical software. 

 

Table 4.9 

Expansion Map for the Multi-Task Symbols 

NA-27 

Symbol  Expanded Replacement 

Û or 

pm
a
  → 

pm^a pm^b pm^c TR HF RP E07* F* it-f* G011 it-g* H013* K* K^c M* N* N^c O P024* S 

U V X Y 036* 037* 037^c 042 043 047 064 074 090 0133 0136 0196 0233* 0233^c 0250 4 17 

21 22 28* 118* 118^c 157 225 237 238 251 348 474 482 544 565* 565^c 579* 579^c l* 

l^844* l^844^c l^2211* l^2211^c 700* 700^c 713 892* 892^c 998 1010 1012 1071 1093 1230 

1241* 1241^c 1242 1253 1293 1424* 1424^c 1506 1573 2148 2542 

vg  → vg* vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s vg^st vg^ww 

it  → 

it-a it-aur* it-b* it-b^c it-c it-d it-e it-f* it-ff1 it-ff2* it-g* it-g1* it-h* it-h^c it-k* it-k^c it-mu 

it-n it-q* it-q^c it-r1 

lat(t)  → 

lat* it* it-a it-aur* it-b* it-b^c it-c it-d it-e it-f* it-ff1 it-ff2* it-g* it-g1* it-h* it-h^c it-k* it-mu 

it-n it-q* it-q^c it-r1 vg* vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s vg^st vg^ww 

sy  → sy^c sy^p sy^ph sy^h sy^s 

co  → ac* ac^2 bo^a bo^b bo^c mae mf pbo sa^a sa^b 

vers(s)  → 

lat* it* it-a it-aur* it-b* it-b^c it-c it-d it-e it-f* it-ff1 it-ff2* it-g* it-g1* it-h* it-h^c it-k* it-mu 

it-n it-q* it-q^c it-r1 vg* vg^a vg^b vg^cl vg^s vg^st vg^ww sy* sy^c sy^p sy^ph sy^h sy^s co* 

ac* ac^2 bo^a bo^b bo^c mae mf pbo sa^a sa^b arm geo^b got aeth slav 

 

Dates 

 Unless the date of a witness had been determined explicitly by some objective source 

(such as a dated colophon), the dates in the NA-27 apparatus are represented by capital Ro-

man numerals designating the century in which the witness was copied. Such dates are schol-



76  Chapter 4  

 

 

 

arly estimates based on the evidence of ancient calligraphy, carbon-14 dating, external histor-

ical references, and so forth. These dates are regarded as accurate within a range of error of 

about ± fifty years. The software requires an exact number in Arabic numerals, so these Ro-

man numerals were converted to Arabic ones by placing the date in the middle of the indicat-

ed century. For example, the Roman numeral date IV was converted to 350, and IV-V was 

converted to 400. While the software treats these dates as precise, one must remember that 

they have a margin of error unless they were given explicitly.  

 

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

CHAPTER 5 

WITNESSES TO THE TEXT OF MATTHEW 
 

 The witnesses
1
 to the text of the Gospel of Matthew used in this study are those de-

rived from the electronic form of the textual apparatus of the NA-27 edition of the Greek 

New Testament as contained in the Stuttgart Electronic Study Bible
2
 as edited and modified 

for the purposes of this project. They consist of 269 existing witnesses
3
 of various types: 

(1) Papyrus manuscripts  23 

(2) Uncial manuscripts  89 

(3) Minuscule manuscripts  58 

(4) Lectionary manuscripts  4 

(5) Printed editions   5 

(6) Latin Versions   24 

(7) Egyptian Versions   9 

(8) Syriac Versions   5 

(9) Armenian Version   1 

(10) Georgian Version  1 

(11) Gothic Version   1 

(12) Ethiopic Version   1 

(13) Slavic Version   1 

(14) Greek Church Fathers  31 

(15) Latin Church Fathers   13 

                                                 
 

1
 I use the term witness because the reconstruction of genealogical history derives evidence not only 

from extant manuscripts but also from ancient translations and quotations from church fathers. In addition a few 

printed editions are involved although not for reconstruction purposes. 

 
2
 Christof Hardmeier, Eep Talstra, and Bertram Salzmann, The Stuttgart Electronic Study Bible 

(Stuttgart, Germany: The German Bible Society, 2004). 
 

3
 Appendix B lists all the extant witnesses by name, date, language, content, number of readings, and 

percentage of completeness. 
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 The witnesses to the text of an ancient document must have several characteristics 

before a reasonably reliable reconstruction of its genealogical history can be made. Among 

these are (1) number of witnesses, (2) date, (3) completeness, (4) limited variableness, (5) 

commonness of text, and (6) genealogical affinity. These characteristics of the available wit-

nesses to the text of Matthew are discussed below and are shown to be suitable for a reasona-

ble reconstruction of its textual history.
4
 

Number of Witnesses 

 Contrary to the number of available witnesses to the texts of ancient classical litera-

ture, there are approximately 2,328 existing Greek manuscripts of the Gospels, including 

about 178 fragments.
5
 This does not include the witnesses of the ancient translations and 

church fathers. This study makes use of the 269 witnesses to the Gospel of Matthew recorded 

in the NA-27 apparatus which includes all the ancient papyri witnesses and most of the exist-

ing manuscripts dating before the ninth century and a good sample of those from later times. 

This number includes the consensus witness of the many manuscripts of the text used in the 

Greek speaking Byzantine churches together with a number of manuscripts related to the 

Byzantine text. Also it contains the consensus witness of the many manuscripts of the Latin 

Vulgate and the individual witness of four different printed editions of the Vulgate. The vari-

ous Old Latin translations also are represented by a consensus of a number of manuscripts of 

each of these individual translations. Consequently, the consensus witnesses bring many ad-

ditional manuscripts indirectly into the reconstruction process. There is good reason to be-

lieve that there are sufficient witnesses to the text of the Gospel of Matthew to reconstruct its 

genealogical history. 

Date 

 While it is possible to reconstruct the genealogical history of a text without the bene-

fit of dates, dates are very helpful for accurately locating scribal activity in real history. The 

dates of the witnesses to Matthew range from the second to the twentieth centuries.
6
 Table 

                                                 
 

4
 All the technical data present in this chapter and elsewhere comes from the monitor screen of soft-

ware application Lachmann-10 or from a printed report created by Lachmann-10. 

 
5
 Aland and Aland, p. 83. 
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5.1 and its associated graph display the reasonably good distribution of the witnesses by date. 

These dates have a margin of error of about ± fifty years. 
 

 Table 5.1: 

Distribution of Extant  

Witnesses by Century 

 

Century 
Number of 
Witnesses 

2 8 

3 27 

4 33 

5 32 

6 32 

7 18 

8 12 

9 33 

10 16 

11 9 

12 21 

13 10 

14 7 

15 3 

16 2 

17 0 

18 0 

19 2 

20 4 

 

 

Completeness 

 Many of the witnesses are fragmentary, not all their text having survived the passage 

of time. Only 97 of the 269 witnesses have 95-100% of their text complete, and 121 > 80% 

complete; thus completeness is significant for this study. Table 5.2 and its associated graph 

display the distribution of completeness for the witnesses used in this study. Completeness is 

important for the reconstruction of the textual history, because the computer depends on min-

imal difference between witnesses to determine genealogical affinity. Consequently, the 

computer reconstructed the genealogical history on the basis of witnesses having at least 80% 

                                                                                                                                                       
6
 The witnesses in the 19

th
 and 20

th
 centuries are printed editions that do not contribute to the recon-

struction of the genealogical history. 
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of their text complete; the more fragmentary witnesses are added to the genealogical tree 

where they best fit after the tree is constructed. The fragmentary witnesses are still important 

and should not be excluded from the study because they contribute to establishing fixed dates 

in the textual history. 
 

Because many of the witnesses are fragmentary, it is of interest to know the distribu-

tion of those witnesses having 80% or greater completeness. They are the ones that contrib-

ute to the reconstruction of the genealogical history. Table 5.3 and its associated graph dis-

play the distribution of these witnesses. It is evident that numerous contributing witnesses are 

from as early as the third century, so a reasonably good reconstruction can be expected. 

 

Table 5.2 

Distribution of Witnesses  

by Completeness: 
 

% Com-

plete 

Number of 

Witnesses 

0-5 97 

6-10 7 

11-15 2 

16-20 2 

21-25 0 

26-30 4 

31-35 0 

36-40 5 

41-45 0 

46-50 0 

51-55 7 

56-60 6 

61-65 1 

66-70 2 

71-75 5 

76-80 14 

81-85 10 

86-90 2 

91-95 8 

96-100 97 

Limited Diversity 

The more diverse the text the more difficult the reconstruction of its textual history is. 

In the overall picture, all witnesses to Matthew agree in over 90% of the text. The places of 
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variation and the number of variants at those sites provide the data for reconstruction. How-

ever, even so, the number of places of variation and the number of variants constitute a limit 

to what can be reconstructed because of the magnitude and complexity of the problem. But 

modern technology has expanded that limit to where reconstruction is now possible for texts 

the size and diversity of Matthew. The NA-27 apparatus records 1,428 places of variation
7
 

for the Gospel of Matthew with a total of 3,430 variant readings distributed among them.
8
 

This averages out to 2.40 variants per place of variation. In earlier decades this amount of 

information would have been impossible to manually process, but not so today. My desktop 

computer provides complete solutions to problems this size in just a matter of minutes. Table 

5.4 and its associated graph display the distribution of the number of variations per place of 

variation. For example, 1,013 places of variation have only two variations whereas only three 

places of variation have seven variations. 
 

Table 5.3 

Distribution of Witnesses of 

80% or Greater Completeness 

by Century 

Century 

Number 

of Wit-

nesses 

3 0 

4 4 

5 3 

6 7 

7 4 

8 7 

9 25 

10 13 

11 9 

12 21 

13 10 

14 7 

15 3 

Total 113 

                                                 
 

7
 Of course there are more places of variation than this, but the editors of the NA-27 text have weeded 

out those that are insignificant for reconstruction and meaning. 

 
8
 Appendix C provides a map showing where the places of variation occur in the text by chapter and 

verse. 
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Commonness of Text 

 Commonness is a measure of the percentage of text two witnesses have in common. 

When two witnesses both have complete texts, that is, they are not fragmentary, having read-

ings at every place of variation, they have 100% commonness, regardless of the agreement or 

disagreement of their readings. Fragmentary witnesses, however, are less than complete and 

may actually have no commonness of text. For example, witness A may be 40% complete, 

lacking the text for the last 60% of the places of variation, and witness B may be 40% com-

plete, lacking the text for the first 60% of the places of variation. As a result, the two wit-

nesses have no commonness of text. The greater the commonness of text two witnesses have, 

the greater potential they have for genealogical affinity. Table 5.6 and its associated graph 

display the distribution of commonness each witness shares with every other witness for the 

Gospel of Matthew. 

 

Table 5.4 

Distribution of Number of 

Variations per Place of 

Variation 

Number 

of vari-

ants 

Number 

of Places 

of Varia-

tion 

1 0 

2 1,013 

3 294 

4 94 

5 19 

6 5 

7 3 

8 0 

9 0 

10 0 

Total= 3,430 

 

The NA-27 apparatus records six different types of variations to the text. Table 5.5 

displays the distribution of these types of variation for the Gospel of Matthew. While the type 

of variation has no significance for the reconstruction process, the information is provided for 

those who are interested. 
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Table 5.5 

Distribution of Variation Type 

Variation type Number of Variants 

Omit a word          175 

Omit a phrase        72 

Alternate word       459 

Alternate words      303 

Transposed words     78 

Added word or phrase 341 

Total 1,428 

 

Table 5.6 

Distribution of Commonness of 

Text among Witnesses 

% Common-

ness 

Number of 

witness 

pairs 

0-5 5,058 

6--10 994 

11--15 319 

16-20 280 

21-25 147 

26-30 523 

31-35 91 

36-40 561 

41-45 83 

46-50 161 

51-55 893 

56-60 839 

61-65 203 

66-70 325 

71-75 790 

76-80 1,547 

81-85 958 

86-90 216 

91-95 791 

96-100 4,646 

Genealogical Affinity 

 Genealogical affinity is a measure of how strongly two witnesses are genealogically 

related. Witnesses are genealogically related when they have many of the same readings at 

their shared places of variation. Genealogical affinity is determined by the number of places 
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of variation where the witnesses have the same reading divided by the number of places of 

variation the witnesses have in common. For example, if witness A and witness B have 1,000 

places of variation in common, and in 952 places they have the same reading, the genealogi-

cal affinity of A to B is 952 ÷ 1,000 = 0.952 or 95.2%. Table 5.7 and its associated graph 

display the distribution of genealogical affinity among all the pairs of witnesses for the Gos-

pel of Matthew. These data are skewed because of the many fragmentary witnesses. A better 

picture of the significant affinity is that which is among witnesses having 80% content or 

greater. These witnesses are the ones used to reconstruct the genealogical history.  

 

        Table 5.7 

     Distribution of  

Genealogical Affinity 

Among all Witnesses 

% Affin-

ity 

Number 

of Wit-

nesses 

0-5 0 

6--10 0 

11--15 0 

16-20 0 

21-25 0 

26-30 0 

31-35 2 

36-40 6 

41-45 11 

46-50 550 

51-55 262 

56-60 412 

61-65 548 

66-70 1,332 

71-75 1,945 

76-80 1,597 

81-85 1,096 

86-90 1,833 

91-95 1,899 

96-100 24,553 

 

Table 5.8 and its associated graph display the distribution of the affinity among wit-

nesses having 80% content or greater. It is evident that many of the extant witnesses to Mat-
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thew have relatively strong genealogical affinity with one another. This suggests that recon-

struction of the genealogical history is reasonably feasible. 

Summary for All the New Testament Books 

 After reviewing the qualifications of the NA-27 data for the Gospel of Matthew, the 

general details of all the books of the New Testament are of interest. Table 5.9 lists the fol-

lowing information for each book: (1) the number of extant witnesses, (2) the number of 

places of variation, (3) the total number of variants, and (4) the number of extant witnesses 

with a content greater that 60 percent. 

 

        Table 5.8 

     Distribution of  

Genealogical Affinity 

Among Witnesses with 

80% or Greater Content  
% Affin-

ity 

Number of 

Witnesses 

0-5 0 

6-10 0 

11-15 0 

16-20 0 

21-25 0 

26-30 0 

31-35 5 

36-40 11 

41-45 172 

46-50 582 

51-55 324 

56-60 566 

61-65 309 

66-70 840 

71-75 756 

76-80 434 

81-85 181 

86-90 625 

91-95 149 

96-100 1,374 
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Conclusion 

 There are sufficient witnesses to the text of the Gospel of Matthew with dates distrib-

uted over the historical period of interest, being sufficiently complete, having relatively lim-

ited diversity, and having ample mutual commonness and strong genealogical affinity. There 

is good reason to expect that the genealogical history derived from these witnesses will be a 

good approximation of the actual textual history of the book. 

 

Table 5.9 

Data for All Books 

Book 

No. of 

Witnesses 

No. of 

Places 

No. of 

Variants 

No. > 

80% 

Matthew 269 1,428 3,430 113 

Mark 184 1,048 2,716 100 

Luke 242 1,920 4,460 145 

John 220 1,538 3,725 117 

Acts 173 1,662 3,783 99 

Romans 140 497 1,114 85 

1 Cor. 141 469 1,056 79 

2 Cor. 115 270 627 69 

Galatians 123 133 325 74 

Ephesians 128 160 358 70 

Philippians 107 100 233 72 

Colossians 117 124 289 66 

1 Thess. 105 93 199 68 

2 Thess. 89 50 113 58 

1 Tim. 95 87 191 62 

2 Tim. 89 71 159 73 

Titus 88 49 122 66 

Philemon 69 23 56 60 

Hebrews 134 323 739 78 

James 127 219 529 93 

1 Peter 114 232 589 73 

2 Peter 102 128 325 83 

1 John 119 179 428 84 

2 John 74 30 72 64 

3 John 70 30 72 66 

Jude 86 79 199 73 

Revelation 111 1,209 2,802 67 

Ecclesiastes 203 2,158 6,093 189 

 

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 6 

GENEALOGICAL HISTORY OF MATTHEW’S MANUSCRIPTS 

 

 This chapter presents the genealogical history of the manuscripts1 of the Greek text of 

the Gospel of Matthew as reconstructed by computer program Lachmann-10.2 Beginning 

with a database of 269 existing witnesses, 1,428 places of variation, and 3,430 variants, the 

program reconstructed 46 intermediate exemplars, arranging them in the genealogical stem-

ma (tree diagram) presented in its full form in Appendix D, but in a condensed form in Fig-

ure 6.1.3 This condensed form portrays the genealogical interrelationship of all the recon-

structed exemplars of the text of Matthew including most of the terminal witnesses. The rec-

tangular boxes contain the information for the exemplars created by the software and the 

boxes with rounded corners contain the information for the extant witnesses. Witnesses in the 

same box are siblings. Figure 6.2 displays a second tree diagram in which the principle line 

of descent from the autograph to the Byzantine text tradition appears in a straight line from 

which the other text traditions branch off.  

 

 The head exemplars of the three main branches of the stemma are exemplars Ex-312, 

Ex-313, and Ex-314. These branches are quite independent of one another, having mutual 

affinities ranging from 49% to 70%.4 But they have affinities with the autograph ranging 

from 68% to 92%. In addition, the sibling gene of each uniquely distinguishes them from one 

another. 

                                                 
 

1
 The term manuscript is used here in its inclusive sense of manuscripts, translations, church fathers, 

and reconstructed exemplars—the sense I usually assign to the term witness. 

 
2
 The total computing time was one minute and eighteen seconds including the time required for the 

software to assemble and format all the information contained in the tables, diagrams, and appendices of this 

book. 

 
3
 The full diagram, displayed in Appendix D, requires seven pages. The condensed form deletes all the 

technical information except the names of the witnesses. Likewise it omits exemplars that only account for 

same-generation mixture (those with a $ sign attached to their name).  
 

4
 Ex-312 to Ex-313 (0.60); Ex-312 to Ex-314 (0.70); Ex-313 to Ex-314 (0.49). 
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Figure 6.1 

Condensed Genealogical Stemma-1 of Matthew 
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Exemplar Ex-312 is the ancestral recension from which the Egyptian witnesses were 

derived. Although all the Egyptian versions, papyri, and fathers are fragmentary and fail to 

show up in the above condensed stemma, having less than 80% content, they found their 

place in this branch5 (see Appendix D). What is important is that the witnesses in this branch 

share a relatively high portion of the 116 sibling gene readings of Ex-3126 these 116 readings 

                                                 
 

5 Papyri--P^44%,  P^45*%, P^53*%,  P^64%, P^71%, P^86*%; Majuscules--Z*%, Z^c%, 067%, 

071%, 073%, 085%, 094%, 0170%, 0275%, 0281%, 0293%, 0298%; Versions--ac*%, ac^2%, arm%, aeth%, 

bo^a%, bo^c%, geo^b%, got%, mf%, pbo%, sa^a%, sa^b%, slav%; Fathers--Ad%, Hier^b%, Or^b%, The-

oph%. It appears that the corrector of Old Latin it-gl used a text close to Family-1. 

 
6
 NA-27 (90.5%); Ex-304 (78.8%); 892* 100 (99.12%); Ex-301 (99.1%); 01* (92.2%); B* (98.3%). 

F* 
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uniquely distinguish this main branch from the other two. For lack of a better term, I call this 

branch the Egyptian text tradition. 

 

Figure 6.2 

Condensed Genealogical Stemma-2 of Matthew 
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 It is interesting to note that although the second corrector of Codex Vaticanus (B
2
) 

is dated in the sixth or seventh century, the corrections were made from a text earlier and 

closer to the autograph (Ex-304) than that of B* (Ex-303). It is also interesting that Family-1 

is found in the Egyptian branch. It shares only 54.3% of the 116 sibling gene readings of the 

head exemplar Ex-312, evidently because its text is quite diverse, sharing a significant num-

ber of the sibling gene readings (48.1%) of the Antiochan test tradition as well. 

 

Exemplar Ex-313 is the ancestral recension from which nearly all the Old Latin ver-

sions were derived. Although a number of the Old Latin versions, papyri, majuscules, and 

Fathers are fragmentary and fail to show up in the above condensed stemma, having less than 

80% content, yet they found their place in this branch7 (see Appendix D). What is important 

is that the witnesses in this branch share a relatively high portion of the 461 sibling gene 

readings of Ex-3138 these 461 readings uniquely distinguish this main branch from the other 

two. For lack of a better term, I call this branch the Latin text tradition. Unfortunately, the 

two sub-branches of this Latin branch are only loosely related (60%). One sub-branch, head-

ed by Exemplar Ex-307, is the source of Codex Bezae (D05*) and its related witnesses; the 

other sub-branch, headed by Exemplar Ex302, is the primary source of the Old Latin ver-

sions. However, they are closer to one another than with anything else. 

 

Exemplar Ex-314 is the ancestral recension from which the Antiochan-like witnesses 

were derived. A number of papyri, versions, majuscules, and Father are fragmentary and fail 

to show up in the above condensed stemma, having less than 80% content, they found their 

place in this branch9 (see Appendix D). What is important is that these witnesses share a rela-

                                                 
 

7 Papyri--P^21%, P^105%; Majuscule--0234%; Old Latin--it-e%, it-ff2*%, it-h*%, it-h^c%, it-

k*%, it-k^c%, it-mu%, it-n%, it-q*%, it-q^c%, it-r1%; Fathers--Acac%, Bas%, Cl^a%, Cl^b%, Cyp^a%, 

Cyr^a%, Cyr^b%, Eus^syr%, Hier^a%, Irlat^a%, Irlat^b%, Lcf%, Tert^a%. 

 
8
 NA-27 (90.5%); Ex-304 (78.8%); 892* 100 (99.12%); Ex-301 (99.1%); 01* (92.2%); B* (98.3%); 

etc. 
 
9 Papyri--P^1%, P^19%, P^25%, P^37*%, P^37^c%, P^53^c%, P^62%, P^70%, P^77%, P^83%, 

P^86c%, P^96%, P^101%, P^110%; Versions--bo^b%, mae%, sy^c%, sy^h%, sy^p%; Majuscules--A^c%, 

C*%, C^1%, C^2%, C^3%, N*%, N^c%, 058%, 064%, 074%, 078*%, 078^c%, 087%, 090%, 0102%, 

0106*%, 0106^c%, 0107%, 0128*%, 0128^c%, 0148%, 0160%, 0161%, 0136%, 0171%, 0196%, 0204%, 

0237%, 0242%, 0249*%, 0249^c%, 0271%, 0277%; Fathers--Ath%, Athen%, Basil^cl%, Chr%, Cl^hom%, 

CyrJ%, Did^a%, Did^b%, Didache%, Epiph^a%, Epiph^b%, Eus^a%, Eus^b%, GrNy%, Hil%, Hipp%, Ir^a%, 

Irarm%, Ju%, Mar^Ir%, Mar^Ir-lat%, Or^lat^a%, Or^lat^b%, P024*%, Ptol%, sy^ph%, sy^s%, Thret%. 

 



92  Chapter 6:  

 

 

 

tively high portion of the 318 sibling gene readings of Ex-314; these 318 readings uniquely 

distinguish this main branch from the other two. For lack of a better term, I call this branch 

the Antiochan text tradition. Unfortunately, the two sub-branches of this Antiochan branch 

are only loosely related (76%). One sub-branch, headed by Exemplar Ex-306, is the source of 

Latin Vulgate (vg^a*) and its related witnesses; the other sub-branch, headed by Exemplar 

Ex311, is the primary source of the Byzantine-like witnesses. However, they are closer to 

one another than with anything else. It is also interesting that the Byzantine sub-branches are 

considerably different; one sub-branch (pm^b) derived its text from sixth generation Exem-

plar Ex-294, and the other two (pm^a and pm^c) derived their texts from ninth generation 

Exemplar Ex-270; they differ by 89 readings. 

The Generations of Genealogical History 

 Program Lachmann-10 reconstructed the genealogical history of the text of Matthew 

into twelve generations of descent from the autograph. Of course, the exact number of gen-

erations cannot be known because the genealogical history before the present first generation 

major recensions was too fuzzy for the software to accurately reconstruct. The 269 extant 

witnesses are distributed throughout the genealogical history. Table 6.1 and its associated 

graph display the distribution of the extant witnesses of Matthew by generation. Every gener-

ation except the first has at least nine extant witness.  

 

Table 6.1 

Distribution of Extant Witnesses 

by Generation Depth 

Generation 

# of  

Witnesses 

1 0 

2 15 

3 30 

4 52 

5 18 

6 28 

7 54 

8 2 

9 19 

10 51 

Total 269 
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Mixture 

 The number of parents a witness had is a measure of the mixture of its text; the more 

parents, the more mixture. At any place of variation, the reading of a witness may differ from 

that of its primary parent exemplar10 for one of two reasons: (1) the reading is a newly initiat-

ed variant having no prior existence; or (2) the scribe selected the reading from one of the 

secondary exemplars he was consulting.  

 

Table 6.2 and its associated graph displays the distribution of witnesses by number of 

parents. Witnesses having only one parent experienced no mixture; every variant differing 

from that of the primary parent exemplar was newly initiated by the scribe either accidentally 

or intentionally. That condition was true for 78 of the witnesses. Those witnesses with the 

greatest mixture are those with the most diverse text; for example MSS C^2 and C^3 have 29 

parents, MS C^1 has 28, and MS C* has 24, being fragmentary descendants of Exemplar Ex-

275 (see Figure 6.1.2). Table 6.2 records 1,637 parents for 327 total witnesses. This averages 

5.91 parents per witness, a rather high index of mixture.  

Primary Children 

When an exemplar is the primary parent of one of its daughter manuscripts, that 

daughter in turn is a primary child of the exemplar. Except for exemplars created to account 

for same-generation mixture (those marked with $), an exemplar always has at least two pri-

mary children, but it may have as many as needed for grouping multiple sibling daughters. 

The number of primary children of an exemplar is a measure of how well the software was 

able to find groups of siblings. For example, Exemplar Ex-270 has 46 primary descendants, 

being the parent exemplar of the largest group of Byzantine witnesses (see Figure 6.1.2). Ex-

emplar Ex-274, the head of the Family-13 group, has 8 (see Figure 6.1.1). Exemplar Ex-302, 

the parent exemplar of a group if Old Latin witnesses, has 5 (see Figure 6.1.1). Table 6.3 dis-

plays the distribution of primary children by number of exemplars.  

 

 Critics of the genealogical theory protest that the genealogical trees it develops are 

mostly binary, that is, nodes in the tree have only two branches—in other words, recon-

structed exemplars have only two primary sibling children. Table 6.311 displays the distribu-

                                                 
 

10
 A primary parent exemplar is the exemplar from which a witness derives its genealogical descent; 

secondary parent exemplars are the sources from which a witness acquires mixture. A witness has only one 

primary parent, but it may have any  number of secondary parent exemplars. 
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tion of the number of primary children per exemplar. It demonstrates that this claim is true, 

but the principle of deferred ambiguity resolves this problem.  

 

Table 6.2 

Distribution of Witnesses 

by Number of Parents 

# Parents 
# 

Witnesses # Parents 
# 

Witnesses 

1 78 16 0 

2 63 17 3 

3 35 18 4 

4 25 19 0 

5 19 20 1 

6 20 21 2 

7 12 22 0 

8 12 23 2 

9 8 24 1 

10 12 25 0 

11 3 26 1 

12 4 27 0 

13 5 28 1 

14 7 29 2 

15 2 Total 1,637 

 

 Critics of the genealogical theory protest that the genealogical trees it develops are 

almost exclusively binary, that is, nodes in the tree have only two branches—in other words, 

reconstructed exemplars have only two primary sibling children. Table 6.3 demonstrates the 

error of this claim.  

Secondary Children 

When an exemplar is the source of mixture (a secondary parent) for one of its daugh-

ter children, then that daughter is a secondary child of the exemplar. An exemplar does not 

need to have any secondary children, but it may have as many as needed for resolving mix-

ture within its associated branch. The number of secondary children of an exemplar is a 

measure of its value as a source of mixture, suggesting that scribes regarded the exemplar as 

having some measure of authority. Table 6.4 displays the distribution of secondary children 

                                                                                                                                                       
11

 The table includes only witnesses having 80% completeness or greater. They are the ones involves in 

determining exemplar reading. 
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by number of exemplars. For Example, second generation exemplar Ex-304, the source for 

MS B* and its associated witnesses, has 57 secondary children; that is, it is the source of 

mixture for 57 exemplars. And second generation exemplar Ex-301, the source of the rest of 

the Egyptian text tradition, has 56 secondary children.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Resolution of Mixture 

 The mixture procedures of the software resolve all mixture in a genealogical tree, 

leaving every instance of a variant accounted for either by genealogical inheritance, by mix-

ture, or by initiation. That is, the software locates the exemplar or witness where every vari-

ant originated in the genealogical history of the witnesses. This feature is treated further in 

Chapter Seven where the genealogical history of the variants is discussed. 

Table 6.3 

Distribution of Primary 

Children by Exemplar 
# of Primary Children # of Exemplars 

2 35 

3 3 

4 5 

5 1 

6 0 

7 0 

8 1 

46 1 

Total  158 

 

Table 6.4 

Distribution of Secondary Children by 

Exemplar 
# of Secondary 

 Children 
# of Exemplars 

# of Secondary 

Children 

# of 

Exemplars 

0 10 22 2 

2 3 24 1 

3 3 25 1 

4 3 27 1 

5 3 28 1 

6 2 30 1 

8 1 32 1 

9 1 41 2 

10 1 45 1 

12 1 47 1 

13 2 50 1 

16 1 51 1 

18 1 53 1 

19 1 56 1 

20 1 57 1 

    Total 843 
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Distribution of Affinity 

Another measure of the success of the software in reconstructing the genealogical his-

tory of the text of Matthew is the distribution of the affinity of the witnesses to their primary 

parent exemplars. If this affinity is consistently high, the success may be regarded as high. 

Table 6.5 and its associated graph display the distribution of the affinity of the extant wit-

nesses12 to their corresponding primary parent exemplar. Table 6.6 and its associated graph 

display the distribution of the affinity of the reconstructed exemplars to their corresponding 

primary parent exemplar, not including those functioning only to resolve same-generation 

mixture.13 
 

Table 6.5: Distribution of Affinity of Extant 

Witnesses with Primary Parent 

 % Affinity 

 No. of 

Witnesses 

0-5 0 

6-10 0 

11-15 0 

16-20 0 

21-25 0 

26-30 0 

31-35 0 

36-40 0 

41-45 0 

46-50 0 

51-55 0 

56-60 0 

61-65 0 

66-70 0 

71-75 0 

76-80 0 

81-85 3 

86-90 0 

91-95 9 

96-100 101 

 Total 113 

 

                                                 
 

12
 Witnesses with less than 80% content are excluded because they do not contribute to the reconstruc-

tion of the genealogical history but are attached at the most appropriate place after the tree is complete. 

 
13

 Such exemplars do not contribute to the reconstruction of the tree diagram of the genealogical histo-

ry of the witnesses, their affinity with their parent exemplar having no significance to the reconstruction pro-

cess. 
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The evidence from Table 6.5 indicates that 110 (97.3%) of the 113 extant witnesses 

had a strong affinity (> 90%) with their primary parent exemplar, and all had an affinity 

greater than 80%. This demonstrates that considerable close grouping exists among the ex-

tant witnesses.  

 

Table 6.6 

Distribution of Affinity of 

Exemplars with Primary Parent 
 

 % Affinity 

No. of 

Exemplars  

0-5 0 

6--11 0 

11--15 0 

16-20 0 

21-25 0 

26-30 0 

31-35 0 

36-40 0 

41-45 0 

46-50 0 

51-55 0 

56-60 0 

61-65 1 

66-70 1 

71-75 0 

76-80 5 

81-85 3 

86-90 8 

91-95 10 

96-100 17 

 Total 45 

 

The evidence from Table 6.6 indicates that 26 (57.7%) of the 45 reconstructed exem-

plars14 have a strong affinity (> 90%) with their primary parent exemplar, and another 11 

(24.4%) had a moderate affinity (81-90%) with their parent. Of the seven exemplars with an 

affinity less than 81%, are exemplars Ex-313 (0.68), Ex-302 (0.63), and Ex-271 (0.79) in 

Figure 6.1.1; and Ex-314 (0.78) and Ex-306 (0.76) in Figure 6.1.3. 

                                                 
 
14

 The exemplars constructed just to account for same-generation mixture were not included in the 

study because they do not contribute to the construction of the genealogical tree. 
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Date of the Autograph 

 The dates of the autograph and all other exemplars are relative, not exact, being creat-

ed by the date algorithm of the software which states that a parent exemplar is given the next 

prior date to that of its oldest sibling daughter. When the dates diminish to below AD 150, 

the generation gap is reduced to 20 years, giving more room for activity in the first half of the 

second century and earlier. When the dates diminish below AD 100, the generation gap is 

reduced to five years. When the date diminishes below AD 50, the generation gap is reduced 

to one year. The date of the autograph (AD 50) is traced down to seventh generation church 

father, Didache (c. AD 100), through the generations listed below. Unfortunately, the  wit-

ness of  Didache has only four reading in Matthew, and its place in the tree was determined 

by only two, so its place in genealogical history is uncertain. However, several other early 

witnesses, although fragmentary, are more firmly located in the tree,15 so the date of the auto-

graph is confidently fixed within the first century.  

 

Autograph[0.00]<0>{AD 50}/0/0/0 

   |-Ex-314#[0.78]<1>{AD 55}/318/364/4 

       |-Ex-311[1.00]<2>{AD 60}/0/410/1 

           |-Ex-310[0.98]<3>{AD 65}/31/86/10 

               |-Ex-309[0.97]<4>{AD 70}/40/123/10 

                   |-Ex-299[0.97]<5>{AD 75}/36/57/12 

                       |-Ex-272[0.89]<6>{AD 80}/162/6/6 

                           |-Didache%[0.50]<7>{AD 100}/2/0/2 

 

The fact that the first generation exemplars Ex-312 (AD 180)16 and Ex-313 (AD 165)17 are 

also dated early likewise supports the early date of the autograph. 

Conclusions 

 The software does indeed reconstruct a genealogical history of the manuscripts of the 

Gospel of Matthew, and of the other books of the New Testament as well. The results were 

approximately what was anticipated, based on earlier experiments with smaller books, small-

er databases, and less sophisticated programs. I anticipated that the commonly accepted text 

                                                 
 

15
 Also in this branch are Irenaeus (c. AD 150), Basilides (c. AD 150), Marcus (c. AD 150), Ptolemy 

(c. AD 180), Athanasius (c. AD 180)—all seventh generation fragments; and Justin Martyr (c. AD 165)—ninth 

generation. 

 
16

 This early date depends on second generation P
64

 (c. AD 200). 

 
17

 This early date depends on fourth generation Tertullian (c. AD 220).  
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traditions would emerge as independent witnesses to the autograph. But these traditions 

turned out to be not exactly Western, Alexandrian, Caesarean, and Byzantine, but rather Lat-

in, Egyptian, Antiochan, and Byzantine, with Byzantine being the latest as expected and with 

no clear evidence of a Caesarean tradition.18  

 

What did emerge as the most ancient independent recensions were (1) the Alexandri-

an-like common ancestor of 01*, B*, and MS 892* (Ex-312), which I call the Egyptian re-

cension; (2) a Western-like text tradition containing nearly all of the Old Latin witnesses and 

some Egyptian witnesses (Ex-313), which I call the Old Latin recension; and (3) an Anti-

ochan-like text tradition containing all the Byzantine witnesses and some other related manu-

scripts and translations (Ex-314), which I call the Antiochan recension. The Byzantine text 

tradition was a sub-branch of the Antiochan branch of the stemma headed by fourth genera-

tion Exemplar Ex-309, sharing 97.2% of the 318 sibling gene readings of Ex-314, but differ-

ing from that exemplar by 70 readings.  

 

This concludes the discussion of the genealogical history of the manuscripts of Mat-

thew. While the reconstruction of the genealogical history of manuscripts depends on the ge-

netic affinity (consensus) and the date of manuscripts, the genealogical history of variant 

readings depends on the consensus and inheritance of variants. The history of the variant 

readings of the text of Matthew is discussed in Chapter Seven. 

 

  

                                                 
 

18
 The principal witnesses generally regarded as belonging to the Caesarean text tradition are  Family-

1,  Family-13, and MS 038. But Family-1 is independent of  Family-13 and MS 038, being a fourth generation 

sub-branch in the Egyptian text tradition headed by Exemplar Ex-312 (see Figure 6.1.1); while Family-13 and 

MS 038 belong to a fifth generation sub-branch of the Antiochan text tradition headed by Exemplar Ex-314 (see 

Figure 6.1.1).  
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CHAPTER 7 

THE HISTORY OF THE TEXTUAL VARIANTS IN MATTHEW 

 

 Chapter Six presents the genealogical history of the manuscripts
1
 of the Greek text of 

the Gospel of Matthew. That history is necessary before the genealogical history of an indi-

vidual variant may be explicitly discussed, because the history of a textual variant is totally 

dependent upon the history of the manuscripts in which it occurs. The NA-27 Greek New 

Testament records 1,428 places of textual variation in the book of Matthew and 3,430 alter-

nate readings distributed in those places. This averages out to a variableness index of 2.40 

alternate readings per place of variation—a relatively low value. Table 7.1 and its associated 

graph display the distribution of the number of variants per place of variation. 

 

Table 7.1 

Distribution of Number of 

Variants per Place 

of Variation 

Number 

of vari-

ants 

Number 

of Places 

of Varia-

tion 

1 0 

2 1013 

3 294 

4 94 

5 19 

6 5 

7 3 

8 0 

9 0 

Total  3,430 

 

 Initially the number 1,428 seems large when considering textual variations in a book 

of the Bible, but this number must be considered with respect to the total number of places 

                                                 
 

1
 Again the term manuscript is used in its broader sense to include manuscripts, translations, quotations 

from church fathers, and reconstructed exemplars. 
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where variation could occur. If the number of words in the Greek text of Matthew (21,632) is 

regarded as the number of places where variation could occur, and each variation is regarded 

as the equivalent of one word, then the text of Matthew is 93.4% pure
2
 before variations are 

even considered. Thus variation occurs in only 6.6% of the text. In that small portion of the 

text 3,430 variants are recorded, but 1,428 of them are original readings, so only 2,002 are 

real variants. While this still seems like a large number, the genealogical software clearly 

identified all of them as non-original. 

Types of Variants 

 Four basic types of textual variations occur in the text of Matthew: (1) omissions, (2) 

alterations, (3) transpositions, and (4) additions. Table 7.2 lists the distribution of these types 

of variants in the 1,428 places of variation in the autographic text of the Gospel of Matthew, 

and Table 7.3 lists their distribution with respect to all variations. 

 

Table 7.2 

Distribution of Autographic Variants by Type 

Variation type Number of Variants 

Omit a word      175 

Omit a phrase     72 

Alternate word    459 

Alternate words    303 

Transposed words   78 

Added word or phrase 341 

Total 1,428 

 

Table 7.3 

Distribution of All Variants by Type 

Variation Type Number of Variants 

Omit a word      350 

Omit a phrase     146 

Alternate word    1,115 

Alternate words    915 

Transposed words   172 

Added word or phrase 732 

Total  3,430 

 

                                                 
 

2
 ((21,632 – 1428) ÷ 21,632) x 100 = 93.4%. Of course it is recognized that many more than 3,430 

variants exist, but the ones in the textual apparatus of NA-27 are those regarded as significant by the editors of 

NA-27. 
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Determining Exemplar Readings 

 Whenever the genealogical software creates a new exemplar as the parent of a group 

of sibling witnesses, at each place of variation, the reading of the exemplar is decided on the 

basis of five ordered rules: 

(1) Majority consensus among all the immediate sibling witnesses;
3
  

(2) if one alternative is supported by siblings in the language of the text and the other 

alternative is not, grant consensus to the alternative supported the siblings in 

the language of the text; 

(3) if no consensus, then postpone the decision until a sibling emerges for the exem-

plar currently being reconstructed, the sibling will have the inherited reading;
4
 

(4) if, in the case of deciding the readings of the autograph, majority consensus fails, 

then accept the first variant (the NA-27 reading) if it is an option; 

(5) if the first variant is not an option, then by default arbitrarily select the smallest 

variant number that is an option.
5
 

 

 Table 7.4 lists the total number of times each of the above rules was used in the pro-

cess of reconstructing the genealogical history of the text of Matthew. 

 

 

  

                                                 
3 Statistical majority among immediate sibling daughters is admissible, because they share equal gene-

alogical status. Genealogical restraints do not overrule numerical statistics at the sibling level–those restraints 

have already been satisfied by determining that the manuscripts satisfy the conditions of being potential imme-

diate children of the same exemplar. This is true at the local level, but as the tree grows the branches become 

more independent of one another; and at the autograph level, the branches are the most independent. Thus, in 

the earliest generations, this criterion implements the canon of distribution: Consensus among remote independ-

ent witnesses is more likely to represent the reading of the autograph. 

 
4
 I call this practice deferred ambiguity. Since sibling witnesses rarely have the same scribal error at a 

given place of variation, where the reading of one sibling is ambiguous—that is, it is uncertain which of two 

readings is the inherited reading and which is a newly initiated error—the other siblings will have the inherited 

reading. 

 

 
5
 Next to the first variant—the NA-27 choice—the reading with the smaller variant number is usually 

supported by more witnesses than those with larger variant numbers. While this option is purely arbitrary, it 

turns out to be rarely significant for determining the readings of the autograph. For determining the readings of 

the autograph the algorithm treats the exemplars of the last five branches to be constructed as siblings constitut-

ing the ancient independent witnesses. 
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Table 7.4 

Frequency of Exemplar Reading Rules 

(1)  by greater probability:  61,059 91.55% 

(2) by deferred ambiguity:  4,043 6.06% 

(3) by default to NA-27: 509 0.77% 

(4) by arbitrary choice 43 0.07% 

(5) By language deference 1,037 1.55% 

Total   66,691 100.00% 

 

 The evidence indicates that the vast majority of exemplar readings (91.55%) were 

determined by “consensus among independent witnesses,” and nearly all the remainder were 

determined by the principle of deferred ambiguity (6.06%) or language deference (1.55%). 

The same set of rules does not apply to determining the readings of the autograph—the last 

exemplar to be created—because rule (2) is not relevant in the first generation.  

Autographic Readings 

 The readings of the autographic text of the Gospel of Matthew were determined on 

the basis of consensus among the three most ancient independent witnesses. For the book of 

Matthew, the exemplars of the three most ancient independent recensions were used: (1) Ex-

emplar Ex-312, the Egyptian recension from which Codex Vaticanus (B*), Codex Sinaiticus 

(01*) together with their related witnesses were derived; (2) Exemplar Ex-313 the Old Latin 

recension from which ancient Latin translations were derived, except the text of the Vulgate; 

and (3) Exemplar Ex-314, the Antiochan recension from which the Byzantine-like witnesses 

were derived along with some other ancient translations.  Appendix C lists each of the 1,428 

readings of the autograph together with its place of variation, the chapter and verse where it 

occurs, the reading of the text at that place, and the probability that the reading is original. 

Table 7.5 lists the number of times each of the above rules was used in the process of deter-

mining the autographic readings of the text of Matthew. The evidence indicates that all the 

readings were determined by “consensus among ancient independent witnesses.” 

 

Table 7.5 

Frequency of Exemplar Reading Rules 

(1)  by greater probability:  1,428 100.0% 

(2) by delayed ambiguity:  0 0.00% 

(3) by default to NA-27: 0 0.00% 

(4) by arbitrary choice 0 0.00% 

(5) By language deference 0 0.00% 

Total    1428  100.00% 
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Table 7.6 and its associated graph display the distribution of autographic readings by 

consensus probability.  

 

Table 7.6 

Distribution of Autographic 

Readings by Probability 

Probability 

Number of 

Variants 

0.1 0 

0.2 0 

0.3 49 

0.4 0 

0.5 0 

0.6 797 

0.7 0 

0.8 0 

0.9 0 

1.0 582 

Total 1,428 

 

Agreement with NA-27 

 In the database used in this work, the first variant at every place of variation is the 

reading of the NA-27 text. The second and subsequent variants are the alternate readings 

listed in the NA-27 database. Table 7.7 lists how often the various alternate readings were 

found to be original. The evidence indicates that the autographic text reconstructed by the 

genealogical software agrees with the NA-27 text 1,230 out of 1,428 times (86.13%), and 

differs from the NA-27 text 198 times (13.86%). Appendix H lists the 198 places where the 

Lachmann-10 text differs from that of NA-27. 

 

Table 7.7 

Frequency of Alternate Variants 
Variant 1  1,230 

Variant 2  179 

Variant 3  14 

Variant 4  1 

Variant 5  1 

Variant 6 1 

Total 1,428 
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The Origin of the Variants 

 The software identifies the place of origin of every variant in the genealogical tree, 

accounting for every instance of a variant as being the result of genealogical descent, mix-

ture, or initiation—that is, the software finds the one and only exemplar or extant witness in 

the genealogical history where each variant originated.
6
 Often, after the first initiation of a 

reading, it may have been introduced again in a later exemplar by means of mixture.  

 

 Exemplars Ex-316$ through Ex-323$, are children of the Autograph created by the 

software as sources for resolving same-generation mixture between the branches headed by 

the first-generation recensions, that is, for non-autographic readings that occur in more than 

one primary branch of the genealogical tree. These exemplars serve as virtual exemplars lost 

in the unrecoverable genealogical history between the Autograph and the assumed first-

generation recensions. Of the 2,002 non-autographic variants, 1,430 are listed as originating 

in one of these virtual exemplars. Two possibilities exist for each of these variants: either it 

really originated only once in the earliest decades of unrecoverable history, or it originated 

independently in two or more major branches of the tree diagram of genealogical history; the 

latter case can be true for commonly occurring scribal errors, but not for the uncommon ones. 

Variants of the first kind are weakly distributed among the branches of the first-generation 

recensions and are of little genealogical significance individually; their distribution among 

the three most ancient recensions is weaker than that of their corresponding autographic read-

ing.  

Egyptian Recension 

 The text of Exemplar Ex-312 is the Egyptian recension, the ancestral forefather of 

that text tradition. This recension differs from the autograph by 116 secondary variants
7
 

                                                 
 

6
 The place a variant reading was initially introduced in genealogical history is determined by locating 

the witness containing the variant reading where the reading differs from that of its parent exemplar and the 

reading is not accounted for by mixture. Mixture fails when the reading does not occur in any witness in preced-

ing generations.  

 
7
 In this and other lists of variants herein, an exemplar enclosed in square brackets [] is the source of 

mixture for the associated variant. Those references not marked with a source were newly initiated in the asso-

ciated witness. Variants are listed only by their reference: 1:6,1.1[Ex-321$]; 1:25,3.1; 2:18,1.1[Ex-321$]; 3:1,1.1; 3:6,1.1; 

5:13,2.1; 5:25,3.1[Ex-321$]; 5:32,1.1; 5:48,1.1[Ex-321$]; 6:10,2.1; 6:32,2.1; 6:34,1.1[Ex-321$]; 7:10,1.1[Ex-321$]; 7:21,1.1[Ex-321$]; 

7:26,3.1; 8:3,1.1[Ex-321$]; 8:22,2.1; 8:25,2.1[Ex-321$]; 8:29,1.1; 8:34,1.1[Ex-321$]; 9:11,1.1; 9:30,1.1; 10:23,1.1[Ex-321$]; 12:29,2.1[Ex-

321$]; 12:31,2.1; 12:47,1.2; 13:1,1.1; 13:2,1.1[Ex-321$]; 13:7,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:9,1.1; 13:24,1.1[Ex-321$]; 13:25,1.1[Ex-321$]; 13:48,4.1; 
14:15,1.1; 14:25,1.1; 14:33,1.1[Ex-321$]; 15:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:33,1.1[Ex-321$]; 15:35,7.1[Ex-321$]; 16:19,2.1[Ex-321$]; 16:20,4.1[Ex-

321$]; 16:26,1.1[Ex-321$]; 16:28,1.1[Ex-321$]; 17:3,2.1[Ex-321$]; 17:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 17:20,3.1[Ex-321$]; 17:20,5.1[Ex-321$]; 

17:22,1.1; 18:2,1.1[Ex-321$]; 18:7,1.1; 18:10,3.1; 18:30,1.1[Ex-321$]; 19:3,3.2[Ex-321$]; 19:20,2.1[Ex-321$]; 19:28,1.1[Ex-321$]; 
20:10,3.1[Ex-321$]; 20:16,1.1[Ex-321$]; 21:5,1.1[Ex-321$]; 21:12,2.1; 21:13,1.1[Ex-321$]; 21:25,1.1; 21:25,2.1; 21:26,1.1; 21:29,5.2; 
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among which it uniquely originated the following 53 variants peculiar to this entire text tradi-

tion: 
Place of 

Variation 
Reference Reading 

31.1 1:25,3.1 Ýuion 

49.1 3:1,1.1 êde 

53.1 3:6,1.1 êpotamw 

112.1 5:13,2.1 äblhqen exw 

132.1 5:32,1.1 äpaj o avpoluwn 

175.1 6:10,2.1 Þ omit 

203.1 6:32,2.1 Ýevpizhtousin 

239.1 7:26,3.1 âauvtou thn oivkianß 

270.1 8:22,2.1 Ýlegei 

277.1 8:29,1.1 Þ omit 

301.1 9:11,1.1 Ýelegon 

331.1 9:30,1.1 Ýevnebrimhqh 

470.1 12:31,2.1 ß omit 

487.2 12:47,1.2 è omit 

496.1 13:1,1.1 Þ omit 

507.1 13:9,1.1 Þ omit 

559.1 13:48,4.1 Ýaggh 

597.1 14:15,1.1 Þ omit 

616.1 14:25,1.1 Ýhlqen 

778.1 17:22,1.1 ÝTustrefomenwn 

795.1 18:7,1.1 Þ omit 

802.1 18:10,3.1 ß omit 

982.1 21:12,2.1 ß omit 

995.1 21:25,1.1 êto 

996.1 21:25,2.1 Ýevn 

998.1 21:26,1.1 äwj profhthn ecousin ton VIwannhn 

1008.2 21:29,5.2 † deuterw  

1012.1 21:32,1.1 âVIwannhj proj umajß 

1027.1 22:7,1.1 äo de basileuj 

1033.1 22:13,1.1 âo basileuj eipenß 

1037.2 22:16,1.2 † legontaj  

                                                                                                                                                       
21:32,1.1; 21:46,2.1[Ex-321$]; 22:7,1.1; 22:10,2.2[Ex-321$]; 22:13,1.1; 22:16,1.2; 22:25,1.1; 22:27,1.1[Ex-321$]; 22:30,3.1[Ex-321$]; 

22:35,2.1; 23:7,1.1[Ex-321$]; 23:9,2.1[Ex-321$]; 23:9,3.1[Ex-321$]; 23:21,1.1; 23:23,3.2[Ex-321$]; 24:3,1.1[Ex-321$]; 24:37,2.1; 

24:38,1.1; 24:48,2.1; 25:1,2.1; 25:7,1.1; 25:15,3.1[Ex-321$]; 25:18,1.1; 25:22,2.1[Ex-321$]; 25:41,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:28,2.1[Ex-321$]; 
26:31,1.1; 26:42,3.1[Ex-321$]; 26:44,3.1[Ex-321$]; 26:45,1.1; 26:53,2.1; 26:55,1.1; 26:60,1.1[Ex-321$]; 26:60,3.1[Ex-321$]; 

26:60,4.1[Ex-321$]; 26:61,1.1; 26:63,1.1; 27:2,2.1[Ex-321$]; 27:3,2.1; 27:3,3.1[Ex-321$]; 27:5,2.1; 27:11,1.1[Ex-321$]; 27:21,1.1[Ex-

321$]; 27:29,1.1; 27:43,3.1; 27:47,1.1; 27:49,2.2; 27:58,1.1; 27:61,1.1[Ex-321$]; 28:2,1.1[Ex-321$]; 28:6,1.1[Ex-321$]; 28:8,1.1[Ex-
321$].  
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Place of 

Variation 
Reference Reading 

1044.1 22:25,1.1 Ýghmaj 

1056.1 22:35,2.1 Þ omit 

1091.1 23:21,1.1 Ýkatoikounti 

1148.1 24:37,2.1 Þ omit 

1149.1 24:38,1.1 Ýwj 

1162.1 24:48,2.1 ämou o kurioj 

1164.1 25:1,2.1 àupanthsin 

1172.1 25:7,1.1 Ýeautwn 

1180.1 25:18,1.1 Ýghn 

1243.1 26:31,1.1 Ýdiaskorpisqhsontai 

1269.1 26:45,1.1 Þ omit 

1278.1 26:53,2.1 ãarti Ýpleiw ß dwdeka älegiwnaj avggelwn  

1282.1 26:55,1.1 Þ omit 

1293.1 26:61,1.1 Ýoivkodomhsai 

1294.1 26:63,1.1 Þ omit 

1318.1 27:3,2.1 àestreyen 

1322.1 27:5,2.1 äeivj ton naon 

1344.1 27:29,1.1 äthj kefalhj 

1368.1 27:43,3.1 Ýnun 

1375.1 27:47,1.1 Ýesthkotwn 

1379.2 27:49,2.2 
alloj de labwn logchn enuxen autou thn pleuranÃ kai exhlqen udwr 
kai aima  

1388.1 27:58,1.1 Þ omit 

 

The Old Latin Recension 

The text of Exemplar Ex-313# is the Old Latin recension, being the ancestral forefa-

ther of the Old Latin versions, except the Vulgate witnesses. It differs from the autographic 

text by 461 secondary variants,
8
 among which it uniquely originated the following 138 vari-

ants peculiar to this entire text tradition: 

                                                 
 

8
 1:5,1.3[Ex-321$]; 1:5,2.3[Ex-321$]; 1:7,1.2[Ex-321$]; 1:7,2.2[Ex-321$]; 1:7,5.2[Ex-321$]; 1:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 1:9,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 1:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 1:22,2.2[Ex-321$]; 1:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 2:3,1.2; 2:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 2:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 2:9,2.2; 2:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

3:16,5.2; 3:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 3:17,2.2[Ex-321$]; 4:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:3,1.3[Ex-321$]; 4:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:4,2.2[Ex-321$]; 4:7,1.2; 

4:10,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:18,1.2; 4:19,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:23,1.3[Ex-321$]; 5:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:11,2.2[Ex-
321$]; 5:11,3.2[Ex-321$]; 5:11,4.2[Ex-321$]; 5:11,6.2; 5:11,7.2; 5:12,2.2; 5:13,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:19,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:20,1.2; 5:22,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 5:29,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:30,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:32,2.3[Ex-321$]; 5:36,1.4[Ex-321$]; 5:38,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:39,3.4; 5:40,1.2; 5:41,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 5:42,2.2[Ex-321$]; 5:46,1.2[Ex-321$]; 6:1,3.2[Ex-321$]; 6:4,1.3; 6:4,2.2[Ex-321$]; 6:5,3.2; 6:8,2.2[Ex-321$]; 6:12,2.2[Ex-322$]; 
6:15,2.3[Ex-321$]; 6:18,2.2; 6:18,3.2; 7:28,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:5,1.4; 8:7,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:21,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:28,2.2[Ex-322$]; 9:1,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 9:2,2.2[Ex-322$]; 9:4,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:9,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:10,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

9:15,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:15,3.2; 9:17,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:17,3.2[Ex-321$]; 9:18,1.6[Ex-321$]; 9:18,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:19,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
9:21,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:22,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:22,2.3; 9:22,3.2[Ex-321$]; 9:25,1.2; 9:26,1.3[Ex-321$]; 9:27,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:27,2.2[Ex-321$]; 
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Place of 

Variation 
Reference Reading 

32.2 2:3,1.2 ê omit 

37.2 2:9,2.2 tou paidiou   

67.2 3:16,5.2 katabainonta ek tou ouranou wj  

79.2 4:7,1.2 ou peið  

88.2 4:18,1.2 p% paragwn  

107.2 5:11,6.2 ê omit 

108.2 5:11,7.2 dikaiosunhj  

110.2 5:12,2.2 uparcontaj  

                                                                                                                                                       
9:28,1.4; 9:28,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:29,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:34,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:3,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:4,3.4[Ex-321$]; 10:5,1.2; 10:6,1.2; 10:11,1.4; 
10:12,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:13,1.2; 10:14,1.2; 10:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:16,3.2; 10:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:17,2.3[Ex-321$]; 10:18,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

10:19,2.2; 10:23,2.2[Ex-321$]; 10:23,3.2[Ex-321$]; 10:25,3.4; 10:27,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:28,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:30,1.2; 10:30,2.2; 

10:35,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:37,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:41,1.2; 10:42,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:42,2.3[Ex-321$]; 10:42,3.2[Ex-321$]; 10:42,4.2[Ex-321$]; 
11:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 11:5,1.3; 11:21,1.2; 11:24,1.2[Ex-321$]; 12:1,2.2[Ex-321$]; 12:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 12:5,1.2; 12:10,1.3[Ex-321$]; 

12:11,1.2[Ex-321$]; 12:11,2.2; 12:11,3.3[Ex-321$]; 12:11,4.2[Ex-321$]; 12:11,5.3; 12:14,1.5[Ex-321$]; 12:15,2.2; 12:18,1.2; 

12:18,2.3[Ex-321$]; 12:21,1.3[Ex-321$]; 12:25,1.4[Ex-321$]; 12:36,1.2; 12:40,1.3; 12:40,2.2[Ex-321$]; 12:44,1.2; 12:46,1.3[Ex-321$]; 
12:46,2.2[Ex-321$]; 12:48,2.2[Ex-321$]; 12:49,1.2[Ex-321$]; 12:50,1.2; 13:1,2.4; 13:3,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:6,1.3; 13:6,3.2; 13:13,1.4; 

13:13,2.3[Ex-321$]; 13:14,1.3; 13:14,2.2[Ex-321$]; 13:17,2.2; 13:19,1.3; 13:23,2.2[Ex-321$]; 13:26,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:29,1.4; 13:30,3.3; 

13:30,4.3[Ex-321$]; 13:31,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:32,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:33,1.4[Ex-321$]; 13:40,1.3; 13:42,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:46,2.2[Ex-321$]; 
13:48,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:48,2.3; 13:48,3.2[Ex-321$]; 13:49,1.2; 13:52,1.4[Ex-321$]; 13:52,2.2[Ex-321$]; 13:54,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:55,2.4[Ex-

321$]; 13:58,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:1,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:2,2.2[Ex-321$]; 14:3,3.5; 14:3,4.2[Ex-321$]; 14:4,1.3; 14:6,2.3; 

14:8,1.2; 14:8,2.2; 14:8,3.2; 14:11,1.2; 14:12,2.2[Ex-321$]; 14:14,2.4; 14:14,3.2; 14:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:16,2.2; 14:18,1.3[Ex-321$]; 
14:19,2.2[Ex-321$]; 14:19,3.3[Ex-321$]; 14:19,4.3; 14:21,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:21,2.2; 14:22,4.2; 14:24,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:24,2.4[Ex-321$]; 

14:25,2.2[Ex-321$]; 14:27,1.3[Ex-321$]; 14:28,1.5; 14:29,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:34,2.2[Ex-321$]; 15:8,2.2[Ex-321$]; 15:11,1.2; 15:11,2.2; 

15:11,3.2; 15:11,4.2; 15:14,1.2; 15:14,2.5[Ex-321$]; 15:14,4.2; 15:22,2.3; 15:24,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:26,1.3[Ex-321$]; 15:28,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
15:30,1.7; 15:30,3.2[Ex-321$]; 15:31,3.2[Ex-321$]; 15:32,4.2; 15:33,2.2[Ex-321$]; 15:38,2.2[Ex-321$]; 16:2,2.2; 16:4,1.2; 16:4,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 16:7,1.2; 16:11,1.2[Ex-321$]; 16:11,2.4[Ex-321$]; 16:12,1.4[Ex-321$]; 16:13,2.2[Ex-321$]; 16:13,3.2; 16:14,1.2; 16:16,1.2[Ex-

321$]; 16:19,1.4; 16:20,1.2[Ex-321$]; 16:20,3.2[Ex-321$]; 16:21,4.2[Ex-321$]; 16:22,1.3; 16:22,2.2; 16:23,1.2; 16:23,2.2; 16:23,3.2[Ex-
321$]; 17:1,1.2[Ex-321$]; 17:1,2.2[Ex-321$]; 17:1,3.2[Ex-321$]; 17:1,4.2; 17:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 17:2,2.2[Ex-321$]; 17:2,3.2[Ex-321$]; 

17:7,1.2; 17:11,3.2; 17:12,1.2[Ex-321$]; 17:12,2.2; 17:14,1.3[Ex-321$]; 17:15,2.2[Ex-321$]; 17:20,4.2[Ex-321$]; 17:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

17:24,1.2[Ex-321$]; 17:25,1.2[Ex-322$]; 17:26,1.5; 17:27,2.2[Ex-321$]; 17:27,3.2[Ex-321$]; 18:2,2.2[Ex-321$]; 18:6,1.3; 18:9,1.2; 
18:10,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:16,2.4; 18:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:18,3.2[Ex-322$]; 18:19,1.3[Ex-321$]; 18:24,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:26,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

18:26,3.3[Ex-321$]; 18:31,2.2[Ex-321$]; 18:31,3.2[Ex-321$]; 18:32,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:33,1.3[Ex-321$]; 18:34,2.2; 19:1,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
19:3,1.2[Ex-321$]; 19:3,2.2[Ex-321$]; 19:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 19:6,2.2; 19:7,1.2[Ex-321$]; 19:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 19:9,2.4[Ex-321$]; 19:10,3.2; 

19:14,1.2[Ex-321$]; 19:17,4.2[Ex-321$]; 19:20,1.2[Ex-321$]; 19:25,2.2[Ex-321$]; 19:28,2.2[Ex-321$]; 20:3,1.2; 20:5,2.2[Ex-321$]; 

20:7,1.2[Ex-323$]; 20:9,1.3[Ex-321$]; 20:10,2.3; 20:12,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:13,1.1[Ex-321$]; 20:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:17,2.2[Ex-321$]; 
20:17,3.2[Ex-321$]; 20:21,3.2[Ex-321$]; 20:23,2.2[Ex-321$]; 20:23,6.1[Ex-321$]; 20:26,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:28,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:29,1.2[Ex-

321$]; 20:30,1.3[Ex-321$]; 20:30,2.2[Ex-321$]; 20:31,3.2[Ex-321$]; 20:34,1.1[Ex-321$]; 21:2,4.2[Ex-321$]; 21:3,2.2; 21:7,2.3; 

21:8,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:8,2.2[Ex-321$]; 21:16,1.2; 21:18,2.3; 21:22,1.3; 21:24,2.2[Ex-321$]; 21:25,3.2[Ex-321$]; 21:28,4.2; 21:29,2.2[Ex-
321$]; 21:29,6.2[Ex-321$]; 21:29,8.2[Ex-321$]; 21:32,2.3[Ex-321$]; 21:36,1.3; 21:39,1.2; 21:44,1.2[Ex-321$]; 22:7,2.2[Ex-321$]; 

22:10,1.1[Ex-321$]; 22:10,3.2[Ex-321$]; 22:12,1.2[Ex-321$]; 22:13,2.2[Ex-321$]; 22:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 22:20,1.3[Ex-321$]; 22:21,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 22:24,1.2; 22:28,2.2[Ex-321$]; 22:32,3.2[Ex-322$]; 22:34,1.2[Ex-321$]; 22:37,1.3[Ex-321$]; 22:39,2.4[Ex-321$]; 22:45,1.2[Ex-
321$]; 22:46,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:1,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:3,2.2; 23:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:10,1.2; 23:15,1.3; 23:23,2.2[Ex-321$]; 

23:26,1.1[Ex-321$]; 23:26,2.1[Ex-321$]; 23:27,2.3[Ex-321$]; 23:31,1.3; 23:34,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:34,2.2[Ex-321$]; 23:37,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

24:17,2.2[Ex-321$]; 24:19,1.2; 24:20,1.2; 24:21,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:21,2.2; 24:24,2.3; 24:27,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:29,1.2; 24:30,1.3; 

24:30,2.2[Ex-321$]; 24:31,1.3[Ex-321$]; 24:31,4.2[Ex-321$]; 24:34,3.2[Ex-321$]; 24:39,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:41,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:41,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 24:45,2.3[Ex-321$]; 25:1,3.4[Ex-321$]; 25:3,2.2[Ex-321$]; 25:17,2.3; 25:20,1.2[Ex-322$]; 25:21,2.2[Ex-321$]; 25:22,3.2[Ex-

322$]; 25:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 25:24,1.2[Ex-321$]; 25:24,2.2[Ex-321$]; 25:27,1.2[Ex-321$]; 25:28,1.2; 25:29,1.2; 25:41,2.3[Ex-321$]; 
26:1,1.2; 26:3,3.2[Ex-321$]; 26:7,2.2[Ex-321$]; 26:9,2.2[Ex-321$]; 26:14,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:15,2.2[Ex-321$]; 

26:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:22,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:22,2.2[Ex-322$]; 26:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:26,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:27,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:29,3.2[Ex-

321$]; 26:34,2.2[Ex-321$]; 26:36,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:36,2.3[Ex-321$]; 26:36,4.2; 26:44,2.2[Ex-321$]; 26:49,3.2; 26:55,2.3[Ex-321$]; 
26:57,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:59,2.2; 26:63,2.2[Ex-321$]; 26:66,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:67,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:70,2.2; 26:71,1.3[Ex-321$]; 26:71,2.2; 

26:72,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:73,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:73,3.2; 27:1,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:22,1.2; 27:24,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:26,1.2[Ex-

321$]; 27:26,2.2[Ex-321$]; 27:28,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:28,2.3; 27:32,1.2; 27:33,3.3[Ex-321$]; 27:35,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:40,2.1; 27:41,1.2[Ex-
321$]; 27:41,2.2; 27:42,3.4[Ex-321$]; 27:43,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:44,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:46,3.2[Ex-323$]; 27:47,2.2[Ex-321$]; 27:49,1.2[Ex-

321$]; 27:51,1.6; 27:54,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:54,2.2[Ex-321$]; 27:56,3.1[Ex-321$]; 27:65,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:65,3.2[Ex-321$]; 28:7,1.2[Ex-

321$]; 28:9,2.2[Ex-321$]; 28:9,3.2[Ex-321$]; 28:10,2.2[Ex-321$]; 28:11,1.2[Ex-321$]; 28:14,1.2[Ex-321$]; 28:18,1.2; 28:19,1.2; 
28:19,2.2[Ex-321$]; 28:20,1.2. 
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Place of 

Variation 
Reference Reading 

118.2 5:20,1.2 è omit 

141.4 5:39,3.4 2 3  

142.2 5:40,1.2 o ðlwn  

161.3 6:4,1.3 3 4 2 1  

166.2 6:5,3.2 sthnai   

188.2 6:18,2.2 krufia  

189.2 6:18,3.2 krufaiw  

250.4 8:5,1.4 m) de t) eisel) aut) eij K)  

309.2 9:15,3.2 p% en ekeinaij taij hmeraij  

320.3 9:22,2.3 esth strafeij   

323.2 9:25,1.2 elð  

327.4 9:28,1.4 kai ercetai  

346.2 10:5,1.2 kai l)  

347.2 10:6,1.2 upagete  

352.4 10:11,1.4 h polij 1 2 4 8 eij authn  

354.2 10:13,1.2 ei de mh ge  

356.2 10:14,1.2 è omit 

362.2 10:16,3.2 aploustatoi  

367.2 10:19,2.2 è omit 

376.4 10:25,3.4 kalousin  

381.2 10:30,1.2 alla   

382.2 10:30,2.2 mwn   

393.2 10:41,1.2 è omit 

401.3 11:5,1.3 ð  

418.2 11:21,1.2 kai  

437.2 12:5,1.2 en  

444.2 12:11,2.2 ecei  

447.3 12:11,5.3 kratei auto kai egeirei  

452.2 12:15,2.2 pantaj de ouj eqerapeusen epeplhxen   

454.2 12:18,1.2 eij  

478.2 12:36,1.2 lalousin  

481.3 12:40,1.3 ð  

483.2 12:44,1.2 ton oikon  

494.2 12:50,1.2 poiei  

497.4 13:1,2.4 ð  

503.3 13:6,1.3 ekaumatisqhsan  

505.2 13:6,3.2 ðanqhsan  

509.4 13:13,1.4 lalei aut)  
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Place of 

Variation 
Reference Reading 

511.3 13:14,1.3 tote plhrwqhsetai ep 

517.2 13:17,2.2 hdunhqhsan idein  

519.3 13:19,1.3 to speiromenon  

529.4 13:29,1.4 legei autoij  

532.3 13:30,3.3 3 

546.3 13:40,1.3 katakaiontai  

557.3 13:48,2.3 anebibasan authn  

560.2 13:49,1.2 kosmou  

576.5 14:3,3.5 en th ful)  

578.3 14:4,1.3 3 2  

580.3 14:6,2.3 autou Hrwdiaj  

581.2 14:8,1.2 eipen  

582.2 14:8,2.2 ê omit 

583.2 14:8,3.2 è omit 

587.2 14:11,1.2 epi tw  

595.4 14:14,2.4 peri autwn  

596.2 14:14,3.2 arrwstountaj  

602.2 14:16,2.2 2 3 1  

607.3 14:19,4.3 elaben  

609.2 14:21,2.2 3 2 1  

613.2 14:22,4.2 ê omit 

621.5 14:28,1.5 1 3 4  

645.2 15:11,1.2 pan  

646.2 15:11,2.2 koinwnei  

647.2 15:11,3.2 ekeino  

648.2 15:11,4.2 koinwnei  

651.2 15:14,1.2 touj tuflouj  

654.2 15:14,4.2 empesountai  eij boqron  

660.3 15:22,2.3 opisw autou  

668.7 15:30,1.7 1 2 3  

678.2 15:32,4.2 eisin kai  

696.2 16:2,2.2 ahr  

698.2 16:4,1.2 è omit 

703.2 16:7,1.2 tote   

712.2 16:13,3.2 ê omit 

713.2 16:14,1.2 è omit 

720.4 16:19,1.4 soi d)  

734.3 16:22,1.3 hrxato autw epitiman kai legein  
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Variation 
Reference Reading 

735.2 16:22,2.2 touto soi  

736.2 16:23,1.2 p% epistrafeij  

737.2 16:23,2.2 ei emoi  

747.2 17:1,4.2 lian  

758.2 17:7,1.2 pðhlqen o I) k) hyato a) kai eipen  

764.2 17:11,3.2 apokatasthsai  

766.2 17:12,2.2 tote ëëë autoij) outwj ëëë autwn   

785.5 17:26,1.5 legei autw\  

794.3 18:6,1.3 epi  

799.2 18:9,1.2 to auto ei kai  

813.4 18:16,2.4 1 3 4  

846.2 18:34,2.2 ê omit 

859.2 19:6,2.2 eij e[n  

867.2 19:10,3.2 androj  

901.2 20:3,1.2 euren  

911.3 20:10,2.3 pleiw  

966.2 21:3,2.2 kai euqewj  

974.3 21:7,2.3 auton  

986.2 21:16,1.2 ê omit 

988.3 21:18,2.3 paragwn  

991.3 21:22,1.3 ð  

1003.2 21:28,4.2 eij ton ampelwna  

1014.3 21:36,1.3 p) oun  

1016.2 21:39,1.2 1 7 6 2 3 4 5  

1043.2 22:24,1.2 è omit 

1073.2 23:3,2.2 poieite kai threite  

1085.2 23:10,1.2 1 2 3 5 4  

1088.3 23:15,1.3 ina poihshte  

1102.3 23:31,1.3 eplhrwsate  

1124.2 24:19,1.2 qhlazomenaij  

1125.2 24:20,1.2 sabbatou  

1127.2 24:21,2.2 oude  

1129.3 24:24,2.3 planhqhnai  

1132.2 24:29,1.2 p% ek  

1133.3 24:30,1.3 tou en ouranoij  

1179.3 25:17,2.3 kai autoj ekerdhsen  

1194.2 25:28,1.2 pente  

1195.2 25:29,1.2 ê omit 
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Place of 

Variation 
Reference Reading 

1209.2 26:1,1.2 è omit 

1254.2 26:36,4.2 an  

1274.2 26:49,3.2 2 3 4 1   

1288.2 26:59,2.2 auton qanatwsousin  

1304.2 26:70,2.2 p% oude epistamai   

1306.2 26:71,2.2 paidiskh  

1312.2 26:73,3.2 omoiazei  

1334.2 27:22,1.2 poihswmen  

1343.3 27:28,2.3 p% imation porfuroun kai  

1349.2 27:32,1.2 eij apanthsin autou  

1360.1 27:40,2.1 êkai 

1362.2 27:41,2.2 kai Farisaiwn  

1380.6 27:51,1.6 eij duo merh apo anwqen ewj katw  

1422.2 28:18,1.2 ouranoij  

1425.2 28:19,1.2 nun  

1427.2 28:20,1.2 3 1 2   

 

The Antiochan Recension 

The text of Exemplar Ex-314# is the Antiochan recension, being the ancestral forefa-

ther of all the Byzantine-like witnesses. It differs from the autographic text by 318 secondary 

variants,
9
 among which it uniquely originated the following 20 variants peculiar to this entire 

text tradition: 

                                                 
 

9 1:10,3.2[Ex-321$]; 1:10,4.2[Ex-321$]; 1:22,1.2[Ex-321$]; 2:8,1.2[Ex-321$]; 2:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 2:19,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

2:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 3:10,1.2[Ex-321$]; 3:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:5,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:12,1.2[Ex-321$]; 4:13,1.2[Ex-322$]; 

4:13,2.2[Ex-321$]; 4:23,1.4; 5:11,5.2[Ex-321$]; 5:25,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:30,3.2[Ex-321$]; 5:36,1.2[Ex-322$]; 5:39,3.2[Ex-321$]; 
5:42,1.2[Ex-321$]; 5:47,2.2[Ex-321$]; 5:47,3.2[Ex-321$]; 5:47,4.2[Ex-321$]; 6:1,2.2[Ex-321$]; 6:4,3.2[Ex-321$]; 6:5,4.2[Ex-321$]; 

6:5,5.2[Ex-321$]; 6:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 6:12,2.3[Ex-321$]; 6:13,1.3[Ex-321$]; 6:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 6:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 6:21,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

6:21,3.2[Ex-321$]; 6:25,1.2[Ex-321$]; 7:4,2.2[Ex-321$]; 7:9,2.2[Ex-321$]; 7:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 7:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 7:29,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
8:1,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:5,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:13,3.1[Ex-321$]; 8:25,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:28,1.3[Ex-321$]; 8:28,2.3[Ex-321$]; 

8:31,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:32,1.2[Ex-321$]; 8:32,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:2,2.3[Ex-321$]; 9:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:4,3.2[Ex-321$]; 

9:5,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:8,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:12,1.2[Ex-321$]; 9:12,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:22,2.2[Ex-321$]; 9:24,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

10:8,1.6[Ex-321$]; 10:10,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:19,1.4; 10:31,1.2[Ex-321$]; 10:33,2.2[Ex-321$]; 11:2,2.2[Ex-321$]; 11:8,2.2[Ex-321$]; 

11:10,1.2[Ex-321$]; 11:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 11:16,2.2[Ex-321$]; 11:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 11:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 11:23,2.2[Ex-321$]; 11:23,3.2[Ex-

321$]; 11:25,1.2[Ex-321$]; 12:4,2.2[Ex-321$]; 12:10,3.2[Ex-321$]; 12:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 12:18,2.1[Ex-322$]; 12:22,2.2[Ex-323$]; 
12:22,3.2[Ex-321$]; 12:27,2.3; 12:38,1.2[Ex-321$]; 12:46,1.2; 12:48,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:1,2.3; 13:22,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

13:28,2.3[Ex-321$]; 13:29,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:30,1.3[Ex-321$]; 13:36,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:37,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:39,2.2[Ex-321$]; 13:40,1.2[Ex-

321$]; 13:40,2.2[Ex-321$]; 13:44,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:46,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:51,1.2[Ex-321$]; 13:51,2.2[Ex-321$]; 13:55,2.2[Ex-322$]; 
13:57,1.3[Ex-321$]; 14:3,3.2[Ex-321$]; 14:6,1.3[Ex-321$]; 14:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:14,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:18,1.2[Ex-322$]; 14:19,3.2[Ex-

322$]; 14:22,2.2[Ex-321$]; 14:26,1.3[Ex-321$]; 14:28,2.2[Ex-321$]; 14:32,1.2[Ex-321$]; 14:34,1.3[Ex-321$]; 15:1,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

15:1,2.2[Ex-321$]; 15:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:6,3.2[Ex-322$]; 15:6,4.3[Ex-321$]; 15:8,1.2; 15:12,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
15:12,2.2[Ex-321$]; 15:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:22,2.2[Ex-321$]; 15:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:25,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:30,1.3[Ex-322$]; 15:30,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 15:31,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:35,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:35,2.3[Ex-321$]; 15:35,3.2[Ex-321$]; 15:35,5.2[Ex-321$]; 15:35,6.2[Ex-321$]; 

15:37,1.2[Ex-321$]; 15:39,1.2[Ex-321$]; 16:4,3.2[Ex-321$]; 16:5,1.2[Ex-321$]; 16:8,1.2[Ex-321$]; 16:11,2.2[Ex-322$]; 16:12,1.2[Ex-
322$]; 16:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 16:19,1.2[Ex-321$]; 16:20,2.2[Ex-321$]; 16:21,2.2[Ex-321$]; 17:3,1.2[Ex-321$]; 17:5,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
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Variation 
Reference Reading 

93.4 4:23,1.4 olhn thn Gðan o Ihs)  

366.4 10:19,1.4 ðdidwsin  

465.3 12:27,2.3 1 4 3 2  

485.2 12:46,1.2 1 de 2 3  

497.3 13:1,2.3 apo thj oikiaj  

643.2 15:8,1.2 eggizei moi o laoj outoj tw stomati autwn kai  

762.2 17:11,1.2 Ihsouj  

816.3 18:18,2.3 tw ouranw  

819.3 18:19,2.3 umwn sumfwnhswsin  

832.2 18:26,3.2 1 2 4 3  

1007.2 21:29,4.2 kai proselqwn  

1034.3 22:13,2.3 dhsantej autou podaj kai ceiraj arate auton kai ekbalete  

1087.3 23:13,2.3 id)Ã sed pon) p) vs 12 

1111.2 24:1,1.2 4 1 2 3  

1160.2 24:46,1.2 2 1  

1179.2 25:17,2.2 ek) kai autoj  

1287.2 26:59,1.2 kai oi presbuteroi  

1301.2 26:69,1.2 2 1 

1305.2 26:71,1.2 exelqonta de auton  

1336.2 27:23,1.2 o de hgemwn efh  

 

                                                                                                                                                       
17:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 17:11,1.2; 17:11,2.2[Ex-321$]; 17:17,3.2[Ex-321$]; 17:20,1.2[Ex-321$]; 17:20,2.2[Ex-321$]; 17:25,1.5[Ex-321$]; 

17:26,1.3[Ex-321$]; 18:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:7,2.2[Ex-321$]; 18:8,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:12,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:12,4.2[Ex-321$]; 18:14,3.2[Ex-

321$]; 18:18,2.3; 18:18,3.3[Ex-321$]; 18:19,2.3; 18:21,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:25,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:26,2.2[Ex-321$]; 18:26,3.2; 18:28,2.2[Ex-
321$]; 18:29,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:31,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:34,3.2[Ex-321$]; 18:35,1.2[Ex-321$]; 18:35,2.2[Ex-321$]; 19:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

19:4,3.2[Ex-321$]; 19:9,3.2[Ex-321$]; 19:13,1.2[Ex-321$]; 19:16,2.2[Ex-321$]; 19:16,3.2[Ex-321$]; 19:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 19:17,3.2[Ex-

321$]; 19:21,2.2[Ex-321$]; 19:21,3.2[Ex-321$]; 19:24,3.3[Ex-321$]; 19:29,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:5,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
20:7,1.3[Ex-322$]; 20:10,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:15,2.2[Ex-321$]; 20:20,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:22,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:23,3.2[Ex-

321$]; 20:27,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:30,1.1[Ex-322$]; 20:31,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:31,2.1[Ex-321$]; 20:33,1.2[Ex-321$]; 20:34,2.2[Ex-321$]; 

21:1,4.2[Ex-321$]; 21:2,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:3,2.3[Ex-321$]; 21:3,3.2[Ex-321$]; 21:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:7,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
21:7,3.2[Ex-321$]; 21:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:11,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:14,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:15,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:18,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:18,2.1[Ex-

321$]; 21:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:29,4.2; 21:29,7.2[Ex-321$]; 21:38,1.2[Ex-321$]; 21:46,1.2[Ex-321$]; 22:4,2.2[Ex-321$]; 22:13,2.3; 

22:30,1.2[Ex-321$]; 22:30,2.4[Ex-321$]; 22:32,3.3[Ex-321$]; 22:37,1.2[Ex-322$]; 22:39,2.2[Ex-322$]; 22:43,2.3[Ex-321$]; 22:44,1.2[Ex-

321$]; 22:44,2.2[Ex-321$]; 23:3,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:3,2.3[Ex-321$]; 23:4,2.2[Ex-321$]; 23:5,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:8,3.2[Ex-321$]; 

23:10,1.4[Ex-321$]; 23:13,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:13,2.3; 23:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:19,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:23,1.2[Ex-321$]; 23:30,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

23:37,3.2[Ex-321$]; 24:1,1.2; 24:6,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:7,1.3[Ex-321$]; 24:16,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:28,1.2[Ex-321$]; 
24:30,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:34,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:35,2.2[Ex-321$]; 24:36,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:37,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:38,2.3[Ex-321$]; 24:38,3.4[Ex-

321$]; 24:42,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:43,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:45,1.2[Ex-321$]; 24:46,1.2; 25:1,1.2[Ex-321$]; 25:9,1.2[Ex-321$]; 25:13,1.2[Ex-

321$]; 25:15,2.2[Ex-321$]; 25:17,2.2; 25:18,2.2[Ex-321$]; 25:20,1.3[Ex-321$]; 25:22,3.3[Ex-321$]; 25:31,1.2[Ex-321$]; 25:39,1.2[Ex-
321$]; 26:7,3.2[Ex-321$]; 26:20,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:22,2.3[Ex-321$]; 26:26,3.2[Ex-321$]; 26:28,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:29,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

26:35,1.3[Ex-321$]; 26:44,1.3[Ex-321$]; 26:53,3.2[Ex-321$]; 26:53,4.2[Ex-321$]; 26:53,5.2[Ex-321$]; 26:59,1.2; 26:59,2.5[Ex-321$]; 

26:60,2.2[Ex-321$]; 26:65,1.2[Ex-321$]; 26:65,2.2[Ex-321$]; 26:69,1.2; 26:71,1.2; 26:71,4.2[Ex-321$]; 26:75,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:2,1.2[Ex-
321$]; 27:11,3.2[Ex-321$]; 27:22,2.2[Ex-321$]; 27:23,1.2; 27:24,3.2[Ex-321$]; 27:29,2.2[Ex-321$]; 27:29,3.2[Ex-321$]; 27:34,2.2[Ex-

321$]; 27:41,2.3[Ex-321$]; 27:42,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:42,3.3[Ex-322$]; 27:44,2.3[Ex-321$]; 27:46,3.4[Ex-322$]; 27:51,1.2[Ex-321$]; 

27:52,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:57,1.2[Ex-321$]; 27:59,1.2[Ex-321$]; 28:3,1.2[Ex-321$]; 28:3,2.2[Ex-321$]; 28:4,1.2[Ex-321$]; 28:4,2.2[Ex-
321$]; 28:15,3.2[Ex-321$]; 28:17,1.2[Ex-321$]; 28:18,2.2[Ex-321$]; 28:19,1.3[Ex-321$]; 28:20,2.2[Ex-321$]. 
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Tracing Variant History 

For various reasons, it may be of interest to trace the history of the genealogical herit-

age of the alternate readings at particular places of variation. For each variant at the desired 

place, one may want to see where it originated in genealogical history and how it was subse-

quently distributed by genetic inheritance. Upon request, software program Lachmann-10 

displays the genealogical history of the variants at any selected place of variation. It con-

structs the historical tree diagram (like the one in Appendix D) and displays on the monitor 

screen the generation and index number of the variant contained in each and every witness. 

The following section presents typical examples of possible studies of interest. 

Typical Examples 

Four typical examples follow: (1) binary alternatives, (2) multiple alternatives, (3) 

many alternatives, and (4) places where the autograph differs from the text of NA-27. 

Binary Alternatives  

Figure 7.1 displays the distribution of the alternative readings at variation unit 50 

(reference 3:2,1) where only the following two alternatives occur: 

  

(1) 3:2,1.1—kai 
(2) 3:2,1.2—omit 

 

 The choice is between the presence or absence of the conjunction. This stemma 

displays the historical distribution of the variants at this place of variation. In this case, the 

distribution is very simple. The autographic reading is the first variant, the NA-27 reading; it 

is widely distributed, being the only reading in all the witnesses in the Old Latin branch (Ex-

313), the Antiochan branch (Ex-314), and the Egyptian branch (Ex-313), except for its sec-

ond-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-304, and by its third-generation sub-branch headed 

by Ex-277, both having the second alternate reading: the absence of the conjunction. These 

sub-branches are the sources of Codex Vaticanus (B*) and Codex Sinaiticus (01*) and their 

related witnesses. This is an instance where the editors of the NA-27 text departed from the 

readings of both Aleph and B*. Also this stemma is an example of perfect hereditary persis-

tence. 

Multiple Alternatives 

Figure 7.2 displays the distribution of four alternatives at variation unit 59 (reference 

4:21,1). The following alternative readings occur at this place of variation: 
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Figure 7.1 

Distribution of variants at 3:2,1 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-1    

   Fig. 7.1.2    Fig.7.1.3 

     Ex-311-1 Ex-306-1   

           
      Ex-300-1 Ex-310-1   vg^a -1        

      

  Ex-286-1  Ex-298-1  Ex-289-1 
                 Ex-310      

   Ex-285-1       Ex-276-1 Ex-281-1 Ex-282-1   l-844*-1 Ex-280-1  

 
Ex-274-1 Ex-284-1     700*-1         K*-1  565*-1 Ex-309-1  l-2211*-1 

         

Fam-13-1 038*-1    Ex-308-1 Ex-299-1 
 

    Ex-290-1  Ex-288-1 Ex-294-1    Ex-272-1     Ex-283-1 
 

       233*-1 Ex-305-1   W*-1  pm^b-1    Ex-279-1   579* -1       037*-1 

 
    042-1 Ex-293-1         Ex-278-1 Ex-275-1 

 

      F*-1         1424*-1 1241*-1 
     Ex-273-1 

 

    118*-1 Ex-270-1  
      

     pm^a-1  
      

           

                      Fig. 7.1.2    
     Ex-312-1    

       
    Ex-304-2  NA-27-1 

       

   Ex-303-2  B^2-2 Ex-301-1     
    

    B*-2 Ex-277-2 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-1 

 
   01*-2 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-1 33*-0 L019*-1 

 

   892*-1  Fam-1-1 
  

 

                     Fig.  7.1.3  
     Ex-313-1      

  

    Ex-307-1  Ex-302-1 

 

   it-d-0 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-1 Ex-296-1 it-a-1 

 
     D05*-1   it-f*-1    it-gl*-1 

 

 (1) 3:12,1.1—auvtou eivj thn avpoqhkhn  
(2) 3:12,1.2—auvtou eivj thn avpoqhkhn auvtou 

(3) 3:12,1.3—eivj thn avpoqhkhn auvtou 

(4) 3:12,1.4—eivj thn avpoqhkhn 
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Figure 7.2 

Distribution of variants at 3:12,1 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-1    

   Fig. 7.2.2    Fig.7.2.3 

     Ex-311-1 Ex-306-1   
           

      Ex-300-1 Ex-310   vg^a         

      
  Ex-286-1  Ex-298-1  Ex-289-3 

                 Ex-310      

   Ex-285-4       Ex-276-1 Ex-281-1 Ex-282-1   l-844*-3 Ex-280-3  
 

Ex-274-4    Ex-284-0         700*-1          K*-1  565*-1 Ex-309-1  l-2211*-3 

         
Fam.13-4 038*-0    Ex-308-1 Ex-299-1 

 

    Ex-290-1                      Ex-288-2         Ex-294-1    Ex-272-1       Ex-283-1 
 

       233*-1 Ex-305-1        W*-2       pm^b-1     Ex-279-1    579*-1     037*-1 

 
    042-1 Ex-293-1      Ex-278-3 Ex-275-1 

 

      F*-1       1424*-3 1241*-1 
     Ex-273-1 

 

    118*-1 Ex-270-1  
      

     pm^a-1  
      
           

                      Fig. 7.2.2    
     Ex-312-1    
       

    Ex-304-2  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-2  B^2-2 Ex-301-1     

    

    B*-2 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-3 
 

   01*-1 Ex-287-3 Ex-271-1 33* L019*-3 

 
   892*-3  Fam. 1-1 

  

 

                     Fig.  7.2.3  
     Ex-313-1      

   
    Ex-307-1   Ex-302-1 

 

   it-d-1 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-1 Ex-296-1 it-c-1 
 

     D05*-1   it-f*-1 it-aur-1 

 

 

The differences amount to alternate word order and the presence or absence of a pro-

noun, with little difference in meaning, if any. The autographic reading is the first variant, the 

NA-27 reading, being dominant in all three text traditions. It totally dominated the Old Latin 
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branch, and the Antiochan branch except for its fourth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-

289, its fifth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-285, its sixth-generation sub-branch head-

ed by Ex-288, and its eighth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-278. It was dominant in the 

Egyptian branch except for its second-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-304, its third-

generation sub-branch headed by Ex-291, and its fourth-generation sub-branch headed by 

Ex-287. The alternate readings mostly appear in small late-generation sub-branches.  

 

The second alternate was introduced only in a second-generation sub-branch of the 

Egyptian branch headed byEx-304, the source of Codex B* and its related witnesses, and in a 

sixth-generation sub-branch of the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-288, the source of W* 

and its corrector. The third alternate reading was first introduced in the Egyptian branch in its 

third-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-291, the source of L019* and its corrector; and 

again by mixture in its fourth-generation sub-branch of headed by Ex-287, the source of 892* 

and its corrector; it was also introduced in the Antiochan branch by mixture in its fourth-

generation sub-branch headed by Ex-289, the source of l-844* and its corrector, and in its 

eighth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-278, the source of 1424* and its corrector. The 

fourth alternate was initiated only in a fifth-generation sub-branch of the Antiochan branch 

headed by Ex-285, the source of the witnesses in Family-1. A few random Old Latin versions 

have alternates three or four, evidently by mixture. This stemma also exhibits perfect heredi-

tary persistence. 

Many Alternatives 

Figure 7.3 displays the distribution of the variants at variation unit 314 (reference 

9:18,1) where the following seven alternative readings occur: 

 

(1) 9:18,1.1—eij evlqwn 
(2) 9:18,1.2—ei-j proselqwn 

(3) 9:18,1.3—tij proselqwn 

(4) 9:18,1.4—proselqwn 

(5) 9:18,1.5—tij evlqwn   
(6) 9:18,1.6—EISELQWN 

(7) 9:18,1.7— eisevlqwn 

 

 The autographic reading is the first alternative, the NA-27 reading, being supported 

by two of the first-generation recensions: the Egyptian (Ex-312) and the Antiochan (Ex-314), 

against the sixth alternative supported by the Old Latin recension (Ex-313).  
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Figure 7.3 

Distribution of variants at 9:18,1 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-6    
     Ex-314-1    

   Fig. 7.3.2    Fig.7.3.3 

     Ex-311-1 Ex-306-2  

           
      Ex-300-1 Ex-310-1   vg^a-2     

      

  Ex-286-1  Ex-298-1  Ex-289-1 
            

 Ex-285-3         Ex-276-7 Ex-281-1 Ex-282-1   l-844*-1 Ex-280-1  

 

Ex-274-3 Ex-284-6       700*-7             K*-1  565*-1 Ex-309-1  l-2211*-1 

         

Fam.13-3    038*-6    Ex-308-1 Ex-299-1 

 
    Ex-290-1  Ex-288-6   Ex-294-1       Ex-272-1     Ex-283-1 

 
        233*-1 Ex-305-1   W*-6      pm^b-1   Ex-279-1   579*-1      037*-1 

  

    042-1 Ex-293-1         Ex-278-1    Ex-275-0 
 

      F*-1         1424*-1 1241*-0 

       Ex-273-1 
 

    118*-1 Ex-270-1  

      
     pm^a-1 

      

           

                      Fig. 7.3.2    
     Ex-312-1    

       
    Ex-304-2  NA-27-1 

       

   Ex-303-2  B^2-2 Ex-301-1     
    

    B*-2 Ex-277-4 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-3 

 
   01*-4 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-7 33*-1 L019*-3 

 

   892*-1  Fam. 1-7 
  

 

                     Fig.  7.3.3  
     Ex-313-6      

  

    Ex-307-6   Ex-302-2 
 

   it-d-1 Ex-292-6 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-2 it-a-2 

 
     D05*-6   it-f*-2    it-gl*-2 

 

It persisted in the Antiochan branch except for a second-generation sub-branch head-

ed by Ex-306, and in five small remote sub-branches: (1) a fifth-generation sub-branch head-

ed by Ex-285, (2) a fifth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-276, (3) a sixth-generation 
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sub-branch headed by Ex-274, (4) a sixth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-284, and (5) a 

sixth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-288. However, the first alternative was less sup-

ported in the Egyptian branch (Ex-312), which, for this place of variation was quite diverse, 

having sub-branches supporting the second (Ex-304), third (Ex-291), fourth (Ex-277), and 

seventh (Ex-271) alternatives. 

 

 The second alternative was a good competitor, showing up in a second-generation 

sub-branch of each of the three text traditions: (1) in the Egyptian branch at its sub-branch 

headed by Ex-304, the source of B* and its correctors; (2) in the Old Latin branch at sub-

branch headed by Ex-302, the source of the OL witnesses; and in the Antiochan branch at 

sub-branch headed by Ex-306. Once initiated, the reading persisted to all descendant wit-

nesses. 

 

The third alternative first appeared in a third-generation sub-branch of the Egyptian 

branch headed by Ex-291, the source of L019* and its corrector; and by mixture in a fifth-

generation sub-branch of the of the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-285, the source of Fami-

ly-13. The fourth alternative first appears in a small third-generation sub-branch of the Egyp-

tian branch headed by Ex-277, the source of 01* and its correctors. The fifth alternative oc-

curs only once in MS 036*, a descendant of ninth-generation sub-branch of the Antiochan 

branch.  

 

The sixth alternative occurs first in Ex-313, the head of the Old Latin branch, and 

again by mixture in a sixth-generation sub-branch of the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-

284, the source of 038* and its corrector; and in its sixth-generation sub-branch headed by 

Ex-288, the source W* and it corrector. Finally, the seventh alternative first occurs in a 

fourth-generation sub-branch of the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-271, the source of the 

Family-1 witnesses, and by mixture in a fifth-generation sub-branch of the Antiochan branch 

headed by Ex-276, the source of 700* and its corrector. 

Lachmann-10 Differs from NA-27 

An interesting example is a place where Lachmann-10 recovered an autographic read-

ing different from that of the NA-27 text. One occurs at place of variation 819 (reference 

18:19,2) where the following five alternative readings occur: 
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(1) 18:19,2.1— sumfwnhswsin evx umwn 
(2) 18:19,2.2—evx umwn sumfwnhswsin 

(3) 18:19,2.3— umwn sumfwnhswsin 

(4) 18:19,2.4— umwn sumfwnhsousin 

(5) 18:19,2.5— sumfwnhsousin ex umwn 

 

 Figure 7.4 displays the distribution of these five alternate readings. For this place of 

variation, Lachmann-10 recovered the fifth alternative as the reading of the autograph, being 

the dominant reading of two of the first-generation recensions: the Egyptian (Ex-312) and the 

Old Latin (Ex-313); standing against the third alternative supported by Antiochan recension 

(Ex-314). Although these two branches are somewhat diverse for this place of variation, the 

fifth alterative dominates, having the earliest and most persistent support. 

 

 The first alternative, the reading of NA-27, occurs first in a small second-generation 

sub-branch of the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-304, the source of B* and its related wit-

nesses. By mixture, it next occurred in a small third-generation sub-branch of the Egyptian 

branch headed by Ex-297, the source of Family-1. Finally, it occurs in a small sixth-

generation of the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-272, the source of 579* and its corrector. 

Metzger gave no explanation of why the NA-27 editors selected this reading strictly on the 

witness of B* as opposed to 01*.  

 

 The second alternative first occurred in a second-generation sub-branch of the Anti-

ochan branch headed by Ex-306, the source of the Latin Vulgate witnesses. By mixture it 

next occurred in a second-generation sub-branch of the Old Latin branch headed by Ex-302, 

the source of most of the Old Latin versions. Also by mixture, it occurred in the fourth-

generation sub-branch of the Antiochan branch headed by in Ex-286, the source of Family-13 

and its related witnesses. 

 

 The third alternative first occurred in Ex-314, the head of the Antiochan branch, 

maintaining persistence through the branch except for a few of its sub-branches. By mixture 

it occurred in the third-generation sub-branch of the Old Latin branch headed by Ex-295, the 

source of a small group of OL witnesses. By mixture it also occurred in a fourth-generation 

sub-branch of the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-271, the source of Family-1. The fourth al-

ternative occurs only in a few isolated manuscripts, such as fourth-generation Egyptian MS 

33* and seventh-generation Byzantine ma^b. 
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Figure 7.4 

Distribution of variants at 18:19,2 
     Autog-5      

 

    Ex-312-5  Ex-313-5    
     Ex-314-3    

   Fig. 6.2.2    Fig.6.2.3 

     Ex-311-3 Ex-306-2  

           
      Ex-300-3 Ex-310-3   vg^a -2        

      

  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-3  Ex-289-3 
                 Ex-310      

 Ex-285-2         Ex-276-2 Ex-281-3 Ex-282-3   l-844*-3 Ex-280-3  

 
Ex-274-2 Ex-284-2       700*-2             K*-3  565*-3 Ex-309-3  l-2211*-3 

         

Fam.13-2    038*-2    Ex-308-3 Ex-299-3 

 
    Ex-290-3  Ex-288-3     Ex-294-3      Ex-272-1       Ex-283-3 

 
        233*-3 Ex-305-3 W*-3     pm^b-4   Ex-279-3 579*-1        037*-3 

  

    042-3 Ex-293-3     Ex-278-3 Ex-275-3  
 

      F*-3         1424*-3 1241*-3 

       Ex-273-3 
 

    118*-3 Ex-270-3  

      
     pm^a-3  
      

           

                      Fig. 6.2.2    
     Ex-312-5    

       
    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       

   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-5     
    

    B*-1 Ex-277-5 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-5 

 
   01*-5 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-3 33*-4 L019*-5 

 

   892*-1  Fam. 1-3 
  

 

                     Fig.  6.2.3  
     Ex-313-5      

  

    Ex-307-5  Ex-302-2 
 

   it-d-5 Ex-292-5 Ex-295-3 Ex-296-2 it-a-2 

 
     D05*-5   it-f*-3    it-gl*-2 
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Variants of Theological Interest 

 Although most textual variations have little or no practical theological significance, a 

number are found in theological discussions. For example, Bart D. Ehrman argued that the 

earliest form of the Greek New Testament was less “orthodox” than the canonical form that 

emerged at the end of the “proto-orthodox” debates that culminated in the dominance of the 

“orthodox” parties in the fourth century. He wrote: 
 

It was within this milieu of controversy that scribes sometimes changed their scriptural texts 

to make them say what they were already known to mean. In the technical parlance of textual 

criticism—which I retain for its significant ironies—these scribes “corrupted” their texts for 

theological reasons.
10

 

 

He is right about the ante-Nicene debates over the various heretical issues of the time 

and the emerging dominance of the orthodox parties, but his thesis that the doctrine of the 

apostles and first-century church, and the earliest form of the New Testament text were less 

“orthodox” is hypothetical and subject to testing. Of course, he provided what he regards as 

evidence. However, my own evaluation of the evidence he presented to establish his thesis 

indicates that the readings supported by the “consensus of ancient independent witnesses” are 

genuinely orthodox as normally interpreted, having genealogical roots deep into the first cen-

tury. On the other hand, his “orthodox corruptions”—those intended to make orthodox doc-

trine more explicit—are usually found in peripheral sources having little possibility of being 

textually authoritative. The same may be said of any alleged “unorthodox” variants. So I 

must conclude that what Ehrman really means is that the traditional canons of textual criti-

cism are of no value for understanding the early text, that the “canonical text” of the New 

Testament is an “orthodox corruption,” and that the original text, if there ever was one origi-

nal, is forever lost. The one thing he was sure of according to his “socio-historical” research 

is that the earliest text was less “orthodox” and the current form of the text is an “orthodox 

corruption.” The following is the evidence he presented regarding the doctrine of Christ in 

Matthew.
11

 

                                                 
 
10

 Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 

xii; italics are his. 

 
11

 The information used in the discussions that follow is obtained directly from Lachmann-10. The ab-

breviations in the variant readings are those of the NA-27 textual apparatus. 
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Mary’s Virginity 
The first passage of interest is at place of variation 17 (ref.1:16,1) where some alter-

nate readings affirm Mary’s virginity. The NA-27 textual apparatus provides the four promi-

nent alternate readings: 

 

 1:16,1.1— ton andra Mariaj evx hj evgennhqh VIhsouj o legomenoj cristoj 
 1:16,1.2--w mnhsteuqeisa parqenojÃ Mariam egenn) Ihsoun ton legomenon  

criston 

 1:16,1.3 reads: IwshfÃ w mnðqeisa hn M) parq)Ã egenn) I) t) l) cr) 
 1:16,1.4 reads: w mn) hn M) parq)Ã h] eteken I) cr) 

 

Figure 7.5 displays the distribution of the heritage of the above variants in the genea-

logical history of the text. The evidence indicates that the first alternative reading—“Joseph 

the husband of Mary of whom was born Jesus who is called Christ”—is that of the auto-

graph. It dominates two of the main branches of the stemma: the Egyptian branch headed by 

Ex-312, and the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-314, except for one fifth century sub-branch 

headed by Ex-285 that introduced the second alternative by mixture from the Old Latin 

branch. This first alternative was also introduced by mixture into one third-generation sub-

branch of the Old Latin branch headed by Ex-296. 

 

The second alternative—“Joseph to whom being betrothed the virgin Mary bore Jesus 

who is called Christ”—originated in Ex-313 the head of the Old Latin branch, which in-

cludes the witness of Codex Bezae (D058*) to the underlying Greek source of this text tradi-

tion. By mixture the reading was also introduced in Ex-285, the head of a fifth-generation 

sub-branch of the Antiochan branch, being the source of Family-13 and its associated wit-

nesses. 

 

The third alternative—“Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the virgin, begot Jesus 

who is called Christ”—is contained in the Sinaitic Syriac version. And the fourth alterna-

tive—“Joseph to whom was betrothed Mary the virgin who gave birth to Jesus Christ”—is 

contained in the Curetonian Syriac version. 
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Figure 7.5 

Distribution of Variants at 1:16,1 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-2    
     Ex-314-1    

   Fig. 6.2.2    Fig.6.2.3 

     Ex-311-1 Ex-306-1   
           

      Ex-300-1 Ex-310-1   vg^a-1         

      
  Ex-286-1  Ex-298-1  Ex-289-1 

            

 Ex-285-2         Ex-276-1 Ex-281-1 Ex-282-1   l-844*-1 Ex-280-1  
 

Ex-274-2 Ex-284-2       700*-1             K*-1  565*-1 Ex-309-1  l-2211*-1 

         
Fam.13-2    038*-2    Ex-308-1 Ex-299-1 

 

    Ex-290-1  Ex-288-1 Ex-294-1   Ex-272-1      Ex-283-1 
 

        233*-1 Ex-305-1 W*-1    pm^b-1    Ex-279-1   579*-1      037*-1 

  
    042-1 Ex-293-1    Ex-278-1 Ex-275-1 

 

      F*-1       1424*-1  1241*-1 
       Ex-273-1 

 

    118*-1 Ex-270-1  
      

     pm^a-1  
      
           

                      Fig. 6.2.2    
     Ex-312-1    
       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     

    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-1 
 

   01* Ex-287-1 Ex-271-1 33*-1 L019*-1 

 
   892*-1  Fam. 1-1 

  

 

                     Fig.  6.2.3  
     Ex-313-2      

  
    Ex-307-2   Ex-302-2 

 

   it-d-2 Ex-292-0 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-1 it-a-2 
 

     D05*-0   it-f*-2    it-aur*-1 

 

 

Ehrman is right that several attempts were made to enhance the orthodox doctrine of 

the virgin birth by adding that concept to this passage. But these attempts were peripheral to 

the main stream of genealogical inheritance that reaches back into the first century. These 
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alterations did not make the text of Matthew more orthodox with respect to the doctrine of 

the virgin birth, because that doctrine is unambiguously declared in 1:23-25 without signifi-

cant textual variants. 

Beginning or Birth 
A second passage of doctrinal interest occurs at place of variation 19 (ref. 1:18,2) 

where the alternate readings are: 

 

1:18,2.1 reads genesij—origin or birth 

1:18,2.2 reads gennhsij—a begetting or birth 

 

Ehrman regarded the second reading to be an “orthodox corruption”
12

 because it more 

easily permits the inference of Christ’s pre-existence than the first. Figure 7.6 displays the 

distribution of the heritage of the above variants in the genealogical history of the text. 

Lachmann-10 identified the second alternative as the autographic reading. It dominates all 

three major branches, with the first appearing in only a few sub-branches: (1) in the Egyptian 

branch—second-generation Ex-304, third-generation Ex-277, and fourth-generation Ex-271, 

the sources of B*, 01*, and Family-1 respectively, together with their associated correctors; 

and (2) in the Antiochan branch—the fifth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-280, and in 

the sixth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-284, the sources of Lectionary l-2211* and 

038* respectively, together with their associated correctors. The first alternative was intro-

duced randomly in textual history without any evident genetic relationships. Such evidence 

strongly suggests that the first alternate reading was the result of random, accidental scribal 

haplography, not deliberate theological alteration.  

Did Jesus Know or Not? 

 Another passage of doctrinal interest occurs at 24:36 relating to Jesus’ knowledge of 

the future. Did Jesus know the time of His second coming or not? Ehrman thought that the 

second variant, the omission, was an orthodox corruption.
13

 The alternative readings are: 

 

 24:36,1.1 reads ouvde o uioj—nor the Son 

 24:36,1.2 lacks these words 

                                                 
 

12
 Ehrman, 76. 

 
13

 Ehrman, 91-92. 
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Figure 7.6 

Distribution of Variants at 1:18,2 
     Autog-2      

 

    Ex-312-2  Ex-313-2    
     Ex-314-2    

   Fig. 7.6.2    Fig. 7.6.3 

     Ex-311-2 Ex-306-0   
           

      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-2   vg^a-0         

      
  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-2 

            

 Ex-285-2         Ex-276-2 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-2   l-844*-2 Ex-280-1  
 

Ex-274-2 Ex-284-1       700*-2             K*-2 565*-2 Ex-309-2  l-2211*-1 

         
Fam.13-2    038*-1    Ex-308-2 Ex-299-2 

 

    Ex-290-2  Ex-288-1     Ex-294-2     Ex-272 -2     Ex-283-1 
 

        233*-2 Ex-305-2        W*-1   pm^b-2   Ex-279-2    579*-2       037*-1 

  
    042-2 Ex-293-2                           Ex-278-2   Ex-275-2 

 

      F*-2      1424*-2 1241*-2 
       Ex-273-2 

 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  
      

     pm^a-2  
      
           

                      Fig. 7.6.2    
     Ex-312-2    
       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-2     

    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-2 Ex-291-2 
 

   01*-1 Ex-287-2 Ex-271-1 33*-2 L019*-2 

 
   892*-2  Fam. 1-1 

  

 

                     Fig.  7.6.3  
     Ex-313-2      

  
    Ex-307-0   Ex-302-2 

 

   it-d-0 Ex-292-0 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-0 it-a-0 
 

     D05*-0   it-f*-2    it-gl*-0 

 

 

Figure 7.7 displays the distribution of the heritage of the above variants in the genea-

logical history of the text. 
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Figure 7.7 

Distribution of Variants at 24:36,1 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-2    

   Fig. 7.7.2    Fig.7.7.3 

     Ex-311-2 Ex-306-2   
           

      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-2   vg^a-2       

      
  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-2 

                 Ex-310      

 Ex-285-1        Ex-276-2 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-2   l-844*-2 Ex-280-1  
 

Ex-274-1 Ex-284-1       700*-2           K*-2 565*-2 Ex-309-2  l-2211*-1 

         
Fam.13-1    038*-1    Ex-308-2 Ex-299-2 

 

    Ex-290-2                     Ex-288-2          Ex-294-2   Ex-272-2       Ex-283-2 
 

        233*-2 Ex-305-2   W*-2     pm^b-2   Ex-279-2  579*-2       037*-2 

  
    042-2 Ex-293-2     Ex-278-2 Ex-275-2 

 

      F*-2      1424*-2 1241*-2 
       Ex-273-2 

 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  
      

     pm^a-2 

      

           

                      Fig. 7.7.2    
     Ex-312-1    

       
    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       

   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-2     
    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-2 Ex-291-2 

 
   01*-1 Ex-287-2 Ex-271-2 33*-2 L019*-2 

 

   892*-2  Fam. 1-2 
  

 

                     Fig.  7.7.3  
     Ex-313-1      

  

    Ex-307 -1  Ex-302-1 
 

   it-d-1 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-1 it-a-1 

 
     D05*-1   it-f*-2    it-aur*-1 

 

Lachmann-10 selected the first alternative as the autographic reading because it is 

present in two of the major branches: the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-312, and the Old 

Latin branch headed by Ex-313. The second alternative dominates the Antiochan branch 

headed by Ex-314 except for two sub-branches: a fifth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-
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285, and a fifth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-280. So Ehrman may be right in this 

instance. However, there is considerable ambiguity in this case because (1) the Antiochan 

branch has the earliest genetic roots in the first century (c. AD 55) as compared with that of 

the Egyptian branch (c. AD 180) and of the Old Latin branch (c. AD 165), and (2) the Egyp-

tian branch supports the second alternative except for B* and 01* and their associated correc-

tors. Apart from those witnesses, the rest of the Egyptian witnesses support the second alter-

native, and Lachman-10’s choice of the first alternative here was based on the principle of 

deference to NA-27, which may not have been the best choice in light of the broader context. 

In addition, the second alternative is supported by a third-generation sub-branch of the Old 

Latin branch headed by Ex-295. 

 

The bottom line is that these alternate readings are both very ancient and were in-

volved in the early theological debates. The issue was not resolved by the time the alleged 

canonical form of the text emerged, and the textual debate over these readings continues to 

this day.  

Did Matthew Call Jesus Lord? 

 Bruce Metzger stated: “In Matthew the word kurioj is never applied to Jesus except 

in his reported sayings.”
14

 A passage of doctrinal interest occurs in verse 28:6 where some 

witnesses have Matthew applying the word kurioj to Jesus while others do not. Is this an ex-

ception to Metzger’s claim?  

The alternative readings are: 

 

 28:6,1.1 has the inferred pronoun encoded in the verbal form 

 28:6,1.2 reads o kurioj—the Lord 

 28:6,1.3 reads to swma tou kuriou—the body of the Lord 

 28:6,1.4 reads o Ihsouj—Jesus  

Figure 7.8 displays the distribution of the heritage of the above variants in the genea-

logical history of the text. Lachmann-10 selected the second alternative as the autographic 

reading because it is present in two of the three major branches: the Old Latin branch headed 

by Ex-313, and the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-314.  

                                                 
 

14
 Bruce M. Metzger,  A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (New York: The United 

Bible Societies, 1971), p. 71. Surely he must have something different in mind, for the word  kurioj because  

the word occurs 21 times in Matthew with reference to Jesus: Matt. 8:2; 8:6; 8:8; *8:21; *8:25; 9:28; 13:51; 

*14:28; *14:30; 15:22; 15:25; 15:27*2; *16:22: *17:4; 17:15; *18:21; 20:30; 20:31; *26:22; 28:6. Those 

marked with * were spoken by His disciples. 
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Figure 7.8 

Distribution of Variants at 28:6,1 
     Autog-2      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-2    
     Ex-314-2    

   Fig. 7.8.2    Fig.7.8.3 

     Ex-311-2 Ex-306-2  
           

      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-2   vg^a-2         

      
  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-2 

            

 Ex-285-2         Ex-276-2 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-2   l-844*-2 Ex-280-1  
 

Ex-274-2 Ex-284-1      700*-2          K*-2 565*-2 Ex-309  l-2211*-1 

         
Fam.13-2    038*-1    Ex-308-2 Ex-299-2 

 

    Ex-290-2  Ex-288-2 Ex-294-2  Ex-272-2       Ex-283-2 
 

        233*-2 Ex-305-2   W*-2    pm^b-2    Ex-279-2   579*-2      037*-2 

  
    042-2 Ex-293-2     Ex-278-3 Ex-275-2 

 

      F*-2     1424*-3 1241*-2 
       Ex-273-2 

 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  
      

     pm^a-2  
      

           

                      Fig. 7.8.2    
     Ex-312-1    
       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     

    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-2 
 

   01*-1 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-2 33*-1 L019*-2 

 
   892*-1  Fam. 1-2 

  

 

                     Fig.  7.8.3  
     Ex-313-2      

  
    Ex-307-2  Ex-302-2 

 

   it-d-2 Ex-292-2 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-2 it-a-2 
 

     D05*-2   it-f*-2    it-gl*-2 

 

 

This reading totally dominated the Old Latin branch, and also the Antiochan branch 

except for three remote sub-branches: fifth-generation sub-branches headed by Ex-280 and 
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Ex-284, and eighth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-278. This reading also occurs in two 

sub-branches of the Egyptian branch: in its third-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-291, 

the source of L019* and its corrector; and in its fourth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-

271, the source of Family-1. 

 

The first alternative dominates the Egyptian branch except for two of its sub-

branches: the third-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-291, and the fourth-generation sub-

branch headed by Ex-271. Metzger said the NA-27 editors chose this reading on the basis of 

internal evidence. 

 

The third alternative occurs only in an eighth-generation sub-branch of Antiochan 

branch headed by Ex-278, the source of 1424*. The fourth alternative occurs only in 043, 

alone witness tenth-generation sub-branch of the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-270. The 

evidence strongly supports the second alternative which refers to Jesus as Lord. Evidently 

Metzger is wrong at least in this instance. It is not clear why when Jesus referred to Himself 

as Lord there was not at least an inference to His deity, particularly in 7:21-22 and 22:43-45. 

From the Dead or Not? 

Another passage of doctrinal importance occurs at 28:7 where some witnesses have 

the phrase “from the dead” and others do not. Ehrman regarded the phrase “from the dead” as 

another orthodox corruption.
15

 So the question is: did Matthew regard Jesus’ resurrection to 

have been from the dead or otherwise?  

 

The alternate readings are: 

 

28:7,1.1 reads avpo twn nekrwn—from the dead 

28:7,1.2 lacks this phrase 

Figure 7.9 displays the distribution of the heritage of the above variants in the genea-

logical history of the text. Lachnann-10 selected the first alternative as the autographic read-

ing because it totally dominated the Egyptian branch and the Antiochan branch except for its 

its second-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-306, and its fifth-generation sub-branch 

headed by Ex-282. The reading is widely distributed and early. 

 

                                                 
 

15
 Ehrman, p. 158. 
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The second alternative dominates the Old Latin branch without exception, but is late 

and of limited distribution. There is strong reason to doubt that the phrase “from the dead” 

was an orthodox “corruption.” The evidence places the origin of this reading deep in the first 

century. If anything, the orthodox text was subsequently corrupted for non-orthodox reasons. 

 

Figure 7.9 

Distribution of Variants at 28:7,1 
     Autog-1      
 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-2    

     Ex-314-1    

   Fig. 7.9.2    Fig.7.9.3 

     Ex-311-1 Ex-306-2   

           

      Ex-300-1 Ex-310-1   vg^a-2     
      

  Ex-2861-1  Ex-298-1  Ex-289-1 

            
 Ex-285-1        Ex-276-1 Ex-281-1 Ex-282-2   l-844*-1 Ex-280-1  

 

Ex-274-1 Ex-284-1     700*-1             K*-1 565*-2 Ex-309-1  l-2211*-1 
         

Fam.13-1    038*-1    Ex-308-1 Ex-299-1 

 
    Ex-290-1  Ex-288-1     Ex-294-1      Ex-272-1       Ex-283-1 

 
        233*-1 Ex-305-1 W*-1      pm^b-1    Ex-279-1    579*-1     037*-1 

  

    042-1 Ex-293-1      Ex-278-1 Ex-275-1 

 

      F*-1      1424*-1 1241*-1 

       Ex-273-1 
 

    118*-1 Ex-270-1  

      
     pm^a-1 

      

           

                      Fig. 7.9.2    
     Ex-312-1    

       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 
       

   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     

    
    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-1 

 

   01*-1 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-1 33*-1 L019*-1 

 

   892*-1  Fam. 1-1 
  

 

                     Fig.  7.9.3  
     Ex-313-2      
  

    Ex-307-2  Ex-302-2 

 
   it-d-2 Ex-292-2 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-2 it-a-2 

 

     D05*-2   it-f*-2    it-gl*-2 



 The History of Textual Variants in Matthew  

 

 

 

133 

Did the Disciples Worship Jesus? 
 Another passage of theological significance occurs in Matthew 28:17 where some 

witnesses lack an object for the verb “worshipped” while others have the pronoun ‘Him” as 

the object. Ehrman regarded the pronoun as another “orthodox corruption.”
16

 The alternate 

readings are: 

 28:17,1.1 the pronoun is lacking 

 28:17,1.2 reads autw (dative case) 

 28:17,1.3 reads auton (accusative case) 

 

Figure 7.10 displays the distribution of the heritage of the above variants in the ge-

nealogical history of the text. Lachmann-10 selected the first alternative because it was the 

dominant reading in the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-312, and in the Old Latin branch 

headed by Ex-313. However, the second alternative occurred in a few sub-branches of the 

branches; in the Egyptian branch: fourth-generation sub-branches headed by Ex-287 and Ex-

271, the sources of 892* and Family-1 respectively; in the Old Latin branch: third-generation 

sub-branch headed by Ex-292, the source of a small group of OL witnesses. 

 

 The second alternative reading dominated the Antiochan branch except for two sub-

branches: second-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-306, the source of the Latin Vulgate 

witnesses, and eighth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-275, the source of 1241* and its 

corrector, the only witnesses having the third alt4ernative. 

 

Ehrman was right that the pronoun was very likely a later addition to the text, but not 

in order to make Matthew more orthodox, because Matthew had previously recorded two 

other instances where Jesus was worshipped (14:33; and 28:9) by His disciples and where the 

text is unambiguous and without textual variant. The added pronoun in 28:17 was to harmo-

nize this verse with the other two instances all of which had the dative pronoun. 

Summary 

These six examples are sufficient to demonstrate that, under careful scrutiny, the al-

leged “orthodox corruption” of the text of the Gospel of Matthew turns out to be an unwar-

ranted supposition.  

 

                                                 
 

16
 Ehrman, pp. 158-59. 
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Figure 7.10 

Distribution of Variants at 28:17,1 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-2    

   Fig. 7.10.2    Fig.7.10.3 

     Ex-311-2 Ex-306-1   
           

      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-2   vg^a-1         

      
  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-1 

            

 Ex-285-2         Ex-276-2 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-2   l-844*-1 Ex-280-1  
 

Ex-274-2 Ex-284-2       700*-2             K*-2 565*-2 Ex-309-2  l-2211*-1 

         
Fam.13-2    038*-2    Ex-308-2 Ex-299-2 

 

    Ex-290-2  Ex-288-2    Ex-294-2       Ex-272-2       Ex-283-2 
 

        233*-2 Ex-305-2   W*-2    pm^b-2    Ex-279   579*-2      037*-2 

  
    042-2 Ex-293-2     Ex-278-2 Ex-275-3 

 

      F*-2      1424*-2 1241*-3 
       Ex-273-2 

 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  
      

     pm^a-2 

      
           

                      Fig. 7.10.2    
     Ex-312-1    
       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     

    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-0 
 

   01*-1 Ex-287-2 Ex-271-2 33*-1 L019*-0 

 
   892*-2  Fam. 1-2 

  

 

                     Fig.  7.10.3  
     Ex-313-1      

  
    Ex-307-1   Ex-302-1 

 

   it-d-1 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-1 it-a-1 
 

     D05*1   it-f*-2    it-gl*-1 

 

 

A scribe’s altering of a doctrinal passage to harmonize it with a previous explication 

of the same doctrine, having been plainly and unambiguously articulated, does not amount to 

making the doctrine more orthodox. It merely makes more explicit what is already implicit 
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from prior information. An author’s acquaintance with the common doctrinal knowledge his 

readers possessed is an important factor in determining how explicit his statements need to be 

at any particular place in his discourse. In order for the articulation of a doctrine to be made 

more “orthodox,” a scribe must have altered every passage in the manuscript discussing the 

doctrine; the evidence indicates that this did not happen for the Gospel of Matthew. The 

problem with Ehrman’s “socio-historical” research is that it did not have access to the genea-

logical history of the witnesses to the Greek text of the New Testament. The genealogical 

evidence places the origin of his orthodox “canonical text” deep in the first century where 

ecclesiastical history places the original autograph; and it usually locates the origin of his 

“orthodox corruptions” in peripheral branches that have no possibility of improving the or-

thodoxy of the text as a whole. 

Other Variants of Theological Significance 

The following is a discussion of some other passages in Matthew where doctrinal is-

sues have been raised. The discussion is limited to the text of the Gospel of Matthew. 

Anger Without Cause or Not? 

 Another textual variation of theological interest occurs at 5:22 where the question 

arises whether anger in general is blameworthy or just anger without cause. Figure 7.11 dis-

plays the historical distribution of the alternate readings at this place of variation. The alter-

nate readings at 5:22,1 are: 

 

 5:22,1.1 lacks the phrase “without cause” 

 5:22,1.2 reads eikh (without cause) 

Lachmann-10 selected the second alternative because it dominated all three main 

branches, having the first alternative only in three sub-branches; in the Antiochan branch: 

second-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-306, the source of the Latin Vulgate witnesses; 

and in the Egyptian branch: the second-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-304 and the 

third-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-277, the sources of B* and 01* respectively, to-

gether with their corresponding correctors.
17

 The evidence is overwhelmingly in favor with 

the second alternative, having both greater antiquity and greater distribution. Metzger report-

ed that the NA-27 editors selected the first alternative by internal evidence.
18

 

                                                 
 

17
 Note that the second corrector of Codex Sinaiticus (01*) supports the second alternative (without 

cause). 
18

 Metzger, p. 13. 
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Figure 7.11 

Distribution of Variants at 5:22,1 
     Autog-2      

 

    Ex-312-2  Ex-313-2    
     Ex-314-2    

   Fig. 7.11.2    Fig.7.11.3 

     Ex-311-2 Ex-306-1   
           

      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-2   vg^a-1        

      
  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-2 

                 Ex-310      

 Ex-285-2         Ex-276-2 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-2   l-844*-2 Ex-280-2  
 

Ex-274-2 Ex-284-2       700*-2             K*-2 565*-2 Ex-309-2  l-2211*-2 

         
Fam.13-2    038*-2    Ex-308-2 Ex-299 

 

    Ex-290-2  Ex-288-2      Ex-294-2     Ex-272-2       Ex-283-2 
 

        233*-2 Ex-305-2   W*-2    pm^b-2   Ex-279-2  579*-2       037*-2 

  
    042-2 Ex-293-2      Ex-278-2   Ex-275-2 

 

      F*-2         1424*-2 1241*-2 
       Ex-273-2 

 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  
      

     pm^a-2 

      
           

                      Fig. 7.11.2    
     Ex-312-2    
       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-2     

    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-2 Ex-291-2 
 

   01*-1 Ex-287-2 Ex-271-2 33*-2 L019*-2 

 
   892*-2  Fam. 1-2 

  

 

                     Fig.  7.11.3  
     Ex-313-2      

  
    Ex-307-2  Ex-302-2 

 

   it-d-2 Ex-292-2 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-2 it-a-2 
 

     D05*-2   it-f*-2    it-gl*-2 

 

Called to Repentance or Not? 

 Another place of textual variation of theological significance occurs at 9:13 where 

some witnesses have the phrase “unto repentance” and others do not. Did Jesus come to call 

sinners in general, or did He come to call them unto repentance? The alternate readings are: 
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 9:13,1.1 lacks the phrase 

 9:13,1.2 reads eij metanoian (unto repentance) 

 

 Figure 7.12 displays the historical distribution of the alternate readings at this place of 

variation. Lachmann-10 selected the first alternative because it was the dominant reading in 

all three major branches, with the second alternative appearing in genetically scattered sub-

branches. In the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-314, the second alternative was first intro-

duced in the sub-branch headed by Ex-300, the source K*, 700*,038*, and Family-13 and 

their associated correctors; also in the sixth-generation sub-branches headed by Ex-294 and 

Ex-272, the sources of pm^b, 579*, 1241*, and 1424* and their associated correctors; and 

finally, in sixth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-305, the source of all the later Byzan-

tine witnesses.  

 

In the Egyptian branch, the second alternative was introduced in the third-generation 

sub-branch headed by Ex-291 and in fourth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-289, the 

sources of L019* and 892* respectively, along with their associated correctors. In the Old 

Latin branch, the second alternative was introduced in third-generation sub-branch headed by 

Ex-295, the source of a small group of OL witnesses. It is possible that the introduction of 

repentance here was to harmonize with Luke 5:32. So it seems that Jesus came to call sinners 

in general, although His message clearly contained an appeal for repentance (Matt. 4:17; 

11:20; Mark 6:12; Luke 13:3, 5). 

Elijah First or Not? 

 Another theologically significant place of variation occurs at 17:11 where some wit-

nesses have the word “first” and others do not. Did Jesus say that Elijah will come first or 

only that he will come? The alternate readings are: 
 

 17:11,2.1 lacks the word 

 17:11,2.2 reads prwton (first) 

 Figure 7.13 displays the historical distribution of the alternate readings at this place of 

variation. Lachmann-10 selected the first alternative because it was the dominant reading in 

two of the three main branches: the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-312, and the Old Latin 

branch headed by Ex-313.   
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Figure 7.12 

Distribution of Variants at 9:13,1 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-1    

   Fig. 7.12.2    Fig.7.12.3 

     Ex-311-1 Ex-306-1  

           
      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-1   vg^a-1         

      

  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-1 
            

 Ex-285-2         Ex-276-2 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-1   l-844*-1 Ex-280-1  

 
Ex-274-2 Ex-284-2       700*-2            K*-2 565*-1 Ex-309-1  l-2211* 

         

Fam.13-2    038*-2    Ex-308-1 Ex-299-1 
 

    Ex-290-1  Ex-288-1 Ex-294-2    Ex-272-2     Ex-283-1 

 
        233*-1 Ex-305-2        W*-1     pm^b-2   Ex-279-2 579*-2       037*-1 

  

    042-2 Ex-293-2    Ex-278-2 Ex-275-0 
 

      F*-2         1424*-2    1241*-0 

       Ex-273-2 
 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  

      
     pm^a-2  
      

           

                      Fig. 7.12.2    
     Ex-312-1    

       
    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       

   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     
    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-2 

 
   01*-1 Ex-287-2 Ex-271-1 33*-1 L019*-2 

 

   892*-2  Fam. 1-1 
  

 

                     Fig.  7.12.3  
     Ex-313-1      

  

    Ex-307-1   Ex-302-1 
 

   it-d-1 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-1 it-a-1 

 
     D05*-1   it-f*-2    it-gl*-1 
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Figure 7.13 

Distribution of Variants at 17:11,2 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-2    

   Fig. 7.13.2    Fig. 7.13.3 

     Ex-311-2 Ex-306-1   
           

      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-2   vg^a -1        

      
  Ex-286-1  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-2 

            

 Ex-285-1       Ex-276-1 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-2   l-844*-2 Ex-280-2  
 

Ex-274-2 Ex-284-1      700*-1             K*-2  565*-2 Ex-309-2  l-2211*-2 

         
Fam.13-2    038*-1    Ex-308-2 Ex-299-2 

 

    Ex-290-2  Ex-288-1     Ex-294-2       Ex-272-1      Ex-283-2 
 

        233*-2 Ex-305-2       W*-1    pm^b-2     Ex-279-2   579*-1       037*-2 

  
    042-2 Ex-293-2     Ex-278-1 Ex-275-2 

 

      F*-2      1424*-1 1241*-2 
       Ex-273-2 

 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  
      

     pm^a-2 

      
           

                      Fig. 7.13.2    
     Ex-312-1    
       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     

    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-2 
 

   01*-1 Ex-287-2 Ex-271-1 33*-1 L019*-2 

 
   892*-2  Fam. 1-1 

  

 

                     Fig.  7.13.3  
     Ex-313-1      

  
    Ex-307-1   Ex-302-1 

 

   it-d-1 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-1 it-a-1 
 

     D05*-1   it-f*-2    it-gl*-1 

 

 

 Three exceptions occur in small sub-branches—in the Egyptian branch: the third-

generation sub-branch headed by Ex-291, and the fourth-generation sub-branch headed by 

Ex-287; in the Old Latin branch: the third-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-295. This al-
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ternative was also introduced by mixture in a number of sub-branches of the Antiochan 

branch: in the second-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-306, the source of the Latin Vul-

gate witnesses; the fourth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-286, the source of 700* and 

038* along with their corresponding correctors, but not including Family-13; the sixth-

generation sub-branches headed by Ex-288 and Ex-272, the sources of W* and 579* respec-

tively along with their corresponding correctors; and the eighth-generation sub-branch head-

ed by Ex-278, the source of 1424* and its corrector. 

 

The second alternative is the dominant reading of the Antiochan branch, but with 

some exceptions: the second-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-306, the fourth-generation 

sub-branch headed by Ex-286; the sixth-generation sub-branches headed by Ex-288 and Ex-

272; and eighth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-278. This alternative also occurs by 

mixture in two sub-branches of the Egyptian branch: in the third-generation sub-branch 

headed by Ex-291, the source of L019* and its corrector, and in the fourth-generation sub-

branch headed by Ex-287, the source of 892* and its corrector. It also occurs in the Old Latin 

branch at the third-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-295, the source it-f* and it-g*. 

 

 The evidence indicates that the first variant (lacking “first”) was the autographic read-

ing and the second alternative (“first”) was introduced into the text independently in the An-

tiochan Recension, although very early. This reading seems to have been added to more ex-

plicitly identify Elijah with John the Baptist—something plainly stated in verse 13 in any 

case. It seems clear that Elijah was indeed to come, but his coming was not sequentially re-

lated to other significant prophetic events.   

Prayer and Fasting or Not? 

 Another theologically significant place of variation occurs at 17:21 where some wit-

nesses have the verse and others do not. Did Jesus say that prayer and fasting were necessary 

for casting out demons? The alternate readings are: 

 

 17:20,5.1 verse 21 is lacking 

 17:20,5.2 include verse 21 

 

 Figure 7.14 displays the historical distribution of the alternate readings at this place of 

variation. Lachmann-10 selected the second alternative because it was the dominant reading 

in two of the three main branches: the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-314, and the Old Lat-

in branch headed by Ex-313. 
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Figure 7.14 

Distribution of Variants at 17:20,5 
     Autog-2      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-2    
     Ex-314-2    

   Fig. 7.14.2    Fig.7.14.3 

     Ex-311-2 Ex-306-2-2   
           

      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-2   vg^a-2    

      
  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-2 

            

 Ex-285-2        Ex-276-2 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-2   l-844*-2 Ex-280-2  
 

Ex-274-2 Ex-284-1       700*-2      K*-2 565*-2 Ex-309-2  l-2211*-2 

         
Fam.13-2    038*-1    Ex-308-2 Ex-299-2 

 

    Ex-290-2                    Ex-288-2          Ex-294-2     Ex-272-1       Ex-283-2 
 

        233*-2 Ex-305-2 W*-2      pm^b-2    Ex-279-2    579*-1     037*-2 

  
    042-2 Ex-293-2     Ex-278-2 Ex-275-2 

 

      F*-2         1424*-2 1241*-2 
       Ex-273-2 

 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  
      

     pm^a-2 

      

           

                      Fig. 7.14.2    
     Ex-312-1    
       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     

    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-2 
 

   01*-1 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-2 33*-1 L019*-2 

 
   892*-1  Fam. 1-2 

  

 

                     Fig.  7.14.3  
     Ex-313-2      

  
    Ex-307-2  Ex-302-2 

 

   it-d-2 Ex-292-2 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-2 it-a-2 
 

     D05*-2   it-f*-2    it-gl*-2 
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It was totally dominant in the Old Latin Branch, and nearly so in the Antiochan branch ex-

cept for two small remote sub-branches: the sixth-generation sub-branches headed by Ex-284 

and Ex-272, the sources of 038* and 579* respectively, along with their corresponding cor-

rectors. 

 

 The first alternative is the dominate reading of the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-312 

except for two sub-branches that also support the second alternative: the third-generation 

sub-branch headed by Ex-291, the source of L019*, and the fourth-generation sub-branch 

headed by Ex-271, the source of Family-1. Metzger provided no reason for why the NA-27 

editors chose this reason. There is good reason to accept the verse as coming from the hand 

of Matthew. 

Come to Save the Lost? 

 Another theologically significant place of variation occurs at 18:11 where some wit-

nesses have the verse and others do not. Did Jesus say He came to save the lost or not? The 

alternate readings are: 
 

 18:10,3.1 verse 11 is lacking 

 18:10,3.2 include verse 11 

 

Figure 7.15 displays the historical distribution of the alternate readings at this place of 

variation. Lachmann-10 selected the second alternative because it was the dominant reading 

in two of the three main branches: the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-314, and the Old Lat-

in branch headed by Ex-313. It was totally dominant in the Old Latin branch, and also in the 

Antiochan branch except for one remote sub-branch: the fifth-generation sub-branch headed 

by Ex-285, the source of 038* and Family-13. Metzger reported that the NA-27 editors re-

jected the verse because it was “omitted by the earliest witnesses representing several textual 

types (Alexandrian, pre-Caesaren, Egyptian, Antiochian).”
19

 There is good reason to accept 

the verse as coming from the hand of Matthew. 

  

                                                 
 

19
 Metzger, p. 45. 
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Figure 7.15 

Distribution of Variants at 18:10,3 
     Autog-2      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-2    
     Ex-314-2    

   Fig. 7.15.2    Fig.5.15.3 

     Ex-311-2 Ex-306-2  

           
      Ex-300-2 Ex-310-2   vg^a-2         

      

  Ex-286-2  Ex-298-2  Ex-289-2 
            

 Ex-285-1         Ex-276-2 Ex-281-2 Ex-282-2   l-844*-2 Ex-280-2  

 
Ex-274-1 Ex-284-1       700*-2          K*-2 565*-2 Ex-309-2  l-2211*-2 

         

Fam.13-1    038*-1    Ex-308-2 Ex-299-2 
 

    Ex-290-2  Ex-288-2     Ex-294-2      Ex-272 -2      Ex-283-2 

 
        233*-2 Ex-305-2 W*-2    pm^b-2     Ex-279-2    579*-2      037*-2 

  

    042-2 Ex-293-2    Ex-278-2 Ex-275-2 
 

      F*-2      1424*-2 1241*-2 

       Ex-273-2 
 

    118*-2 Ex-270-2  

      
     pm^a-2 

      

           

                      Fig. 7.15.2    
     Ex-312-1    

       
    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       

   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     
    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-1 

 
   01*-1 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-1 33*-1 L019*-1 

 

   892*-1  Fam. 1-1 
  

 

                     Fig.  7.15.3  
     Ex-313-2      

  

    Ex-307-2   Ex-302-2 
 

   it-d-2 Ex-292-2 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-2 it-a-2 

 
     D05*-2   it-f*-2    it-gl*-2 
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Rebuke for Long Prayers or Not? 

 Another theologically significant place of variation occurs at 23:14 where some wit-

nesses have the verse and others do not. Did Jesus include this rebuke of the Pharisees or 

not? The alternate readings are: 
 

 23:13,2.1 verse 14 is lacking 

23:13,2.2 include verse 14 

 23:13,2.3 include verse 14 after verse 12 

 

Figure 7.16 displays the historical distribution of the alternate readings at this place of varia-

tion. Lachmann-10 selected the first alternative because it was the dominant reading in two 

of the three main branches: the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-312, and the Old Latin branch 

headed by Ex-313.  

 

It was totally dominant in Egyptian the branch, and also in the Old Latin except the third-

generation sub-branch headed by Ex-295, the source of OL witnesses it-g* and it-f*, which 

support the third alternate reading; and a number of loosely related OL witnesses which sup-

port the second alternative.
20

 

 

The second alternative occurs only in the sixth-generation sub-branch of the Antiochan 

branch headed by Ex-274, and in the OL witnesses mentioned above. 

 

The third alternative dominates the Antiochan branch except for its fifth-generation sub-

branch headed by Ex-285, the source of 038* and its corrector, and its sixth-generation sub-

branch headed by Ex-274, the source of Family-13. 

 

The evidence indicated that the autographic text lacks the verse because it lacks first-

generation consensus. The presence of this verse either before or after verse 13 must be an 

interpolation from Mark 12:40. 

  

                                                 
 

20
 it-b*, it-b^c, it-c, it-d, it-ff2, it-h*, it-h^c, it-rl—not all in the same group, and not in agreement with 

the group in which they are counted sisters. 
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Figure 7.16 

Distribution of Variants at 23:13,2 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-3    

   Fig. 7.16.2    Fig.7.16.3 

     Ex-311-3 Ex-306-0   

           
      Ex-300-3 Ex-310-3   vg^a -0        

      

  Ex-286-3  Ex-298-3  Ex-289-3 
            

 Ex-285-1         Ex-276-3 Ex-281-3 Ex-282-3   l-844*-3 Ex-280-3  

 
Ex-274-2 Ex-284-1       700*-3             K*-3  565*-3 Ex-309-3  l-2211*-3 

         

Fam.13-2    038*-1    Ex-308-3 Ex-299-3 
 

    Ex-290-3                    Ex-288-3           Ex-294-3     Ex-272-3       Ex-283-3 
 

        233*-3 Ex-305-3       W*-3      pm^b-3     Ex-279-3    579*-3      037*-3 

  
    042-3 Ex-293-3     Ex-278-3  Ex-275-3 

 

      F*-3     1424*-3 1241*-3 
       Ex-273-3 

 

    118*-3 Ex-270-3  
      

     pm^a-3 

      

           

                      Fig. 7.16.2    
     Ex-312-1    

       
    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       

   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     
    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-1 

 
   01*-1 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-1 33*-1 L019*-1 

 

   892*-1  Fam. 1-1 
  

 

                     Fig.  7.16.3  
     Ex-313-1      

  

    Ex-307-1   Ex-302-1 

 

   it-d-2 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-3 Ex-296-1 it-a-1 

 
     D05*-1   it-f*-3    it-gl*-1 

 

  



146  Chapter 7   

 

 

 

Jeremiah, Zechariah, or Isaiah? 

 Another theologically significant place of variation occurs at 27:9 where some wit-

nesses attribute the quotation to Jeremiah, others to Zechariah, others to Isaiah, and some 

omit a name. The alternate readings are: 

 

 27:9,1,1 reads VIeremiou (Jeremiah) 

 27:9,1.2 reads Zacariou (Zechariah) 

 27:9,1.3 reads Ihsaiou (Isaiah) 

 27:9,1.4 lacks a name 

Figure 7.17 displays the historical distribution of the alternate readings at this place of 

variation. Lachmann-10 selected the first alternative (Jeremiah) because it was the dominant 

reading in all three main branches: It was totally dominant in Egyptian the branch except for 

one lone witness (33*) in the third-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-297; also in the Old 

Latin branch except for a few witnesses in its second-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-

302 (it-a, it-b*, it-b^c); and in the Antiochan branch except for its fourth-generation sub-

branch headed by Ex-289.  
 

The second alternative (Zechariah) occurs in one lone witness (22) in the sibling 

group headed by Ex-270, the ninth sub-group of the Antiochan branch. The third alternative 

(Isaiah) occurs in the fourth-generation sub-group of the Antiochan branch headed by Ex-

289, the source of Lectionaries l-844* and l-221* along with their corresponding correctors. 

The fourth alternative (omit name) occurs as a lone witness to this reading in the sibling 

group headed by third-generation sub-branch of the Egyptian branch headed by Ex-297; it 

occurs also in a few of the witnesses of the sibling group headed by second-generation Ex-

302 of the OL branch. 
 

 The overwhelming evidence indicates that the autographic text has the name Jeremi-

ah. There is little room for doubt that Matthew attributed the quotation to Jeremiah for what-

ever reason he may have had. 

Divided My Garments or Not? 

  Another theologically significant place of variation occurs at 27:35 where 

some witnesses have the last part of the verse and others do not. The alternate readings are: 
 

 27:35,2.1 lacks the last part of the verse 

 27:35,2.2 includes the last part 

 27:35,2.3 reads “for it” 



 The History of Textual Variants in Matthew  

 

 

 

147 

 

Figure 7.17 

Distribution of Variants at 27:9.1 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-1    

   Fig. 7.17.2    Fig. 7.17.3 

     Ex-311-1 Ex-306-1   

           
      Ex-300-1 Ex-310-1   vg^a-1     

      

  Ex-286-1  Ex-298-1  Ex-289-3 
            

 Ex-285-1         Ex-276-1 Ex-281-1 Ex-282-1   l-844*-3 Ex-280-3  

 
Ex-274-1 Ex-284-1       700*-1            K*-1 565*-1 Ex-309-1  l-2211*-3 

         

Fam.13-1    038*-1    Ex-308-1 Ex-299-1 
 

    Ex-290-1                    Ex-288-1           Ex-294-1     Ex-272-1       Ex-283-1 
 

        233*-1 Ex-305-1 W*-1     pm^b-1     Ex-279-1   579*-1      037*-1 

  
    042-1 Ex-293-1     Ex-278-1 Ex-275-1 

 

      F*-1      1424*-1 1241*-1 
       Ex-273-1 

 

    118*-1 Ex-270-1  
      

     pm^a -1 

      

           

                      Fig. 7.17.2    
     Ex-312-1    

       
    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       

   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301     
    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-1 

 
   01*-1 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-1 33*-4 L019*-1 

 

   892*-1  Fam. 1-1 
  

 

                     Fig.  7.17.3  
     Ex-313-1      

  

    Ex-307-1   Ex-302-1 

 

   it-d-1 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-1 Ex-296-1 it-a-4 

 
     D05*-1   it-f*-1    it-gl*-1 
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 Figure 7.18 displays the historical distribution of the alternate readings at this place of 

variation.  

Figure 7.18 

Distribution of Variants at 27:35.2 
     Autog-1      

 

    Ex-312-1  Ex-313-1    
     Ex-314-1    

   Fig. 7.18.2    Fig. 7.18.3 

     Ex-311-1 Ex-306-1   
           

      Ex-300-1 Ex-310-1   vg^a-1    

      

  Ex-286-1  Ex-298-1  Ex-289-1 

            

 Ex-285-2       Ex-276-1 Ex-281-1 Ex-282-1   l-844*-1 Ex-280-1  
 

Ex-274-2 Ex-284-2       700*-1      K*-1 565*-1 Ex-309-1  l-2211*-1 

         
Fam.13-2    038*-2    Ex-308-1 Ex-299-1 

 

    Ex-290-1                    Ex-288-1           Ex-294-1      Ex-272-1      Ex-283-2 
 

        233*-1 Ex-305-1       W*-1      pm^b-1    Ex-279-1    579*-1       037*-2 

  
    042-1 Ex-293-1    Ex-278-2 Ex-275-1 

 

      F*-1      1424*-2 1241*-1 
       Ex-273-1 

 

    118*-1 Ex-270-1  
      

     pm^a -1 

      
           

                      Fig. 7.18.2    
     Ex-312-1    
       

    Ex-304-1  NA-27-1 

       
   Ex-303-1  B^2-1 Ex-301-1     

    

    B*-1 Ex-277-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-291-1 
 

   01*-1 Ex-287-1 Ex-271-2 33*-1 L019*-1 

 
   892^c-1  Fam. 1-2 

  

 

                     Fig.  7.18.3  
     Ex-313-1      

  
    Ex-307-1   Ex-302-2 

 

   it-d-2 Ex-292-1 Ex-295-2 Ex-296-2 it-a-2 
 

     D05*-1   it-f*-2    it-gl*-2 

 

Lachmann-10 selected the first alternative because it was the dominant reading in all three 

main branches: It was totally dominant in the Antiochan branch except for the fifth-
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generation sub-branch headed by Ex-285, the source of Family-13 and 038* and its corrector; 

it was dominant in the Egyptian branch except for the fourth-generation sub-branch headed 

by Ex-271, the source of Family-1; it was dominant in the Old Latin branch because Lach-

mann-10 grants priority to Greek witnesses when versions differ. 

 

 The second alternative occurs only in remote genetically independent sub-branches: 

in the Egyptian branch it occurs in the fourth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-271, the 

source of Family-1; in the Old Latin branch it occurs in the second-generation sub-branch 

headed by Ex-302, the source of the OL witnesses; and in the Antiochan branch it occurs in 

the fifth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-285, the source of Family-13 and 038* along 

with their associated correctors; in the sixth-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-283, the 

source of 037* and its corrector; and in the seventh-generation sub-branch headed by Ex-278, 

the source of lectionary 1424* and its corrector.  

 

 It also occurs in a few lone independent witnesses: 0250, vg^cl, it-d, mae, and the TR. 

It is likely that several copyists inserted the parallel passage in John 19:24 into Matthew’s 

text here.  The third alternative (for it) occurs only in only two lone independent wit-

nesses: 892* and sy^s, having no possibility of being from the hand of Matthew. 

Conclusion 

 This chapter identifies the autographic readings of the Greek text of the Gospel of 

Matthew and explains how they were determined. It provides the genealogical history of each 

variant reading, locating where each reading originated, and describing how each reading 

was distributed by inheritance throughout that history. It discusses the principal recensions, 

locating their origin in history, and identifying their characteristic readings. It discusses doc-

trinally significant passages and shows that the variant readings there do not alter the ortho-

doxy of Christian doctrine expressed in the earliest form of the text of Matthew, but appear in 

peripheral, inconsequential branches. 

 

 Chapter 8 presents the genealogical history of the Greek text of the book of Ecclesias-

tes as reconstructed by software application Lachmann-10. 
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CHAPTER 8 

THE GENEALOGICAL HISTORY OF 

THE WITNESSES TO TEXT OF ECCLESIASTES 
 

 As previously stated in Chapter 3, one of the ancient texts used to test the accuracy of 

this genealogical theory and its software implementation consisted of the witnesses to the 

Greek translation of the Book of Ecclesiastes. The database was prepared by Peter J. Gentry, 

Professor of Old Testament Interpretation at the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 

Louisville, KY. Professor Gentry has studied the witnesses to Greek Ecclesiastes for a good 

number of years using a genealogical method for determining the various genealogically re-

lated groups of witnesses and determining the readings of the ancestral source from which 

the translations were made. This chapter presents the results of the study as reconstructed by 

computer program Lachmann-10. The chapter is divided into four sections: (1) A discussion 

of the suitability of the database for reconstructing a reasonably accurate genealogical histo-

ry; (2) a presentation of the reconstructed history of the witnesses; (3) a discussion of the re-

constructed history of the variants in the text, and (4) an evaluation of the results. 

The Suitability of the Witnesses 

 The witnesses to the text of an ancient document must have several characteristics 

before a reasonably reliable reconstruction of its genealogical history can be made. Among 

these are (1) number of witnesses, (2) date, (3) completeness, (4) limited variableness, (5) 

commonness of text, and (6) mutual affinity. These characteristics of the available witnesses 

to the text of Ecclesiastes are discussed below and are shown to be suitable for a reasonable 

reconstruction of its textual history. 

Number of Witnesses 

This study made use the data from 203 witnesses to the Book of Ecclesiastes at 2,158 

places of variation as recorded by Peter Gentry. This number includes witnesses to the Old 

Latin translations, as well as several other ancient translations. There is good reason to be-

lieve that sufficient witnesses to the Greek text of Ecclesiastes exist to reconstruct its genea-

logical history. 
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Date of Witnesses 

The witnesses  should be distributed throughout history, particularly in the early cen-

turies where they tend to be few. The dates of the witnesses to Ecclesiastes range from the 

third to the seventeenth centuries. Table 8.1 and its associated graph display the distribution 

of the witnesses by date. These dates have a margin of error of about ± fifty years. Experi-

ence indicates that this is a sufficient number. 

 

Table 8.1: 

Distribution of Extant  

Witnesses by Century 

Century 
Number of 

Witnesses 

1 0 

2 0 

3 3 

4 9 

5 6 

6 3 

7 5 

8 3 

9 7 

10 11 

11 31 

12 21 

13 28 

14 34 

15 19 

16 14 

17 9 

 

Completeness 

 Completeness is important for the reconstruction of the textual history, because the 

computer reconstructs the genealogical history on the basis of witnesses having at least 60% 

of their text complete; the more fragmentary witnesses are added to the genealogical tree 

where they best fit after the tree is constructed. The fragmentary witnesses are still important 

and are not excluded from the study because they contribute to establishing fixed dates in the 

textual history. A number of the witnesses are fragmentary, not all their text having survived 

the passage of time. Only 158 of the 203 witnesses have 95-100% of their text complete, and 

189 of them are greater than 60% complete. Table 8.2 and its associated graph display the 

distribution of completeness for the witnesses used in this study.  
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Because some of the witnesses are fragmentary, it is of interest to know the historical 

distribution of those witnesses having 60% or greater completeness. They are the ones that 

contribute to the reconstruction of the genealogical history. Table 8.3 and its associated graph 

display the distribution of these witnesses. It is evident that numerous contributing witnesses 

are from as early as the third century, so a reasonably good reconstruction can be expected. 

 

Table 8.2 

Distribution of Witnesses  

by Completeness: 
% Com-

plete 

Number of 

Witnesses 

0-5 4 

6-10 0 

11-15 2 

16-20 2 

21-25 0 

26-30 2 

31-35 1 

36-40 1 

41-45 1 

46-50 0 

51-55 0 

56-60 1 

61-65 1 

66-70 4 

71-75 1 

76-80 0 

81-85 12 

86-90 11 

91-95 2 

96-100 158 

 

Commonness of Text 

 Commonness is a measure of the percentage of text two witnesses have in common. 

When two witnesses both have complete texts, that is, they are not fragmentary, having read-

ings at every place of variation, they have 100% commonness, regardless of the agreement or 

disagreement of their readings. Fragmentary witnesses, however, are less than complete and 

may actually have no commonness of text with some of the other witnesses. For example, 

witness A may be 40% complete, lacking the text for the last 60% of the places of variation, 

and witness B may be 40% complete, lacking the text for the first 60% of the places of varia-
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tion. As a result, the two witnesses have no commonness of text. The greater the common-

ness of text two witnesses have with one another, the greater potential they have for genea-

logical affinity. Table 8.4 and its associated graph display the distribution of commonness 

each witness shares with every other witness for the Book of Ecclesiastes. 

 

Table 8.3 

Distribution of the Date of Witnesses  

Having 80% or Greater Completeness 

by Century: 

 

Century 

Number of 

Witnesses 

1 0 

2 0 

3 2 

4 8 

5 5 

6 3 

7 4 

8 3 

9 7 

10 11 

11 30 

12 20 

13 28 

14 31 

15 16 

16 12 

17 9 

 

Limited Variableness 

The more diverse the text the more difficult is the reconstruction of its textual history. 

In the overall picture, all witnesses to Ecclesiastes agree in over 90% of the text. The places 

of variation and the number of variants at those sites provide the data for reconstruction. 

However, even so, the number of places of variation and the number of variants constitute a 

limit to what can be reconstructed because of the magnitude and complexity of the problem. 

Gentry recorded 2,158 places of variation
1
 for Ecclesiastes with a total of 6,093 variant read-

                                                 
 

1
 Of course there are more places of variation than this, but Gentry weeded out those that are insignifi-

cant for reconstruction and meaning. 
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ings distributed among them. This averages out to 2.82 variants per place of variation. Table 

8.5 and its associated graph display the distribution of the number of variations per place of 

variation. For example, 1,193 places of variation have only two variations whereas only thir-

teen places of variation have eight variations.  

 

Table 8.4 

Distribution of Commonness of 

Text among Witnesses 

% Common-

ness 

Number of 

Witness 
Pairs 

0-5 781 

6-10 43 

11-15 405 

16-20 383 

21-25 11 

26-30 342 

31-35 179 

36-40 191 

41-45 178 

46-50 31 

51-55 34 

56-60 217 

61-65 188 

66-70 717 

71-75 231 

76-80 117 

81-85 2,021 

86-90 1,669 

91-95 487 

96-100 12,221 

 

 However, this measure of diversity is a little misleading because, at any instant where 

the software decides between the variants among sibling witnesses, not all alternatives are 

present. Table 8.6 and its associated graph display the diversity of readings at any instance of 

choosing variants among sibling witnesses. This indicates that of the 244,154 instances of 

deciding among sibling alternatives, 233,888 had only one alternative (95.97%), that is, the 

decision was certain. Of the remaining instances, 9,846 instances had only two alternatives 

(4.03%). This means that, although considerable diversity exists among extant witnesses in 
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general, considerably less diversity exists at decision time. This fact favors the likelihood of a 

good reconstruction. 

 

Table 8.5 

Distribution of Number of 

Variations per Place of 

Variation 

 

Number of 

Variants 

Number of 

Places of 
Variation 

1 0 

2 1193 

3 527 

4 226 

5 119 

6 49 

7 25 

8 13 

9 0 

 

 

Table 8.6  

Number of Alternatives  

at Decision Time 
Number of 

Alternatives 

Number of 

Decisions 

1 233,888 

2 9,846 

3 399 

4 20 

5 0 

6 1 

7 0 

8 0 

Total 244,154 

 

Mutual Affinity 

 Mutual affinity
2
 is a measure of how strongly two witnesses are genealogically relat-

ed. Witnesses are genealogically related when they have many of the same readings at their 
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shared places of variation. Quantitative affinity is determined by the number of places of var-

iation where the witnesses have the same reading divided by the number of places of varia-

tion the witnesses have in common. For example, if witness A and witness B have 1,000 

places of variation in common, and in 952 places they have the same reading, the quantitative 

affinity of A with B is 952 ÷ 1,000 = 0.952 or 95.2%. Table 8.7 and its associated graph dis-

play the distribution of quantitative affinity among all the pairs of witnesses for Ecclesiastes. 

Genetic affinity is a measure of how well witnesses share sibling genes. 

 

Table 8.7 

Distribution of  

Quantitative Affinity 

Among all Witnesses 

 

% Affinity 
Number of 

Witnesses 

0-5 59 

6-10 0 

11-15 0 

16-20 0 

21-25 0 

26-30 0 

31-35 0 

36-40 0 

41-45 0 

46-50 0 

51-55 3 

56-60 8 

61-65 31 

66-70 29 

71-75 176 

76-80 1,063 

81-85 6,194 

86-90 10,144 

91-95 2,159 

96-100 637 

 

These data are skewed because of the many fragmentary witnesses. A better picture 

of the significant affinity is that which is among witnesses having 60% content or greater. 

                                                                                                                                                       
2
 Affinity among witnesses may be measured in different ways, which, although related, produce dif-

ferent results. Appendix A contains a discussion of the various means for measuring mutual affinity and the 

optimal method employed by the current form of software implementation.  
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These witnesses are the ones used to reconstruct the genealogical history. Table 8.8 and its 

associated graph display the distribution of the affinity among witnesses having 60% content 

or greater. The mean quantitative affinity among these extant witnesses is 86.77%. It is evi-

dent that many of the extant witnesses to Ecclesiastes have relatively strong affinity with one 

another. This suggests that reconstruction of the genealogical history is reasonably feasible. 

This is confirmed by the fact that the average quantitative affinity of a witness with its recon-

structed parent exemplar is 98.11%. 

 

Table 8.8 

Distribution of  

Quantitative Affinity 

Among Witnesses with 

80% or Greater Content 

 

% Affinity 

Number of 

Witness 
Pairs 

0-5 0 

6-10 0 

11-15 0 

16-20 0 

21-25 0 

26-30 0 

31-35 0 

36-40 0 

41-45 0 

46-50 0 

51-55 0 

56-60 0 

61-65 0 

66-70 1 

71-75 124 

76-80 819 

81-85 5377 

86-90 8961 

91-95 1893 

96-100 586 

 

 In summary the witnesses in the database seem sufficient for reconstructing a reason-

able approximation of the genealogical history of the text of Ecclesiastes, but there is room 

for improvement. 
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The Reconstructed History of the Witnesses to Ecclesiastes 

This section presents the genealogical history of the witnesses to the Greek text of the 

Book of Ecclesiastes as reconstructed by computer program Lachmann-10. Beginning with a 

database of 203 existing witnesses, 2,158 places of variation, and 6,093 variants, the program 

reconstructed 114 intermediate exemplars, arranging them in the genealogical stemma (tree 

diagram) presented in its full form in Appendix E, but in a condensed form in Figures 8.1.1 

through 8.1.3.3 This condensed form portrays the stemma of the entire reconstructed genea-

logical history of the witnesses to Ecclesiastes.  

 

Figures 8.2.1 through 8.2.3 display a second stemma in which the principle line of de-

scent from the autograph to the most remote witness appears in a straight line from which the 

other text traditions branch off. This second diagram shows the place of origin of Gentry’s 

various groups but not the genealogical development of the groups.  

 

The software is designed to stop when only three witnesses remain in the data base. 

These remaining witnesses are the ancient independent witnesses from which the text of the 

autograph is recovered. They may be regarded as the text of three ancient independent recen-

sions which were the sources of three text traditions. 

First Recension 

 The stemma begins with three main branches headed by exemplars Ex-312, Ex-315, 

and Ex-316 respectively. Exemplar Ex-312 (c. AD 250), the heading the first main branch 

(Figures 8.1.2 and 8.2.2) was the recension from which fragmentary Ms 813 appears to have 

been derived. This branch is genealogically independent from all other witnesses, differing 

from its sibling exemplar Ex-315 by 58 readings, from exemplar Ex-316 by 153 readings, 

and from all other witnesses by significantly more. This branch has three second generation 

sub-branches headed by exemplars Ex-207, Ex-283, and Ex-285 respectively: 

 

(1) Exemplar Ex-207 (c. AD 300) is the source from which Ms S* and its correctors 

derived their text.  

 

  

                                                 
 

3
 The full diagram, displayed in Appendix D, requires seven pages. The condensed form here deletes 

all the technical information except the name of the witnesses.  
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Figure 8.1.1 

Stemma for Ecclesiastes 
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Figure 8.1.2 
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(2) Exemplar Ex-283 (c. AD 1050) is the source from which Gentry’s Group Ba was 

derived by way of Exemplar Ex-260, Group k by way of Exemplar Ex-270, Group L by way 

of Exemplar Ex-279, Group cIIa and Group Oa by way of Exemplar Ex-282.  

 

(3) Exemplar Ex-285 (c. AD 850) heads a sub-branch extending for five generations 

but containing none of Gentry’s groups. 
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Figure 8.1.3 
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Second Recension 

Exemplar Ex-315 (c. AD 250) is the head of the second main branch (Figures 8.1.3 

and 8.2.3). This branch is genealogically independent from all other witnesses, differing from 

its sibling Exemplar Ex-312 by 58 readings, from Exemplar Ex-316 by 165 readings, and 

from all other witnesses by significantly more. This branch has four second generation sub-

branches headed by exemplars Ex-269, Ex-263, Ex-311, and Ex-305 respectively: 

 

 (1) Exemplar Ex-269 (c. AD 750) was the source from which Ms 125^II derived its 

text, and from which Ms 542^tx and its marginal readings derived their text by means of Ex-

emplar Ex-228.  

 

(2) Exemplar Ex-263 (c. AD 275), is the head the second sub-branch, was the recen-

sion from which the members of Gentry’s Group Bb derived their text: Mss B* and 68* to-

gether with their correctors. 
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Figure 8.2.1 

Second Stemma for Ecclesiastes 
      Autog     
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(3) Exemplar Ex-311 (c. AD 275) is the head of the third sub-branch. It was the 

source of the lemma of Didymus (Did^lem c. AD 350), of Iohannes Damascenus (Dam c. 

AD 700), and possibly of Ms 359 (c. AD 1300). It was also the source used by Gregory (Met, 

c. AD 950) by way of Exemplar Ex-297. It was the source of Gentry’s Group Ob, by way of 

Exemplar Ex-310, and of Gentry’s Group cIIb by way of exemplars Ex-310 and Ex-306. 
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(4) Exemplar Ex-305 (c. AD 275) is the head of the fourth sub-branch. It was the 

source of Ms 998* and its corrector, and the text used by the translator of the Sahidic version 

I (Sa^I). Also it was the source of Ms 543* and its corrector by way of Exemplar Ex-245. 

Third Recension 

Exemplar Ex-316 (c. AD 50) is the head of the third main branch. This branch is ge-

nealogically independent from all other witnesses, differing from its sibling Exemplar Ex-

312 by 153 readings, from Exemplar Ex-315 by 165 readings, and from all other witnesses 

by significantly more. This branch has four second generation sub-branches headed by ex-

emplars Ex-304, Ex-301, Ex-314, and Ex-288 respectively. Exemplars Ex-304, Ex-301, and 

Ex-288 each are the head of a sub-group of Gentry's Group C, with the members of his 

Group cI intermingled, as he suspected. Thus Exemplar Ex-316 is the source of all of Group 

C.  

Exemplar Ex-314 is the head of the fourth second generation sub-branch (Figures 

8.1.1 and 8.2.1). It has four third generation sub-branches headed by Exemplars Ex-313, Ex-

308, Ex-309, and Ex-249. Exemplar Ex-309 is of interest because it the source of Gentry’s 

Group Bc, of his Group d, and of Group OL. The other three sub-branches are unrelated to 

any of Gentry’s groups. 

 

Since both Gentry and I employ genealogical principles, similar results are expected. 

One such expectation is that our procedures reconstruct similar groups of genealogically re-

lated witnesses having a common near ancestor exemplar. As noted above, that expectation 

was essentially met. Lachmann-10 perfectly reconstructed Gentry’s groups C,
4
 d, k, and L. 

These groups each have a common near ancestor exemplar and share most of its distinctive
5
 

variants. Group C is taken as an illustration of this characteristic of groups. The common 

near ancestor of Group C is first-generation Exemplar Ex-316 having 132 distinctive vari-

ants. The following table
6
 lists the names of each witness in Group C, the number of Exem-

plar Ex-316’s distinctive variants it shares, the percentage of its shared distinctive variants, 

and the generation of the witness. 

 

                                                 
 

4
 Just as Gentry suspected, his cI group is interspersed within his C group.  

 
5
 Distinctive variants of a group are those initiated in their nearest common ancestor exemplar. They 

tend to be the most infrequent readings common to the group. 

 
6
 Only the text of the first-hand copyist is included in the table because the other witnesses are correc-

tors which differed very little from their corresponding first-hand text. 
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The Descendants of Exemplar Ex-307 

Witness Ex-316 Percent Generation Witness Ex-316 Percent Generation 

390 123 93.18%  3 147* 125 94.69%  5 

157* 115  87.127% 4 299 61  46.21% 5 

425* 122  92.42% 4 415 128  96.96% 5 

522* 130  98.48% 4 563* 125  94.69% 5 

540* 126  95.45% 4 732 129  97.72% 5 

560* 125  94.69% 4 139^tx 124  93.93% 6 

571* 125  94.69% 4 159^tx 126  95.45% 6 

601* 126  95.45% 4 504* 129 97.72%  6 

609* 120  90.90% 4 503* 126  95.45% 6 

797* 125  94.69% 4 798* 121  91.66% 7 

  

The evidence sustains the expectation: the group members share nearly all of the dis-

tinctive variants of their common near ancestor exemplar. The one exception is Ms 299 with 

only 46.21%. But as it turns out, this witness is quite diverse, having an affinity of only 0.92 

as compared with the others in the group, but fitting into this group better than anywhere 

else. This example also illustrates the principle of hereditary persistence, because generation-

al depth has no effect on percent agreement. Gentry’s groups d, k, and L also meet the same 

expectation. Gentry did not identify the Old Latin witnesses as a group, but they cluster in a 

single sub-branch headed by Exemplar Ex-303 and meet the above expectation.
7
 

 

 However, Lachmann-10 split into smaller independent sub-groups Gentry’s groups B, 

cII, and O groups. The reasons for these splits are worth investigating. His Group B is taken 

as an illustration of this situation. Lachmann-10 split Group B into three sub-groups: one sub-

group (534* and 534^c) headed by Exemplar Ex-231, another (B*, B^c, B^1, B^2, B^mg, 

68*, 68^c, and 870) headed by Exemplar Ex-263, the third sub-group (602, 613*, and 

613^c), headed by Exemplar Ex-260. In this reconstruction, these sub-groups are genetically 

independent, each occurring in a different main branch of the stemma. The following table 

displays the number of times each witness
8
 differs from the others in Group B: 

 

  

                                                 
 

7
 One exception is Ms OL^E and its associated commentary. However, it also meets the above expecta-

tion, but occurs in a remote branch for some unexplained reason. 

 
8
 As in the case of Group C, Only the text of the first-hand copyist is included in the table because the 

other witnesses are correctors which differed very little from their corresponding first-hand text. 
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Number of Differences Between Witnesses 

  Ms-B* Ms-68* Ms-534* Ms-613* Ms-602 

Ms-B* 0 76 159 235 241 

Ms-68* 76 0 185 242 252 

Ms-534* 159 185 0 228 242 

Ms-613* 235 242 228 0 36 

Ms-602 241 252 242 36 0 

 

The following table displays the mutual quantitative affinity each witness has with the others 

in Group B: 

 

Mutual Quantitative Affinity 

  Ms-B* Ms-68* Ms-534* Ms-613* Ms-602 

Ms-B* 1.00 0.9648 0.9263 0.8911 0.8832 

Ms-68* 0.9648 1.00 0.9142 0.8878 0.8832 

Ms-534* 0.9263 0.9142 1.00 0.9069 0.8878 

Ms-613* 0.8911 0.8878 0.9069 1.00 0.9833 

Ms-602 0.8883 0.8832 0.8878 0.9833 1.00 

 

The evidence indicates that all the witnesses in Group B have reasonably good affini-

ty with each other, and if Gentry used the criterion of 0.88 for determining group member-

ship, all these witnesses qualify. However, members of the same group of witnesses are ex-

pected to have a common near ancestor exemplar from which each inherited most of its dis-

tinctive variants. In the present reconstructed stemma of Ecclesiastes, Exemplar Ex-231 has 

127 distinctive variants, Exemplar Ex-263 has 101, and Exemplar Ex-260 has 131. The dis-

tinctive variants of each ancestral exemplar mainly differ from each other. The following ta-

ble displays the number of distinctive variants each witness of Group B has of the designated 

ancestral exemplars. 

 

Number of Distinctive Variants per Exemplar 

  Ms-B* Ms-68* Ms-534* Ms-613* Ms-602 Total 

Ex-231 38 34 127 31 28 127 

Ex-263 97 99 61 23 19 101 

Ex-260 34 35 50 126 131 131 

 

The following table displays the same data in terms of percentage. 
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Percent of Distinctive Variants per Exemplar 

  Ms-B* Ms-68* Ms-534* Ms-613* Ms-602 Total 

Ex-231 29.92% 26.77% 100% 24.41% 22.05% 127 

Ex-263 96.04% 98.02% 60.39% 22.77% 18.81% 101 

Ex-260 25.76% 26.51% 37.88% 95.45% 100% 131 

 

The evidence indicates that although these witnesses have mutual quantitative affinity 

in the range of 88% and greater, the witnesses having lower mutual affinities failed to share a 

significant percentage of distinctive variants with the others, and found greater affinity else-

where in the data base as the stemma developed. This occurred because Lachmann-10 as-

sembled the small sub-groups separately and connected them to developing branches as the 

procedure reconstructed the stemma in historical order. In the reconstruction process, as new 

branches develop, the head exemplars of the sub-groups were found to have greatest affinity 

with different branches. What is said of Gentry’s Group B is also true of groups cII, O, and 

OL. 

The Reconstructed History of the Variants of Ecclesiastes 

 The previous section presents the genealogical history of the witnesses to the Greek 

translation of the Book of Ecclesiastes. That history is necessary before the genealogical his-

tory of an individual variant may be explicitly discussed, because the history of a textual var-

iant is totally dependent upon the history of the manuscripts in which it occurs. This section 

discusses the history and distribution of the variants in the text of Ecclesiastes. Gentry’s da-

tabase records 2,158 places of textual variation in the book of Ecclesiastes and 6,093 variant 

readings. This averages out to a variableness index of 2.82 variants per place of variation—a 

relatively low value. Previous Table 8.5 and its associated graph display the distribution of 

the number of variants per place of variation. The following discussion covers four signifi-

cant areas of importance for variants: (1) the intuitive expectations concerning variants in a 

historical stemma; (2) the reconstructed autographic text; (3) the significance of distinctive 

variants; and (4) the distribution of the variants at significant places of variation. 

Intuitive Expectations 

 The variants in a well-constructed stemma have a number of intuitive expectations: 

(1) except for very common scribal errors, a variant is expected to have been initiated only 

once in history with all other instances being the result of inheritance or of a new initiation 

resulting from mixture; (2) once a variant has been initiated it is expected to have hereditary 

persistence; (3) the principle of deferred ambiguity is expected to usually be successful, min-

imizing uncertainty. 



 

168  Chapter 8  

 

 

 

Single Initiation. Lachmann-10 was able to identify the initial location in the recon-

structed stemma where each of the 6,093 variants in the database originated in history, and to 

identify the most likely source of each of the 6,626 instances of mixture. It may be said of the 

present reconstructed stemma of Ecclesiastes that all its variants, including the autographic 

readings, were initiated only once, the other instances of initiation being the result of identifi-

able mixture. Of course, the software was designed to do this task, including identifying a 

source for those frequent common scribal errors. These sources turn out to be hypothetical 

exemplars residing in the unrecoverable history between the first-generation exemplars and 

the autograph; they are actually unreal because such frequent random accidents have no rela-

tive genealogical relationship. 

 

Hereditary Persistence. A variant has heredity persistence if, after it is initiated, it is 

inherited unaltered by the descendants of the exemplar in which it originated. In the present 

reconstructed stemma of Ecclesiastes, of the 95,574 instances where a variant was initiated, 

71,362 of them persisted to the end twigs of the branch in which the variant originated; that is 

74.67%. Of the 22,224 times the variant was altered, the variant was corrected in later history 

20,632 times, resulting in only 3,580 instances where there was total loss of inheritance, re-

sulting in an overall average of 96.25% persistence. 

 

Deferred Ambiguity. At places of ambiguity the principle of deferred ambiguity is 

designed to distinguish an inherited variant from one that is newly initiated. In a well-

constructed stemma that principle is expected to be mainly successful, minimizing ambigui-

ty. In the present reconstructed stemma of Ecclesiastes, of the 2,526 instances of ambiguity, 

1,968 were successfully resolved by the principle of deferred ambiguity (77.91%), and 543 

were resolved by default to Gentry’s choice (21.50%),
9
 leaving only 15 instances to be re-

solved by arbitrary choice (0.59%).  

 

Although the present reconstructed stemma does not meet these expectations perfect-

ly, the expectations are idealistic and no one really expects them to be perfectly achieved in 

reality. So the theory, and the software implementation, met the ideal expectations fairly 

well, but not some measure of uncertainty. 

 

                                                 
 

9
 Default to Gentry’s choice is based on the assumption that at places of ambiguity Gentry used inter-

nal evidence to resolve the ambiguity, something the software is unable to do. 
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Reconstructed Autograph 

Understanding the reconstructed text requires a discussion of three significant topics: 

(1) the method for determining exemplar readings in general; (2) the reconstructed auto-

graphic text; and (3) how the reconstructed text agrees with Gentry’s text. 

 

Determining Exemplar Readings. Whenever the genealogical software creates a 

new exemplar as the parent of a group of sibling witnesses, at each place of variation, the 

reading of the exemplar is decided on the basis of four ordered rules: 

(1) Majority consensus among all the immediate sibling witnesses;  

(2) If one alternative is supported by original-language witnesses, and the other alter-

native is supported exclusively by non-original-language witnesses, grant priority to the orig-

inal-language reading;
10

  

(3) if no majority, then postpone the decision until a sibling emerges for the exemplar 

currently being reconstructed, that sibling will have the inherited reading;
11

 

(4) if, in the case of deciding the readings of the autograph, majority consensus fails, 

then accept the first variant (Gentry’s reading) if it is an option; 

(5) if the first variant is not an option, then by default arbitrarily select the smallest 

variant number that is an option.
12

 

 

 Table 8.9 lists the number of times each of the above rules was used in the process of 

constructing the genealogical history of the text of Ecclesiastes. 

 

 The evidence indicates that the vast majority of exemplar readings (97.99%) were 

determined by “consensus among independent witnesses,” leaving an ambiguity of only 

2.01% to be resolved by language deference, deferred ambiguity, or default to Gentry’s 

choice. The same set of rules does not apply to determining the readings of the autograph—

the last exemplar to be created—because rule (3) is not relevant in the first generation.  

                                                 
 

10
 This is consistent with one of the assumptions of the genealogical theory. 

 
11

 I call this practice deferred ambiguity. Since sibling witnesses rarely have scribal errors at the same 

place of variation, where the reading of one sibling is ambiguous—that is, it is uncertain which of two readings 

is the inherited reading and which is a newly initiated error—the other siblings will have the inherited reading. 

Of the 233,888 decisions the software made, only 420 had more than two alternatives. 

 
12

 Next to the first variant—Gentry’s choice—the reading with the smaller variant number is usually 

supported by more witnesses than those with larger variant numbers. While this option is purely arbitrary, it 

turns out to be rarely significant for determining the readings of the autograph. For determining the readings of 

the autograph the algorithm treats the exemplars of the last three branches to be constructed as siblings consti-

tuting the ancient independent witnesses. 
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Table 8.9 

Frequency of Exemplar Reading Rules 

(1)  by greater probability:  239,784 97.99% 

(2) by language deference 1,840 0.75% 

(3) by deferred ambiguity:  2,526 1.03% 

(4) by default to Gentry: 543 0.23% 

(5) by arbitrary choice 0 0.0% 

Total   244,693 100.00% 

 

Autographic Readings. The readings of the autographic text of the Book of Ecclesi-

astes were determined on the basis of consensus among the three most ancient independent 

witnesses. Table 8.10 lists the number of times each of the above rules was used in the pro-

cess of determining the autographic readings of the text of Ecclesiastes. The evidence indi-

cates that 99.91% of the readings were determined by “consensus among ancient independent 

witnesses,” and only 0.09% were determined by default to Gentry’s reading; and none were 

determined by arbitrary choice. 

 

Table 8.10 

Frequency of Exemplar Reading Rules 

for the Autographic Text 

(1)  by greater probability:  2,154 99.81% 

(2) by language deference  0 0% 

(3) by delayed ambiguity:  0 0% 

(4) by default to Gentry: 4 0.19% 

(5) by arbitrary choice 0 0.00% 

Total    2,156  100.00% 
 

 

Table 8.11 displays the distribution of autographic readings by consensus probability. 

The evidence indicates that 1,972 of the autographic readings were determined by 100% 

quantitative affinity, 182 by 66% affinity, and 4 by 33% (the ones deferred to Gentry’s 

choice). 
 

Agreement with Gentry’s Text. In the database used in this work, the first variant at 

each place of variation is the reading of Gentry’s text. The second and subsequent variants 

are the alternate readings listed in his database. Table 8.12 lists how often the various alter-

nate readings were determined to be original. The evidence indicates that the autographic text 

reconstructed by the genealogical software agrees with the text of Gentry in 2,058 of the 

2,158 places of variation or 95.37% of the time, and differs from Gentry’s text 100 times or 



 

 Genealogical History of Text of Ecclesiastes 171 

 

 

 

4.63% of the time. Table 8.13 lists the 100 places where the Lachmann-10 text differs from 

that of Gentry. 

 

 

Table 8.11 

Distribution of Autographic 

Readings by Probability 

Probability 
Number of 

Readings 

0.1 0 

0.2 0 

0.3 4 

0.4 0 

0.5 0 

0.6 182 

0.7 0 

0.8 0 

0.9 0 

1.0 1,972 

 

 

 

Table 8.12 

Frequency of Variants 

Variant 1  2,058 

Variant 2 49 

Variant 3  19 

Variant 4  16 

Variant 5  9 

Variant 6 6 

Variant 7 1 

Total 2,158 
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Table 8.13 

Places Where Lachmann-10 and Gentry Differ 

Reference Gentry Lachmann-10 Probability 

2:3,3.2 en ei h [1.00] 

2:3,4.6 elkusai elkusei [0.67] 

2:3,13.2 en me en [1.00] 

2:3,17.4 afrosunh eufrosunh [0.67] 

2:3,22.2 tou anqrwpou twn anqrwpwn [0.67] 

2:10,7.4 ouc ufeilon ouk apeicon [0.67] 

2:12,5.2 o omit [0.67] 

2:12,11.2 epoihsan epoihsen [1.00] 

2:12,12.2 authn auth [0.67] 

2:16,8.6 ai hmerai ai ercomenai taij hmeraij taij ercomenaij  [0.67] 

2:18,2.6 sun panta sumpanta [0.67] 

2:19,6.3 kai kai ei [1.00] 

2:20,4.2 thn kardian th kardia [1.00] 

2:22,1.2 oti ti oti [1.00] 

2:24,3.4 en anqrwpw tw anqrwpw [0.67] 

2:24,4.5 o ei mh o [1.00] 

4:1,6.6 sun pasaj taj sukofantiaj sumpasaj taj sukofantiaj [1.00] 

4:4,4.4 sun panta sumpanta [1.00] 

4:4,6.7 sun pasan sumpasan [0.67] 

4:5,1.2 o omit [0.67] 

4:6,5.2 plhrwma plhrwmata [1.00] 

4:8,5.2 kai kai ge [1.00] 

4:10,4.2 egerei egeirei [0.67] 

4:11,5.3 duo oi duo [1.00] 

4:14,2.2 desmiwn desmwn [0.67] 

4:14,8.2 egennhqh egenhqh [1.00] 

4:15,3.3 sun pantaj touj zwntaj sumpantaj touj zwntaj [1.00] 

4:15,11.2 sthsetai anasthsetai [1.00] 

4:17,2.3 poda ton poda [1.00] 

4:17,6.3 ean an [1.00] 

4:17,25.2 poiein poihsai [1.00] 

4:17,26.4 kakon kalon [0.67] 

5:1,11.4 tacunatw tacunetw [0.67] 

5:2,4.4 perispasmou peirasmou [1.00] 

5:3,2.5 kaqwj kaqwj an [1.00] 

5:5,6.4 examarthsai examartein [1.00] 

5:9,7.5 autwn autou [0.67] 

5:9,8.2 genhma genhmata [0.67] 
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Reference Gentry Lachmann-10 Probability 

5:10,4.3 esqontej esqiontej [0.67] 

5:14,11.2 ou omit [0.67] 

5:14,12.3 lhmyetai lhyetai [1.00] 

5:15,11.2 perisseia h perisseia  [1.00] 

5:15,12.3 autw autou [1.00] 

5:17,23.2 ean an [0.67] 

5:17,24.4 mocqh mocqhsh [0.67] 

5:18,2.2 o omit [1.00] 

5:18,15.2 tou omit [1.00] 

5:19,4.6 polla pollaj [1.00] 

6:2,27.3 touto kai ge touto [1.00] 

6:3,11.5 o ti oti [1.00] 

6:3,16.2 yuch h yuch [1.00] 

6:3,18.3 ou plhsqhsetai ouk emplhsqhsetai [1.00] 

6:3,20.2 thj omit [0.67] 

6:8,7.2 dia ti dioti [1.00] 

6:12,7.2 zwh zwh autou [1.00] 

6:12,15.2 autaj auta [0.67] 

7:7,7.5 apollusi apolluei [1.00] 

7:14,8.3 kai ge ide kai ge [1.00] 

7:14,9.2 sun omit [1.00] 

7:14,16.2 o anqrwpoj anqrwpoj [0.67] 

7:18,13.4 anhj mianhj [1.00] 

7:22,10.2 opwj oti wj [0.67] 

7:25,6.2 zhthsai tou zhthsai [0.67] 

7:25,12.3 sklhrian oclhrian [0.67] 

7:26,7.3 kai erw omit [1.00] 

7:26,8.2 pikroteron pikroteran [0.67] 

7:26,16.3 qhreumata qhrama [0.67] 

7:26,36.5 sullhmfqhsetai sullhfqhsetai [1.00] 

7:28,2.5 eti ezhthsen epezhthsen [0.67] 

8:1,1.2 tij wde sofoj tij oiden sofouj [0.67] 

8:4,2.4 lalei basileuj elousiazwn basileuj elousiazwn [0.67] 

8:8,9.3 elousia elousiazwn [1.00] 

8:9,3.4 sun pan touto sumpan touto [1.00] 

8:10,9.2 topou tou [1.00] 

8:16,10.4 kai ge kai [1.00] 

8:17,2.3 sun panta sumpanta [1.00] 

8:17,16.2 o anqrwpoj anqrwpoj [0.67] 

9:1,2.4 sun pan touto sumpan touto [1.00] 
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Reference Gentry Lachmann-10 Probability 

9:1,9.3 sun pan sumpan [1.00] 

9:1,14.2 ergasiai ai ergasiai [1.00] 

9:7,4.2 arton ton arton [1.00] 

9:9,1.2 ide zwhn kai ide zwhn [1.00] 

9:11,19.2 artoj o artoj [1.00] 

9:11,23.2 ploutoj o ploutoj [1.00] 

9:12,2.4 kai ge kai ge touto [0.67] 

9:12,23.2 uioi oi uioi [1.00] 

9:14,10.2 kuklwsh kuklwsei [1.00] 

9:14,12.2 oikodomhsh oikodomhsei [1.00] 

12:1,9.2 hmerai ai hmerai [0.67] 

12:3,2.3 ean an [1.00] 

12:5,8.2 anqhsh anqhsei [0.67] 

12:6,5.3 sunqlibh suntribh [0.67] 

12:6,9.2 udria h udria [0.67] 

12:9,5.5 eti kai oti [0.67] 

12:11,5.4 pefuteumenoi pepurwmenoi [0.67] 

12:12,2.6 fulaxai fulassou [0.67] 

12:13,4.2 akouetai akoue [1.00] 

12:13,7.2 o anqrwpoj anqrwpoj [0.67] 

12:14,1.5 sun pan to poihma sumpan to poihma [1.00] 

12:14,3.2 o qeoj axei 3 1 2 [0.67] 

 

Distinctive Variants 

 Distinctive readings are those that distinguish one branch of the stemma from all oth-

ers. They are the variants initiated the head exemplar of a branch. Together, but not neces-

sarily individually, they distinguish branches. This section identifies the distinguishing vari-

ants of the first-generation exemplars heading the three main branches of the stemma. 

 

First Recension. Exemplar Ex-312 is the head exemplar of the first main branch of 

the stemma. It differs from the text of the autograph by 22 readings.
13

 These variants consti-

tute the distinctive variants of this text tradition. The head exemplar may be regarded as a 

                                                 
 

13
 2:10,7.2[Ex-325$]; 2:16,5.2[Ex-325$]; 2:18,2.1[Ex-325$]; 2:18,10.2[Ex-325$]; 2:19,7.2; 2:20,7.3; 

4:4,13.2; 4:17,9.2; 5:3,17.3; 5:7,13.3[Ex-326$]; 5:18,10.4[Ex-325$]; 6:8,2.3[Ex-325$]; 6:12,15.1[Ex-325$]; 

7:26,16.1[Ex-325$]; 8:4,2.1[Ex-327$]; 8:17,16.1[Ex-325$]; 9:1,11.2[Ex-325$]; 9:8,4.2; 9:12,2.1[Ex-325$]; 

12:1,6.2; 12:1,9.1[Ex-325$]; 12:6,5.1[Ex-325$]. The exemplar listed in brackets is the most likely mixture 

source of its associated variant. Those marked with $ are hypothetical exemplars created by the software to ac-

count for the multiple initiation of the associated variant elsewhere in textual history. 
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recension that is the source of an independent major text tradition. It is the source from which 

Gentry’s Groups k and L ultimately derive their text. It is also the source from which sub-

groups of Gentry’s Groups B, O, and cII ultimately derive their texts. 

 

Second Recension. Exemplar Ex-316 is the head exemplar of the second main 

branch of the stemma. It differs from the text of the autograph by 132 readings.
14

 These vari-

ants constitute the distinctive variants of this text tradition. It may be regarded as a recension 

that is the source of the second independent major text tradition. It is the source from which 

Gentry’s Groups C, d, and OL ultimately derive their texts. In addition, it is the source from 

which one sub-group of Gentry’s Group B derives its text.  

 

Third Recension. Exemplar Ex-315 is the head exemplar of the third main branch of 

the stemma. It differs from the text of the autograph by 36 variants.
15

 These variants consti-

tute the distinctive variants of this text tradition. It may be regarded as a recension that is the 

source of the second independent text major tradition. It is the source from which sub-groups 

of Gentry’s Groups B, cII and O ultimately derive their texts.  

                                                 
 

14
 2:1,14.3[Ex-325$]; 2:3,4.2; 2:3,17.3[Ex-325$]; 2:9,4.4[Ex-325$]; 2:10,16.3[Ex-325$]; 2:10,20.2; 

2:10,21.2; 2:12,5.1[Ex-325$]; 2:12,10.7; 2:15,1.2; 2:15,7.2[Ex-325$]; 2:15,10.2[Ex-325$]; 2:16,3.2[Ex-325$]; 

2:16,8.1; 2:16,14.2; 2:17,11.2; 2:19,12.5[Ex-325$]; 2:20,3.2[Ex-325$]; 2:21,14.6[Ex-325$]; 2:23,4.2[Ex-325$]; 

2:24,5.3; 2:24,7.3[Ex-325$]; 2:26,21.2[Ex-325$]; 4:1,15.2[Ex-325$]; 4:1,20.2; 4:3,7.2; 4:4,6.3; 4:4,9.4[Ex-

326$]; 4:10,2.2[Ex-325$]; 4:10,3.3; 4:12,5.2[Ex-325$]; 4:13,3.2; 5:1,22.4[Ex-325$]; 5:3,11.2; 5:3,16.3; 5:4,5.2; 

5:5,22.2[Ex-325$]; 5:7,13.5[Ex-325$]; 5:7,15.3[Ex-325$]; 5:9,7.1; 5:11,11.2[Ex-325$]; 5:11,18.2; 5:13,4.2; 

5:14,11.1; 5:15,3.4; 5:15,14.2[Ex-325$]; 5:16,3.2; 5:18,14.2[Ex-325$]; 6:1,7.3[Ex-325$]; 6:2,23.2; 6:2,25.2; 

6:3,13.2[Ex-325$]; 6:3,19.2[Ex-325$]; 6:4,6.2[Ex-325$]; 6:5,8.3; 6:5,9.4; 6:6,15.2; 6:6,16.2; 6:10,13.2; 

6:11,3.2; 6:11,5.2[Ex-326$]; 6:12,9.2; 7:1,8.3[Ex-325$]; 7:1,9.2; 7:2,6.5[Ex-325$]; 7:3,1.2[Ex-325$]; 

7:5,6.2[Ex-325$]; 7:7,10.6; 7:8,7.2; 7:10,7.2[Ex-325$]; 7:12,13.3; 7:14,2.3; 7:14,13.3; 7:15,1.3[Ex-325$]; 

7:16,1.2; 7:16,2.2[Ex-325$]; 7:17,2.2; 7:17,4.2; 7:17,7.2; 7:21,2.2[Ex-325$]; 7:21,6.5; 7:22,10.1[Ex-325$]; 

7:22,12.5; 7:24,10.4[Ex-325$]; 7:25,12.1[Ex-325$]; 7:26,30.2; 7:26,33.2; 7:28,2.2[Ex-325$]; 8:1,1.4[Ex-325$]; 

8:6,1.3; 8:6,3.2; 8:6,5.3; 8:7,7.2; 8:9,9.2; 8:11,11.3[Ex-325$]; 8:14,6.2; 8:14,14.2; 8:16,4.2[Ex-325$]; 8:16,9.2; 

8:17,17.4; 8:17,21.2[Ex-325$]; 9:1,5.3[Ex-325$]; 9:1,23.2; 9:1,24.4; 9:3,17.3; 9:6,9.3; 9:8,7.2[Ex-325$]; 

9:9,13.2; 9:11,27.2; 9:12,24.2[Ex-325$]; 9:12,28.3[Ex-325$]; 9:14,3.2; 9:15,6.2; 9:16,6.4[Ex-325$]; 9:16,11.2; 

9:17,9.2[Ex-325$]; 12:1,7.2[Ex-325$]; 12:1,11.2[Ex-325$]; 12:1,17.3[Ex-325$]; 12:4,6.2; 12:5,6.3[Ex-325$]; 

12:6,4.2[Ex-325$]; 12:6,11.3[Ex-325$]; 12:7,1.3; 12:7,8.2[Ex-325$]; 12:10,3.2[Ex-325$]; 12:11,10.3; 

12:12,3.2[Ex-325$]; 12:12,4.2; 12:13,5.6[Ex-325$]; 12:14,8.5[Ex-325$]; 12:14,10.3[Ex-325$]. 

 
15

 2:3,22.1[Ex-325$]; 2:8,4.2[Ex-325$]; 2:12,12.1[Ex-325$]; 2:24,3.1[Ex-325$]; 4:4,10.5[Ex-325$]; 

4:5,1.1[Ex-325$]; 4:10,4.1[Ex-325$]; 4:14,2.1[Ex-325$]; 4:16,11.2; 4:17,26.1[Ex-325$]; 5:1,11.1[Ex-325$]; 

5:9,8.1[Ex-326$]; 5:10,4.1[Ex-325$]; 5:17,23.1[Ex-325$]; 5:17,24.1[Ex-325$]; 6:3,20.1[Ex-325$]; 6:5,8.2; 

6:7,7.4[Ex-325$]; 6:11,5.3[Ex-325$]; 7:2,17.2; 7:14,16.1[Ex-325$]; 7:15,1.5; 7:18,17.4[Ex-325$]; 7:25,6.1[Ex-

325$]; 7:26,8.1[Ex-325$]; 9:9,11.2; 9:11,2.2[Ex-325$]; 9:11,18.2[Ex-325$]; 9:11,21.2; 12:5,8.1[Ex-325$]; 

12:6,9.3[Ex-325$]; 12:9,5.2; 12:11,5.1[Ex-325$]; 12:12,2.1[Ex-325$]; 12:13,7.1[Ex-325$]; 12:14,3.1[Ex-

325$]; 
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Distribution of Variants 

 One of the assumptions of the present genealogical theory is that at every place of 

variation one of the readings is that of the autograph.
16

 It is of interest to know when and 

where the variant readings of Ecclesiastes were initiated and subsequently inherited through-

out the genealogical history of its text. Ideally one would expect a variant to be initiated only 

once in history and to be persistently inherited in the subsequent descendants of the exemplar 

in which it was initiated. That is expected of singularities in extant witnesses. That may also 

be expected of significant intentional alterations or even of unusual accidents. But many var-

iants are the result of common scribal errors. This kind of variant is expected to have been 

initiated more than once in random genealogically unrelated places in history. Likewise, in 

the case of mixture, when a scribe departed from the primary exemplar he was following and 

copied a reading from another source, the borrowed reading became initiated an additional 

time. So some variants are expected to have been initiated more than once in history. This 

section discusses the distribution of the variants of the text of Ecclesiastes in its reconstructed 

genealogical history. Three different types of distribution are demonstrated in this section: 

(1) the variants having no distribution; (1) variants with no distribution; (2) the variants at a 

place where multiple readings are almost all initiated only once; (3) a place where the auto-

graphic reading is initiated several times by mixture; and (4) a place where the reconstructed 

autographic reading differs from that of Gentry’s text. 

 

 Variants with No Distribution. Nineteen of the variants in the database occurred 

only once, being a singularity in an extant witness.
17

 In the Lachmann-10 reconstruction 

method, singularities cannot possibly contribute to the structure of the stemma, but will al-

ways be found at the end of a branch.  

 

Variants Initiated Mostly Only Once. Of the 6,093 variants in the database, all were 

initiated only once in the history of the text, the other instances of initiation are explained as 

mixture. Of interest are those places of variation where a number of alternate variants occur 

but the autographic reading is initiated only once. Place of variation 8:3,1 is such an example, 

                                                 
 

16
 Of course it is possible that on rare occasions an autographic reading was totally lost in history. But 

that must have occurred very early in all the surviving text traditions, otherwise it has survived at least with a 

trace. 

 
17

 2:2,6.2; 2:3,2.3; 2:12,10.9; 2:12,12.9; 2:16,2.2; 2:18,2.4; 2:24,4.9; 6:10,5.2; 7:12,2.2; 7:19,2.7; 

7:26,18.2; 7:29,10.3; 8:2,3.9; 8:8,6.3; 8:15,14.9; 9:4,3.3; 12:3,1.2; 12:11,5.9; 12:12,6.3. 
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having eight alternate readings. Figures 8.3.1 through 8.3.3 display the historical distribution 

of the variants at place of variation 8:3,1.  

 

Figure 8.3.1 

Distribution of Variants at Place of Variation 8:3,1 
      Autog-1     

           

Ex-312-1      Ex-316-1    Ex-315-1 
           

Fig. 8.3.2  Ex-304-2  Ex-301-1    Ex-288-1  Fig. 8.3.3 

           
  Group Ca-2  Group Cb-1 Ex-314-1  Group Cc-1  

           

  Ex-313-1  Ex-308-1   Ex-309-1  Ex-249-1  
             Arm-1   

Ex-218-1 Ex-233-1 Ex-235-1      Aeth-1 Ex-289-1 Ex-307-1 Ex-231-1 Ex-303-1 Ex-291-1 Ex-223-1 252*-1 

   539*-1        
GregNy-1 Dion^lem-1 Ex-234-1       443*1 Sa^II-1 Ex-209-1 Group Bc-1  Group OL-x Group d-1  Ex-212-1 549*-1 

           

  539^c-1        A*-1         C*-1 
           

                    Fig. 8.3.2     
           
      Ex-312-1     

           

 Ex-207-1   818-0  Ex-283-1   Ex-285-1  
           

S*-1 

 Ex-274-1 Ex-260-1 Ex-270-1 Ex-279-1           Ex-282  Ex-272-1 Ex-224-1   
           

 766^I-1 Group Ba-1  Group k-1 Group L-1 Ex-259-1    Ex-239-1  728 -6 Ex-241-1   645*-1   

           
                    Group cIIa-1 Group Oa-1     36*-1 Ex-284-1 Ex-277-1  

           

       Ex-211-1 Ex-254-1 Ex-265-1 248*-1 
           

      795*-1    548*-1 Ex-240-1  248^c-1 

           
         296*-1 Ex-257-1 Ex-237-4  

           

          161* Ex-217-1 Ex-236-4 547^mg-4 
           

          338*-1  547*-4  

Fig. 8.3.3 
           

      Ex-315     

           
 Ex-269-1   Ex-263-1  Ex-311-1  Ex-305-1  

           

125^II-1 Ex-228-1                Group Bb-1 Ex-297-1 Ex-310-1 Dam-1 Ex-245 998* 
           

 542^tx-1   Met-1      698-1 Ex-302-1 Ex-306-1   543* 

           

                     Group Oa-1 Ex-294-1 OL^E-1   

           

       Group cIIb-1    

 

Some of the witnesses in Group OL supported option1 and others supported option 2.  
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At this place of variation these eight alternate readings occur: 

 

8:3,1.1  apo proswpou autou poreush 
 8:3,1.2  omit 

 8:3,1.3  pro proswpou autou poreush 

 8:3,1.4  apo proswpou de autou poreush 

 8:3,1.5  apo proswpou autou mh poreush 

 8:3,1.6  apo proswpou autou poreusei 
 8:3,1.7  apo proswpou autou poreuqhnai 
 8:3,1.8  apo proswpou autou 
 

These variants were initiated in the genealogical stemma in the following witnesses:
18

 
 

8:3,1.1  Autograph only 

8:3,1.2  Ex-219: head of a small sub-branch in Group cIIa  

Ex-304: head of Group Ca 

Ms 357: a lone witness in Group d 

8:3,1.3  Mss 161^c, 248^c: lone witnesses in ranch headed by Ex-277 

8:3,1.4  Ex-237: head of a small sub-branch of branch headed by Ex-277 

Ex-298: head of a main branch of Group OL 

8:3,1.5  Ex-245: head of a small 3
rd

 generation sub-branch under Ex-315 

Ex-275: head of a sub-branch in Group OL 

Ms OL^M: a lone independent witness 

8:3,1.6  Ms 728: lone independent witness 

8:3,1.7  Ex-276: head of a small sub-branch in Group OL 

Mss 298, 788, Hi, OL^Bcom, OL^Ecom, OL^Hcom, OL^Mcom: 

lone independent witnesses 

 8:3,1.8  Ms 475: lone witness in Group Oa 

 

This instance of an autographic reading initiated only once is more diverse than near-

ly all the others of this type, having eight alternatives; most others have less. The variants at 

this place of variation experienced nearly perfect hereditary persistence. 

 

 Multiple Initiation of Autographic reading. Also of interest is an example of 

where an autographic reading is reinitiated several times in history by means of mixture. 

Place of Variation 2:12,10 is an example of this condition, having eight alternatives. Figures 

8.4.1 through 8.4.3 display the historical distribution of the six variants at place of variation 

2:12,10 where such distribution occurs. 

  

                                                 
 

18
 The witness listed with bold faced letters was the one where the associated variant first originated in 

history; the others were subsequently initiated by mixture. It is reasonable to assume that mixture occurred for 

the purpose of correction. 
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Figure 8.4.1 

Historical Distribution of Variants at 2:12,10 
 

      Autog-1     

           
Ex-312-1      Ex-316-7    Ex-315-1 

           

Fig. 8.4.2  Ex-304-7   Ex-301-7    Ex-288-7  Fig. 8.4.3 
           

  Group Ca-7  Group Cb  Ex-314-1  Group Cc-7  

           
  Ex-313-1  Ex-308-1   Ex-309-2  Ex-249-1  

             Arm-4   

Ex-218-2 Ex-233-x-1 Ex-235-1      Aeth-6 Ex-289-1 Ex-307-2 Ex-231-2 Ex-303-1 Ex-291-6 Ex-223-1 252*-1 
   539*-1        

GregNy-2 Chr-1 Ex-234-0       443*-1 Sa^II-1 Ex-209-2 Group Bc-2  Group OL-x  Group d-6  Ex-212-0 549*-1 

           
  539^c-0        A*-2         C*-0 

           

                    Fig. 8.4.2     
           

      Ex-312     

           
 Ex-207-1   818-0  Ex-283-6   Ex-285-1  

           

S*-1 
 Ex-274-0 Ex-260-0 Ex-270-0 Ex-279-6           Ex-282 -6 Ex-272-1 Ex-224-4   

           

 766^I-0    Group Ba-0 Group k-0 Group L-6 Ex-259-6   Ex-239-6  728-1   Ex-241-1   645*-4   
           

                   Group cIIa-6 Group Oa-6     36*-1 Ex-284-1 Ex-277-1  

           
       Ex-211-0 Ex-254-0 Ex-265-1 248*-1 

           

      795*-0    548*-0 Ex-240-0  248^mg-1 
           

         296*-0 Ex-257-1 Ex-237-6  

           
          161*-1 Ex-217-1 Ex-236-6 547^mg-6 

           

          338*-1  547*-6  
           

           

      Fig. 8.4.3     
           

      Ex-315-1     

           
 Ex-269-1   Ex-263-1  Ex-311-1  Ex-305-1  

           

125^II-1 Ex-228-1                Group Bb-x Ex-297-1 Ex-310-1 Dam-1 Ex-245-1 998*-2 
           

 542^tx-1   Met-1      698-5 Ex-302-1 Ex-306-6   543*-1 

           
                     Group Oa-x Ex-294-6 OL^E-1   

           

       Group cIIb-6    

 

In Group OL some witnesses support option 1, 4, or 6. In Group Oa some witnesses support 

option 1, 3, 4, 5, or 8. In Group Bb some witnesses support option 1 or 2. 
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At this place of variation there are eight alternate readings: 

 

 2:12,10.1 sun ta osa 

 2:12,10.2 ta osa 

 2:12,10.3 sun osa 

 2:12,10.4 osa 

 2:12,10.5 sun panta osa 

 2:12,10.6 sumpanta osa 
 2:12,10.7 panta osa 
 2:12,10.8 sun ta panta 

 

These variants were initiated in the genealogical stemma in the following exemplars: 

 

2:12,10.1 Autograph  

Ex-272: head of small 3
rd

 generation  sub-branch under Ex-283 

Ex-303: head of Group OL 

Ex-314: head of 2
nd

 generation sub-branch under Ex-316 

Mss OL^E, OL^Ecom Sa^II, Arm  

2:12,10.2 Ex-218: head of a 4
th

 generation sub-branch under Ex-314 

Ex-219: head of a small sub-branch in Group cIIa 

Ex-221: head of a sub-branch in Group Bb 

Ex-307: head of a 4
th

 generation sub-branch under Ex-314 

Mss S*, 357, 998*, 998^c: lone independent witnesses 

2:12,10.3 Ex-229: head of a sub-branch in Group Oa 

Ex-232: head of a sub-branch in Group Oa 

2:12,10.4 Ex-224: head of a 3
rd

 generation sub-branch Ex-283 

Ex-252: head of a sub-branch in Group OL 

Ex-296: head of a sub-branch in Group OL 

2:12,10.5 Mss 339, 698: lone independent witnesses 

2:12,10.6 Ex-237: head of a 5
th

 generation sub-branch under Ex-277 

Ex-283: head of a 2
nd

 generation branch under Ex-312 

Ex-287: head of a small sub-branch in Group OL 

Ex-291: head of Group d 

Ex-306: head of a 4
th

 generation independent OL sub-branch 

Mss 299, Aeth, Dion^lem, Dion^com: lone independent witnesses 

 2:12,10.7 Ex-316: head of a 1
st
 generation branch of stemma 

 2:12,10.8 Mss Did^lem, Did^com: lone independent witnesses 

 

This instance of an autographic reading initiated more than once is more diverse than 

nearly all of the others, having eight alternatives; most others have less. The multiple initia-

tion of the autographic reading is best explained as corrections by mixture from nearby wit-

nesses in the same branch. In spite of the diversity, this distribution also exhibits considerable 

hereditary persistence. 



 

 Genealogical History of Text of Ecclesiastes 181 

 

 

 

Autographic Reading Differing from That of Gentry. Also of interest are the 100 

autographic readings recovered by Lachmann-10 that are different from those recovered by 

Gentry’s method. Place of variation 2:16,8 provides an instance having eight alternate read-

ings where Gentry’s method recovered the first variant and Lachmann-10 recovered the sec-

ond. Figures 8.5.1 through 8.5.3 display the historical distribution of the variants at that 

place. 

 

Figure 8.5.1 

Historical Distribution of Variants at 2:16,8 
      Autog-6     

           

Ex-312-6      Ex-316-1    Ex-315-6 

           

Fig. 8.5.2  Ex-304-1  Ex-301-1    Ex-288-1  Fig. 8.5.3 

           
  Group Ca-1  Group Cb-x Ex-314-1  Group Cc-1  

           

  Ex-313-1  Ex-308-2   Ex-309-1  Ex-249-6  
             Arm-6   

Ex-218-1 Ex-233-5 Ex-235-1      Aeth-4 Ex-289-2 Ex-307-6 Ex-231-1 Ex-303-1 Ex-291-6 Ex-223-6 252*-6 

   539*-1        
GregNy-1   Dion^lem-5 Ex-234-0       443*-2 Sa^II-1 Ex-209-6     Group Bc-1  Group OL-x Group d-6 Ex-212-0 549*-6 

           

  539^c-0        A*-6         C*-0 
           

                    Fig. 8.5.2     
           
      Ex-312-6     

           

 Ex-207-1   818-0  Ex-283-6   Ex-285-6  

           

S^1-1 

 Ex-274-6 Ex-260-6 Ex-270-6 Ex-279-2           Ex-282-6  Ex-272-6 Ex-224-3   
           

 766^II-6   Group Ba-6 Group k-6 Group L-2 Ex-259-6   Ex-239-6   728-6  Ex-241-6   645*-3   

           
                   Group cIIa-6   Group Oa-6     36*-6 Ex-284-6 Ex-277-6  

           

       Ex-211-6 Ex-254-6 Ex-265 248*-6 
           

      795*-6    548*-6 Ex-240-6  248^c 

           
         296*-6 Ex-257-6 Ex-237-6  

           

          161*-6 Ex-217-6 Ex-236-6 547^c-6 
           

          338*-6  547*-6  

            

      Fig. 8.5.3     
           

      Ex-315-6     
           

 Ex-269-6   Ex-263-6  Ex-311  Ex-305  

           
125^II-6 Ex-228-6                Group Bb-x Ex-297-6 Ex-310-6 Dam-1 Ex-245 998* 

           

 542^tx-6   Met-6      698-6 Ex-302-6 Ex-306-6   543* 
           

                    Group Oa-6 Ex-294-6 OL^E-1   

           

       Group cIIb-6    
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In Group Bb some witness support option 3 or 6. In Groups Cb and OL, some witnesses sup-

port options 1, 3, or 6. 

 

At this place of variation the following eight alternate readings occur: 

 

2:16,8.1 ai hmerai ai ercomenai 
2:16,8.2 ai hmerai diercomenai 
2:16,8.3 ai hmerai ercomenai 
2:16,8.4 hmerai ercontai 
2:16,8.5 omit 

2:16,8.6 taij hmeraij taij ercomenaij 
 2:16,8.7 taij ercomenaij 
 2:16,8.8 en taij hmeraij taij ercomenaij 
 

These variants were initiated in the genealogical stemma in the following exemplars: 

 

2:16,8.1 Ex-207: head of a small 2
nd

 generation branch under Ex-312 

Ex-210: head of a small sub-branch in Group L 

Ex-219: head of a small sub-branch in Group cIIa 

Ex-316: head of one of the first generation branches of the stemma 

Mss OL^E, OL^Ecom, 788, Sa^I, Sa^II, Chr, Dam 

2:16,8.2 Ex-279: head of Group L 

Ex-308: head of a 3
rd

 generation sub-branch under Ex-314 

2:16,8.3 Ex-221: head of  sub-branch in Group Bb 

Ex-224: head of a small 3
rd

 generation sub-branch under Ex-283 

Ex-244: head of a 3
rd

 generation sub-branch in Group C 

Ex-280: head of a small 8
th

 generation sub-branch in Group OL 

2:16,8.4 Ex-305: head of a 2
nd

 generation sub-branch under Ex-315 

Ms Aeth: lone independent witness 

2:16,8.5 Ex-233: head of a 4
th

 generation sub-branch under Ex-314 

2:16,8.6 Autograph  

Ex-208: head of a 5
th

 generation sub-branch in Group C 

Ex-245: head of a 3
rd

 generation sub-branch under Ex-315 

Ex-249: head of a 3
rd

 generation sub-branch under Ex-314 

Ex-291: head of Group d 

Ex-296: head of a sub-branch in Group OL 

Ex-307: head of a 4
th

 generation sub-branch under Ex-314 

  Mss S^c, Arm, Syh^tx, Syh^mg, Hi, GregNY^com 

 2:16,8.7 Ex-261: head of a sub-branch in Group cIa 

 2:16,8.8 Ms 475: lone independent witness 

 

 This is an instant where Gentry’s reading is found almost exclusively in only one 

of the three main text traditions, whereas the reading of alternative six is strongly supported 

by the other two main traditions. 



 

 Genealogical History of Text of Ecclesiastes 183 

 

 

 

 Evaluation of Results 

 The results of this study are very encouraging. Gentry’s database appears suitable for 

reconstruction on the basis of number of witnesses, the distribution of their dates in history, 

good percentage of complete witnesses, a suitable amount of commonness among the wit-

nesses, limited variableness, and a relatively strong average mutual affinity. The reconstruct-

ed stemma satisfied very well the expectations of single initiation of variants, hereditary per-

sistence of variants, successful deferred ambiguity. The reconstructed stemma matched Gen-

try’s groups relatively well, recovering four perfectly and four nearly perfectly; and it recon-

structed an autographic text agreeing with that of Gentry by 95.37%. 

 

 No claim is made of perfection because a number of sources of ambiguity exist, and 

still much needs to be known of how to correctly the branches originating in the earliest gen-

erations of history. But hopefully the present theory and its implementation are good steps in 

the right direction. 
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CHAPTER 9 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

 The genealogical software and the theory it emulates were successful in reconstruct-

ing a genealogical history of the Greek text of the Gospel of Matthew. The software made 

use of a modified version of the textual apparatus in the 27
th

 edition of the Nestle-Aland 

Greek New Testament. Using index numbers to represent the variant readings in the witness-

es to the text, the computer constructed a kind of genetic code for each witness based on its 

unique combination of variant readings. Then employing the basic principles of heredity, a 

relatively simple tree diagram was constructed representing the genealogical history of the 

text. 

 

 Heredity is the underlying principle of genealogical relationships. Because manu-

scripts of a text were copied from exemplars of earlier generations of the text, of necessity 

they have genealogical relationships. For manuscripts, quantitative affinity (consensus of var-

iant readings) and a sibling gene, coupled with historical directionality constitute the varia-

bles for computing genealogical heredity. For variant readings, on the other hand, the domain 

of heredity is limited to their place of variation. There, heredity is determined by consensus 

among sibling sister witnesses and by what I call evidence of variant inheritance.
1
 The soft-

ware uses the heredity of manuscripts and the heredity of variant readings to guide the recon-

struction of a historical genealogical tree diagram. 

 

 Mixture occurred when a scribe copied from more than one exemplar—a primary 

parent exemplar and one or more secondary exemplars. The readings of a manuscript were 

inherited from its primary parent exemplar or borrowed by mixture from its secondary parent 

exemplars; otherwise a variant was newly introduced by scribal error (either accidentally or 

intentionally) thus initiating a new line of heredity. A good number of witnesses had no mix-

ture, but considerable mixture occurred in others. As it turned out, the presence of mixture 

                                                 
 

1
 At any place in the genealogical history of a text, the evidence of a variant’s inheritance is its pres-

ence in other witnesses of the same or earlier generations. 
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does not affect the reconstruction of the genealogical tree, but it is very useful in identifying 

the places in genealogical history where variants were initiated, in tracing the genealogical 

history of variants, and in identifying recensions. 

The Effect of Recensions 

 The genealogical theory and associated software were designed to reconstruct the ge-

nealogical history of texts where the copying process was simple, without any radical discon-

tinuities. It was anticipated that the initiation and transmission of textual variants would be 

gradual and that the tree would develop three or four main branches corresponding to the 

commonly accepted text types. However, the theory and software also made provision for 

radical dislocations if they perchance had occurred. As it turned out radical dislocations did 

occur in the form of some major and minor recensions.
2
 Furthermore, the most radical recen-

sions took place in the earliest generation that genealogical relationships could be reasonably 

determined. This information indicates that in the earliest days of New Testament history its 

text was in flux and its genealogical history for that time period cannot be confidently recon-

structed.  These details could have resulted in disappointment except that the earliest recen-

sions, though diverse from one another, nevertheless had sufficient consensus to identify the 

autographic readings. 

Binary Branches 

 The genealogical tree diagram reconstructed by the software is rarely binary, that is, 

there are rarely only two branches where the tree divides. Table 6.3 in Chapter 6 indicates 

that only 31 out of 382 branches were binary—that is, 8.1%. Critics of the genealogical theo-

ry claim that the methodology fails whenever there are only two branches, because no con-

sensus can exist where there are only two alternatives. That would be true except for the 

principle of deferred ambiguity. In such cases, where ambiguity exists in one witness, its sis-

ter has the inherited reading.  

 

A reading has evidence of variant inheritance when it is also found in witnesses of 

earlier generations. A reading will not be found in any witness dating in a generation prior to 

the one in which the reading first originated. Autographic readings have continual evidence 

of variant inheritance; all others acquire that evidence in the generation of their origin subse-

                                                 
 

2
 A recension is recognized by the introduction of a larger number of variants than normal in a witness, 

usually also accompanied by a larger number of secondary parent exemplars—mixture. 
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quent to the autograph. The evidence of variant inheritance usually decides between two 

equally probable readings; but where even that fails, a final appeal can be made indirectly to 

internal evidence. So a binary construction does not turn out to be a crucial weakness. Still, 

some may be concerned that the earliest history of the text is determined by such diverse wit-

nesses. However, Table 7.4 of Chapter 7 indicates that 97.61% of the textual decisions made 

in the reconstruction of the historical tree diagram were made on the basis consensus and de-

ferred ambiguity; so diversity was not a significant deterrent. Furthermore, Table 7.5 of 

Chapter 7 indicates that 100% of the autographic readings were decided on the basis of con-

sensus. 

So What! 

 Someone may ask: “After all those painstaking computations, what is now known 

that was not already known by means of traditional textual critical methodology?” The an-

swer should be self-evident, but for the sake of review, here is a list of the more prominent 

bits of knowledge the computations provide: 

 

(1) A rigorous construction of the genealogical history of the witnesses to the text, 

something that did not previously exist. 

(2) A precise account of the genealogical history of each variant reading, including its 

place of origin and subsequent distribution, something that did not previously ex-

ist. 

 (3) The identity of the autographic readings based on an unbiased implementation of 

the laws of heredity, together with the mathematical probability of each one, in-

stead of educated estimates. 

(4) An accurate description of the content and structure of the traditional text types, 

and their internal and external genealogical relationships, instead of educated es-

timates. 

(5) Hopefully a better understanding of the laws of heredity as they apply to manu-

scripts. 

 

 The laws of heredity have been applied to the factual evidence derived from the exist-

ing witnesses to the text of Matthew. They have been applied with mathematical precision 

apart for human intervention and bias. Hopefully the results provide a better understanding of 

the history of the text. In either case, no claim is made that the derived history and the text 
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identified as autographic are free from uncertainty. The results are dependent on the validity 

of the underlying theory and its software implementation. Undoubtedly the future will bring 

forth improved theory and implementation. 

 

James D. Price 

January 2014 

 

 

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 

 

Critical Analysis of the Theory 
 

  



 

190 Critical Analysis of the Theory  

 

 

 

  



 

 Appendix A 191 

 

 

 

 

Critical Analysis 

 One is intuitively inclined to be skeptical of the possibility of computer software or 

any other methodology being able to reconstruct the actual genealogical history of an ancient 

text and to recover its actual autographic readings based on the evidence derived from its 

surviving witnesses. This study is a critical analysis of such a task based on the surviving 

witnesses to the Greek New Testament,
1
 the Septuagint,

2
 and test problems.

3
 The study is 

both theoretical and pragmatic in that it deals with theoretical principles
4
 as tested or evaluat-

ed by factual evidence from actual witnesses
5
 to a text.  

Factual Evidence 

 The global complexity of textual criticism may cause one to lose sight of the vast 

amount of factual evidence available. The various lines of factual evidence available for 

study are as follows: 

 (1) It is taken as fact that all witnesses are genealogical descendants of one original 

document called the autograph.
6
 

 (2) The readings in any extant witness consist of the collection of all the uncorrected 

variants of all its actual ancestral exemplars, plus any variants initiated by its own copyist. 

 (3) Each witness has a reliable date of the time when it was copied. 

 (4) Each witness has some degree of genetic affinity with all the other witnesses ex-

cept the fragmentary witnesses having no common segments of text. But then fragmentary 

witnesses are not used in the reconstruction process except for establishing dates. 

                                                 
 

1
 Primarily the text of the Gospel of Matthew as recorded in the textual apparatus in the 27

th
 edition of 

the Nestle-Aland Greek New testament, but the other books are discussed to a lesser degree. 

 
2
 The textual apparatus of the book of Ecclesiastes as supplied by Peter Gentry. 

 
3
 Test problems were created by computer software having a predetermined text and genealogical his-

tory simulating that of actual texts. 

 
4
 The theoretical principles are those of the theory of genealogical textual criticism introduced in this 

book. 

  
5
 The witnesses include Greek manuscripts, the Greek text behind various translations, and quotations 

from church fathers. 

 
6
 If this were not the case, as some scholars propose, the ancestral exemplar from which each alleged 

edition originated would appear in the stemma as the head of a branch containing the witnesses to that edition. 
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Theoretical Considerations 

 The basic step of the present theoretical methodology begins with a group of witness-

es consisting of the most remote active witness
7
 in the data-base along with one or more sis-

ter
8
 witnesses, and using the readings of that group of sister witnesses to reconstruct the par-

ent exemplar of the group. The readings of the parent exemplar are determined on the basis 

of consensus among the sibling witnesses in the group, and where consensus fails
9
 the prin-

ciple of deferred ambiguity decides which reading is inherited and which is newly initiated. 

While this procedure is intuitively reasonable, it is somewhat simplistic and is vulnerable to a 

number of subtle complications that may diminish the feasibility of successfully reconstruct-

ing the genealogical history of the text and recovering its autographic readings. The follow-

ing discussion addresses these complications, hopefully all of them. 

Fragmentary Witnesses 

 Many of the extant witnesses to ancient literary texts are fragmentary, some seriously 

so. Including them in the active database is problematic because they seriously affect the 

structure of a reconstructed stemma. This happens because at every place of variation where 

a witness has a lacuna it has the potential of matching any of the alternate readings there. 

This results in a fragmentary witness being prematurely and incorrectly included in a sibling 

group in the reconstruction process. Consequently, they must be excluded from the active 

database while the stemma is being reconstructed, and subsequently inserted into the recon-

structed stemma where they best fit by quantitative affinity. However, if the stemma is recon-

structed strictly on the basis of fully complete witnesses, it has minimal exemplars with many 

sibling daughters some of which obviously do not belong in the sibling group. This happens 

because some significant branches in genealogical history have only fragmentary witnesses, 

as for example, the various versions,
10

 and they should be allowed to develop independently 

in spite of potential error. 

                                                 
 

7
 The concept of remoteness involves an element of uncertainty depending on how it is determined; 

this is discussed in a subsequent section. A witness is active if it has not yet been connected into a developing 

branch of the stemma or is the unconnected head exemplar of an already developed branch. 

 
8
 The concept of sisterhood also involves an element of uncertainty depending on how it is determined; 

the method for determining sisterhood is discussed in a subsequent section. 

 
9
 Consensus fails at a given place of variation when the number of alternate readings is the same as the 

number of sibling sisters in the group. This always happens when the group has only two sisters, but only occa-

sionally when there is more than two. 

 
10

 The editors of the NA-27 database correctly left a lacuna at the places where the translation could 

not be clearly be identified with a Greek equivalent. 
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 It was first thought that fragmentary witnesses with greater than 60 percent complete-

ness should be included in the database, but that turned out to be too lenient, permitting 

faulty grouping. Experimentation revealed that at least the most complete witnesses of the 

versions, papyri, and majuscules should be included in the active database in order to enable 

their associated branches to develop. For Matthew the best cutoff value was 80 percent; this 

compromise produced good grouping with minimal misplacements. This value may need ad-

justment for each book so as to include representatives of known text traditions.  

Sisterhood 

 Sisterhood is one of the crucial sources of uncertainty. Unfortunately, the criteria used 

to determine sisterhood actually identifies only nearest genealogical relatives among the ac-

tive witnesses in the database. Because of the relative paucity of witnesses in a given study, 

the actual sisters of a given witness may not have survived and its only surviving nearest 

relatives may be an aunt or cousin of an unknown number of generations removed. In such 

cases, while the consensus readings of a group of “sister” witnesses will accurately recover 

the readings of their actual common ancestor exemplar, the readings where a “sister” witness 

disagrees with its “siblings” may or may not be initial or that of the common ancestor; in-

stead, its reading may be that of one of its unrecoverable intermediate ancestral exemplars. 

This condition is not serious when the witnesses in a sibling group are indeed actual sisters.  

Actual Sisters 

 If the witnesses in a sibling group are actual sisters then all the readings they share are 

actual readings of their true but non-extant parent exemplar. These readings can be assigned 

with certainty to the parent exemplar being reconstructed. Uncertainty exists only in the plac-

es of variation where the sisters have different readings, and the uncertainty persists mainly 

only when there are only two sisters. Let the following stemma represent the actual genealog-

ical history of a branch of seven witnesses, where witness A is the ancestral exemplar of the 

others, having inherited all its readings from its ancestors except the set of mutant variants a 

which its copyist initiated and were passed on as an inheritance to the entire branch of which 

it is the head.
11

 Witnesses B and C are actual sibling daughters of A, having inherited all its 

readings (including variants a) except variants b and c respectively which their copyists initi-

ated and were passed on as an inheritance to their descendants; witnesses D and E are actual 

sibling daughters of B, having inherited all its readings (including variants a and b) except 

variants d and e respectively which their copyists initiated; and witnesses F and G are actual 

                                                 
 

11
 In each case, the lower case letters represent a set of one or more mutant variants initiated by the 

copyist in the given witness. 
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sibling daughters of C, having inherited all its readings (including variants a and c) except 

variants f and g respectively which their copyists initiated. It goes without saying that all the 

descendants of A inherited all its inherited readings except those that were altered by the mu-

tant variants initiated by their respective copyists. 

 

           A 

 

      B            C 

 

 

       D            E            F         G 

 

 

  

 This stemma illustrates that each witness contains the inherited variants of its ancestor 

exemplars: D and E contain variants a and b of exemplar B; F and G contain variants a and c 

of exemplar C; and B and C contain variants a of exemplar A, assuming that the variants 

were not corrected or altered and that they occur in different places of variation.
12

  

 

 Now suppose that witnesses A, B, and C have perished and only witnesses D, E, F, 

and G have survived. The following diagram represents the initial textual data available to  

the reconstruction process.
13

 

 

       D           E             F       G 

 

 

 

 Considering the number of times each set of variants occurs, variants d, e, f, and g 

occur only once in the database, being the variants initiated in D, E, F, and G by their respec-

tive copyists; they are singularities, contributing nothing to the reconstruction process. Vari-

ants b occur twice
14

 in the database, being common only to D and E, and are the variants ini-

                                                 
 

12
 Actually such corrections or alterations make little difference to the reconstruction process because 

they become part of the variants initiated in the witness where such alterations took place. 

 
13

 In this simple example all the terminal witness of the branch under discussion are extant. This is not 

the case in actual textual studies, making the reconstruction procedure more complicated. But the discussion 

starts here in order to lay the foundation for subsequent treatment of more complex situations. 

 
14

 That is the minimal frequency count of the variants in D and E. If there had been three sisters in the 

group, the count would have been three. The minimal frequency count of the variants in a witness identifies the 

a 

ab 

abd 

ac 

abe acf acg 

abd abe acf acg 
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tiated in their actual but non-extant parent exemplar B. The set of variants b constitute the 

sibling gene of witnesses D and E; it uniquely identifies them as sisters. Likewise, variants c 

occur twice in the database, being common only to F and G, and the variants initiated in their 

actual but non-extant parent exemplar C. The set of variants c constitute the sibling gene of 

witnesses F and G; it uniquely identifies then as sisters. Variants a occur four times in the 

database, being common to witnesses D, E, F, and G, and are the variants initiated in A, their 

actual but non-extant ancestral exemplar two generations removed. The combined set of var-

iants ab constitutes the family gene of witnesses D and E, and the combined set of variants ac 

constitutes the family gene of witnesses F and G. Witnesses have mutual genetic affinity to 

the degree that they share family genes; they have optimal genetic affinity if they have a 

common sibling gene, that is, they are sisters.
15

 On the other hand, mutual quantitative affini-

ty is based on the number of places where two witnesses have different readings as compared 

with the number of places where their readings are the same.  

 

 With the above evidence in the database, the reconstruction procedure can 

count the frequency of each variant, identifying witnesses D and E as sisters by their mutual 

sibling gene b,
16

 and determine the readings of their parent exemplar by the consensus of 

their readings at every place of variation except for variants d and e where their readings dif-

fer.
17

 Likewise witnesses F and G are identified as sisters by their mutual sibling gene c, and 

the readings of their parent exemplar determined by the consensus of their readings except 

for variants f and g where their readings differ. When the parent exemplars have been recon-

structed, their daughters are linked to them in the stemma, the sisters and their associated da-

ta are marked inactive
18

 in the database, and the data of their parent exemplars are entered 

into the database in their place. The following diagram depicts the reconstruction of the in-

termediate branches B and C. 

 

                                                                                                                                                       
readings in its sibling gene, and the quantitative value of the minimal count is the number of sisters in its sibling 

group. 

 
15

 Likewise, the frequency count of the variants indicates that the branch has three detectable genera-

tions. 

 
16

 Of course the witnesses can also be identified as sisters by their mutual quantitative affinity; it will 

be greater for sisters than for any other witness in the active database. 

 
17

 In the case of binary branches where the readings of the sisters differ, the inherited reading is deter-

mined by the principle of deferred ambiguity, discussed later. 

 
18

 In the stemma diagram, the inactive witnesses are displayed with dashed lines and the active ones 

with solid lines. 
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      B            C 

 

 

       D            E            F         G 

 

 

 The procedure is repeated with the remaining active witnesses in the database (in the 

present case, the reconstructed witnesses B and C). In the new frequency count of the active 

variants, variants b and c now occur only once as singularities; but in this case the singulari-

ties are the variants initiated by the copyists: variants b were initiated in B, and variants c 

were initiated in C. In addition, variants a occur twice, being the sibling gene of B and C and 

the readings initiated in their parent exemplar A which can now be reconstructed by consen-

sus of the readings in its daughter witnesses B and C. The following diagram displays the 

final result of the reconstruction procedure. 

 

           A 

 

      B            C 

 

 

       D            E            F         G 

 

 

 

 The procedure successfully and accurately reconstructed the hypothetical branch, and 

its head exemplar A is now ready to enter into the reconstruction of the larger stemma of 

which this branch is a part. Of course, this good success is due to the fact that the sisterhood 

of the witness is actual, that the principle of deferred ambiguity always succeeded, and that 

the variants in every case occurred at different places in the text. However, in working with 

real texts, these assumptions are subject to uncertainty, and the effects of such uncertainty 

remain to be investigated. 

Sister-like Sisters 

 Up to this point the picture looks promising for reconstructing the actual histo-

ry of a text. But this is based on the assumption that so-called sister witnesses are actual sis-

ters in every case. But there is no direct way for knowing whether two or more sister-like 

witnesses are actual sisters unless they are identical. Thus it must be agreed that potential sis-

ters may not be actual sisters, so an evaluation of the theory must consider the effect this real 

uncertainty has on the success of the reconstruction procedure. First the procedure isolates 

ab 

abd 

ac 

abe acf acg 

a 

ab 

abd 

ac 

abe acf acg 
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from the working pool of witnesses a group having the greatest mutual affinity with the most 

remote active witness. So it is safe to say this group is the most remote group of closest rela-

tives in the working pool.
19

 They may be assumed to be cousins or to have an aunt-niece rela-

tionship of some degree of remoteness. That is, there may be some actual but non-extant an-

cestors between the witnesses and their recoverable actual common ancestor exemplar.  

 

 The situation is illustrated in the following example
20

 where two hypothetical extant 

“sisters” D and G are actually cousins; the actual parent exemplar of D is non-extant B; and 

the actual parent exemplar of G is non-extant C; and the actual nearest common ancestral ex-

emplar of D and G is non-extant exemplar A.  

 

           A 

 

      B          C 

 

 

       D           E          F       G 

 

 

 

“Sister” D inherited variants a from non-extant ancestral exemplar A, and variants b from its 

intermediate non-extant ancestral exemplar B, and the copyist of D initiated variants d into 

its text either by intent, accident, or mixture. Likewise, “sister” G inherited variants a from 

non-extant ancestral exemplar A, and variants c from its intermediate non-extant ancestral 

exemplar C, and the copyist of G initiated variants g into its text either by intent, accident, or 

mixture. Variants e and f drop out of the picture entirely because they do not appear in the 

database; they are insignificant for reconstructing the readings of A. 

 

Now the problem at hand for the reconstruction procedure is to correctly recover all 

the readings of the non-extant but actual common ancestral exemplar A from the readings of 

its two extant granddaughter witnesses D and G without erroneously identifying some of the 

readings from b, c, d, or g as belonging to A. What happens is that the reconstruction proce-

dure recognizes variants b and d as having been initiated in D instead of only d, and variants 

                                                 
 

19
 The concept of “remoteness” still has an element of uncertainty that is discussed in a subsequent sec-

tion. 

 
20

 Dashed boxes represent actual but non-extant exemplars of history. Solid boxes represent extant wit-

nesses. It is assumed that the reconstruction procedure has correctly recovered history up to the present point in 

the process. 

a 

ab 

abd 

ac 

abe acf acg 
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c and g as having been initiated in G instead of only g. This means that the readings of exem-

plar A will be ambiguous at the places where variants b, c, d, and g occur, and the inherited 

readings there must be determined by the principle of deferred ambiguity (discussed later). 

This will not be a problem where these variants occur at different places of variation.  

 

The situation is simpler in case the “sisters” actually have an aunt-niece relationship. 

In the above example, suppose that the “sisters” are witnesses D and its aunt C. Then variants 

g drop out of the picture as far as ambiguity is concerned, leaving the places of ambiguity to 

only those of variants b, c, and d. Thus far the discussion has been limited to binary branches. 

The situation is simpler in case more than two “sister” witnesses are in a group. So the error 

involved with reconstructing the parent exemplar of binary branches depends on how heredi-

tary persistence and the success of the deferred ambiguity. Deferred ambiguity is mostly suc-

cessful with persistent variants. 

Multiple “Sisters” 

 When there are more than two sisters in a sibling group, at the places of varia-

tion where one of the sisters differs from the others, the rest of the sisters will have the inher-

ited reading so consensus dominates and the inherited reading will correctly be assigned to 

the reconstructed parent exemplar. However, this is true only when all the “sisters” are actual 

sisters. If the procedure for isolating a sister group erroneously accepts an aunt or cousin into 

the group, the results will be erroneous. If in the above example sister witnesses D, E, and 

aunt C were erroneously identified as “sisters,” the situation would be as follows: 

 

       D           E            C 

 

 

Variants a would be identified as inherited by consensus and correctly assigned to the recon-

structed exemplar. But unfortunately variants b would have the greater consensus, be incor-

rectly identified as inherited, and assigned to the reconstructed exemplar. Therefore, the pro-

cedure for isolating sister groups must be able to filter out aunts and cousins where more than 

two “sisters” are in the sibling group, otherwise errors will creep into the reconstruction pro-

cess. However, except in cases where the mutual affinity among sibling “sisters” is relatively 

low, the sister algorithm will recognize D and E as sisters because have variants b in com-

mon, thus excluding C from the group. 
 

When there are more than two sisters in a sibling group and only two alternative read-

ings at the places where they differ, then the inherited reading has the majority vote; these 

abd abe ac 
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majority readings may be assigned to the parent exemplar as its actual readings with reasona-

ble certainty. When more than two alternatives exist among multiple sisters, then possible 

ambiguity continues to exist. The following table, taken from the NA-27 database for Mat-

thew, helps to illustrate the likelihood of ambiguity under these conditions: 
 

Distribution of the Number of Variants at Place of Variation: 

  Number of         Number of  

Alternatives     Places of Variation 

 1 0 

 2 1,013 

 3 294 

 4 94 

 5 19 

 6 5 

 7        3 

 Total  1,428 
 

According to this information, 1,013 places of variation out of a total of 1,428 have 

only two alternatives to begin with—that is, 71% of the time. But that is not the complete 

picture. In a given instance of recovering the readings of a parent exemplar, not all the possi-

ble alternatives are present in the sister witnesses under examination. The following table 

lists the frequency of the alternatives present where a choice between readings was made in 

the reconstruction of the stemma for Matthew.  
 

Distribution of the Number of Variant Alternatives 

 Number of  Number of 

 Alternatives  Instances 

1 58,034 

2 6,479 

3 174 

4 5 

5            0 

 Total 64,692 

 

 According to this information, of the 64,692 decisions made regarding the readings in 

reconstructed parent exemplars, 58,034 instances had only one alternative (89.7%) to begin 

with. Of the remaining 6,496 instances where a decision was necessary 6,479 had only two 

alternatives (99.7%), and only 179 had more than 2 alternatives (0.3%). Of the, 64,692 deci-

sions made, 61,059 were made on the basis of consensus (96.0%);
21

 2,043 where made by 

                                                 
 



 

200 Critical Analysis of the Theory  

 

 

confirmed deferred ambiguity (3.2%), 509 by default to internal evidence (0.8%).
22

 And 43 

were made by arbitrary choice (> 0.01%). Consequently, all other things being equal, the 

probability of recovering the readings of a parent exemplar exceeds 99%, at least for Mat-

thew. The other things that affect success are discussed in what follows.  

Non-persistent Variants 

 At this point a new consideration enters into the problem. If the variants in a, b, c, d 

and g of the above example occur at different places of variation, the readings of one will not 

have replaced any a reading, and all the a readings will be available to the reconstruction 

procedure. Otherwise, an erroneous b or c reading may replace the a reading at that place of 

variation. In this case the a reading is lost and is not available to be identified by the deferred 

ambiguity principle (discussed later).  

 

 The potential for this type of ambiguity increases with the total number of variants in 

b, c, d, and g, (in the above example) and with the number of intervening generations be-

tween the “sister” witnesses and their common ancestor. It is important that the inherited var-

iants occur in different places of variation. This is a problem only when the witnesses are not 

actual sisters.
23

 Fortunately, as it turns out, inherited variants seldom occur at the same place 

of variation. The following table presents the global statistics for inheritance persistence for 

the reconstructed stemma of Matthew. The information is the accumulated sum of every wit-

ness’ hereditary persistence.
24

 For each witness, the total number of variants it could inherit 

from all its ancestors was counted, also the number of those inheritable variants it actually 

inherited.  
 

 This information indicates that for the 83,388 variants (the inheritable ones) initiated 

in all the ancestor exemplars in the stemma, 71,932 were persistent, being actually inherited 

by all their respective descendants (86.3%), and 11,456 were changed (13.7%) somewhere in 

intervening ancestors. Interestingly, 9,047 of them (79.0%) were corrected back to the read-

                                                                                                                                                       
21

 Among these were 1,037 instances where consensus was decided on the basis of language deference. 

Where one alternative is supported by witnesses in the original language and the other alternative is supported 

only by witnesses in non-original languages, deference is given to the reading in the original language. 

 
22

 It is an assumption that the readings of NA-27 have the support of internal evidence. 

 
23

 An exception is the rare possibility that the copyists of the sister witnesses both initiated new vari-

ants at the same place of variation. 

 
24

 The hereditary persistence of a witness is the ratio of the number inheritable variants to the number 

of actually inherited ones. The number of inheritable variants of a witness is the sum of the number of new vari-

ants initiated in all of its ancestor exemplars. 
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ing of the exemplar in which the variant originated, leaving only 2,409 to contribute to the un-

certainty of the reconstructed stemma (2.9%). This information indicates that a real possibil-

ity exists for a small percentage of readings of a common ancestor to be lost. But hopefully 

the principle of deferred ambiguity will be able to accurately recover such lost readings, as 

discussed later. 

 

Table A.1: Global Inheritance Persistence 
Global Total Number of Inheritable Variants:25 83,388 

Global Number of Actually Inherited Variants:26 71,932 

Global Number of Changed Variants:27 2,409 

Global Number of Corrected Variants:28 9,047 

 

Measuring Sisterhood 

 As discussed above, sisterhood may be determined by maximum genetic affinity or 

maximum quantitative affinity. The search for a group of sister witnesses begins with the 

most remote witness in the active database having greatest mutual affinity; this witness is re-

ferred to as the primary sister of a group. The siblings of the primary sister are the witnesses 

in the active database having maximum mutual affinity with it. The primary sister and its sib-

lings compose a sister group for which a parent exemplar is reconstructed. Genetic affinity is 

determined by the presence or absence of a mutual sibling gene.
29

 The degree of sisterhood 

may also be measured by mutual quantitative affinity. Witnesses in the active database hav-

ing the greatest mutual quantitative affinity will be closest genealogical relatives and may be 

regarded as sisters. The detection of a sibling gene depends on places of variation where wit-

nesses have the same readings with minimal frequency count. The measure of sisterhood by 

means of mutual quantitative affinity depends on the minimal number of places of variation 

                                                 
 

25
 An inheritable variant of a witness is one of its readings that was initiated in one of its ancestral ex-

emplars. 

 
26

 An inherited variant of a witness is one of its inheritable readings that persisted unaltered from its 

point of initiation through its intervening ancestors to the given witness itself. 

 
27

 An inheritable variant of a witness is counted as changed if it was altered in an intervening ancestral 

exemplar, disrupting its hereditary persistence. 

 
28

 An inheritable variant of a witness is counted as corrected if after being altered it is restored again to 

its initial reading. 

 
29

 The measure of sisterhood by means of mutual family genes turns out to be ineffective. It tends to 

identify large groups of witnesses as “sisters” unless the sibling gene is clearly present, in which case the sibling 

gene is the determining factor of sisterhood and the agreement of the rest of the family gene is superfluous. 



 

202 Critical Analysis of the Theory  

 

 

where the readings of the witnesses differ. The intuitive expectation is that sister witnesses 

should share a sibling gene and have maximum quantitative affinity, but that is not always 

the case. Subtle differences exist the significance of which are evaluated in subsequent dis-

cussion. Likewise, there are sources of error involved in determining sibling genes and com-

puting quantitative affinity. 

 

 Sibling Genes. The sibling gene is a measure of genetic affinity; the sibling gene of a 

witness consists of the variants initiated in its actual parent exemplar. These particular vari-

ants will be common to all the witness’ sibling sisters. Unfortunately, these variants cannot 

be detected independently but must be isolated from the commonness of variants in the active 

database. As it turns out, the variants that compose a witnesses’ sibling gene are its variants 

that occur least frequently in the active database.
30

 Unfortunately, because of mixture and 

multiple initiation of variants in history, some of the variants having the least frequency 

count may not be from the sister witnesses but from random extraneous sources. But the var-

iants from outside sources may be excluded because only sisters witnesses will consistently 

have the minimal variants, leaving only the set of variants unique to the sister group. A wit-

ness’ sibling sisters are those witnesses sharing all the readings of its sibling gene. One prob-

lem with requiring sisters to share a full complement of readings in the sibling gene of the 

primary sister is that a true third sister may be excluded from the group for a lack of one or 

more of the readings in the sibling gene because of mixture or alteration. This unfortunate 

exclusion is an occasion where genetic affinity and quantitative affinity may fail to agree. 

Relaxing the restraint, however, does not resolve the problem but opens the door for trouble-

some non-sister witnesses to also be erroneously included in the group, increasing the proba-

bility of error. 

 

 Quantitative Affinity. Quantitative affinity is the mathematical ratio of the number 

of places of variation the readings of two witnesses are the same as compared with the total 

number of places they each have a reading of some sort. It is a quantitative measure of rela-

tive mutual genetic relationship. All the witnesses have some degree of quantitative affinity 

with all the others.  Witnesses in the active database having maximum mutual quantitative 

affinity are the closest relatives in the active database, and may be regarded as sisters for 

purposes of reconstruction. But quantitative affinity cannot precisely determine whether wit-

nesses are actual sisters or merely close relatives. This lack of precision leaves some room 

                                                 
 

30
 That is, the variants having the minimal distribution in the frequency distribution of the variants in 

the active database. They are the variants unique to the witness and its sisters. 
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for error in the recovery of the readings of a parent exemplar. One problem with requiring a 

sister to have maximum quantitative with the primary sister is that a true third sister may be 

excluded from the group for a lack of maximum affinity with the primary sister, but having 

maximum affinity with one or more of the other sisters. This unfortunate exclusion is an oc-

casion where genetic affinity and quantitative affinity may fail to agree. Relaxing the re-

straint, however, does not resolve the problem but opens the door for troublesome non-sister 

witnesses to also be erroneously included in the group, increasing the probability of error. 

For both measures of affinity, for a compromise at the present it is better to retain the tighter 

restraints, accept the potential misplacement of some witnesses in less than perfect groups. 

Hopefully further study will produce methods that will eliminate the need for compromise. 

Reconstructing Exemplar Readings 

 Once a group of sibling sister witnesses is assembled, recovery of the readings of the 

group’s parent exemplar begins. The recovery of exemplar readings is based on the principles 

of genetic inheritance. The copyist of a manuscript either (1) copied the wording of the ex-

emplar he was following; (2) copied the wording of an alternate exemplar by mixture; or (3) 

initiated  new wording either by intent or by accident. In the first case the wording had direct 

inheritance; in the second case the wording had indirect inheritance;
31

 and in the third case 

the wording had no inheritance, having no prior history. Inheritance is evidenced by the con-

sensus among independent witnesses. Sibling sister witnesses are mutually dependent on 

their parent exemplar, but mutually independent of one another, very likely having different 

copyists. At each place of variation the reading of the parent exemplar is determined by the 

consensus of the sibling daughters. Where consensus fails, the principle of deferred ambigui-

ty takes over; where this fails, internal evidence decides; where this fails, an arbitrary choice 

is made by default. 

Consensus 

 Among sibling sister witnesses, most of their readings are the same and thus have 

maximum consensus, recovering the reading of the parent exemplar with certainty. Where 

sister witnesses differ, the reading supported by the greatest number of sisters has majority 

consensus. Of course, it is possible that the minority reading is the inherited one, but it is 

very unlikely that different copyists would make the same alteration at the same place of var-

iation. But this problem could happen where the number of sisters is great and the alternate 

probabilities are not significantly different. In the case where one alternative is supported by 
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 A reading acquired by mixture appears as a newly initiated reading as far as inheritance and recovery 

are concerned. The source of a new reading has no effect on the recovery procedure. 
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witnesses in the language of the autograph, and the other alternative has support only by wit-

nesses not in the language of the autograph, the variant supported by witnesses in the auto-

graphic language is granted consensus, because in cases like this the translators have un-

doubtedly departed from the text of the exemplar and paraphrased. Thus, while it is possible 

that consensus may erroneously identify inheritance, the likelihood is small. Further research 

may increase the precision of the consensus procedures. 

Deferred Ambiguity 

 The principle of deferred ambiguity is based on the fact that inheritable variants have 

genealogical history and newly initiated variants do not. It states that when consensus fails to 

recover a reading of the common ancestor of a group of sibling sister witnesses, the place of 

variation where the consensus fails should be marked as ambiguous, and resolution of the 

ambiguity should be deferred to the next prior generation.  It is very likely that the sibling 

sisters of the marked exemplar will have the actual inherited reading. This principle is neces-

sary in the case of all exemplars of binary branches and of some having more than two 

branches. The following example illustrates the principle and highlights its limitations. The 

lines of inheritance are the same as those in the previous illustration. 

 

                  A 

 

 

      B               C 

 

 

       D               E                       F               G 

 

 

 

 In this illustration, the procedure has already reconstructed the text of exem-

plar B from its daughters D and E, marking the places x where ambiguity occurred. Likewise, 

the procedure has reconstructed exemplar C from its daughters F and G, marking the places y 

where ambiguity occurred.32 Furthermore, the procedure has identified exemplars B and C as 

“sisters.”  

 

 At this point, prior to reconstructing exemplar A from the texts of its daughters B and 

C, the delayed ambiguity procedure takes over and attempts to recover the unknown variants 

                                                 
 

32
 It is assumed that the reconstruction procedure has correctly recovered the actual readings of exem-

plars B and C except for their ambiguities marked at x and y respectfully. 

a 

abx 

abd 

acy 

abe acf acg 
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at places x and y found marked as ambiguous in B and C respectively. The assumption of the 

deferred ambiguity principle is that exemplar C very likely has the readings of a at places x 

and exemplar B very likely has the readings of a at places y respectively. If so, then one may 

confidently replace the ambiguous reading at places x in B with the unambiguous reading at 

places x in C, having the likely expectation that the reading at place x in C is the unaltered 

reading a of the common ancestor A under reconstruction.33 This expectation may be validat-

ed because normally one of B’s daughters, D or E, will have the inherited reading a at place 

x, and the other will have a newly initiated reading there. Consequently, the delayed ambigui-

ty procedure can check B’s daughters, D and E, to see if one or the other has reading a at 

place x. If so, the replacement may be done with confidence, otherwise34 the reading of B at 

place x is left marked as ambiguous, being further delayed for subsequent recovery proce-

dures. The same may be said of the ambiguous reading marked at place y in sister C. The fol-

lowing table displays the success of the deferred ambiguity procedure in the study of Mat-

thew. 

 

Table A.2: Global Verification Success 

Total Number of Reading Decisions 64,691 

Total Number of Non-ambiguous readings 61,059 

Total Number by Language Deference 1,037 

Total Number of Deferred Ambiguities 2,043 

Total Number of Default to NA-27 509 

Total Number by arbitrary Choice 43 

 

 This information indicates that of the 64,691 times the reconstruction procedure made 

textual decisions, only 2,595 involved ambiguities (4.0%).
35

 Of these 2,595 places of ambi-

guity, the principle of deferred ambiguity verified 2,043 readings (78.7%) as the inherited 

ones, rendering 96.0% of the total decisions as quite certain.
36

 In 552 instances (21.3%) the 

validation test failed, retaining the problem of uncertainty. In this case, the inherited reading 

(the a reading in the above example) had been altered in history in either the sister witness (C 

                                                 
 

33
 An error occurs in the unlikely case that the reading of C at place x is not the reading of a but had 

been altered in the unrecoverable history between C and A. 

 
34

 The verification test fails in the case where the reading of C at place x is not the reading of a but had 

been altered in the unrecoverable history between C and A, or that neither D nor E have reading of C at place x. 

When the branch being reconstructed is binary, the first case allows a non-inherited reading to be erroneously 

assigned to A, however, the statistical evidence above indicates that the reading in C is the inherited one rather 

than not. 
35

 Language deference was granted consensus and are not regarded as ambiguous. 

 
36

 (61,059  + 1,037) / 64,691  = 0.960.  
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in the above illustration) or in one or the other daughters (D or E in the above illustration) of 

the exemplar having the ambiguity (B in the above illustration). Thus in the 552 instances 

where validation failed, there is a fifty-fifty chance that the reading of one of the sisters is the 

inherited one. Hence it is likely that the probability of recovering the inherited reading at any 

ambiguous place of variation is 89.4%
37

—assuming that Matthew is a typical representative 

example. In 509 of these unresolved instances the methodology accepted the reading of NA-

27 since it was an option, under the assumption that internal evidence supports that reading 

rather than the other. In the 43 instances where the NA-27 reading was not an option, the 

methodology arbitrarily accepted the reading with the lowest ranked order.  

 

 What may be said of the binary branches above may also be said of exemplars with 

more than two daughter witnesses. Actually of the 2,043 places where resolved deferred am-

biguity 1,852 involved binary branches. The remaining 191 involved three or more daughter 

witnesses. Consequently, this study has demonstrated that the deferred ambiguity principle 

can be counted on to resolve ambiguities about 78.7% of the time, with an overall recovery 

of exemplar readings of 96%. 

Internal Evidence 

 When consensus and the principle of deferred ambiguity fail to clearly identify the 

inherited reading, an appeal must be made to internal evidence. The software has no way to 

evaluate internal evidence, so it is dependent on the judgment of the scholars who prepared 

the evidence in the database. In order to accommodate this weakness of the software, at every 

place of variation, the reading having best support of internal evidence should be placed first 

in the list of options. As for the New Testament texts, the database was prepared by the edi-

tors of the 27
th

 edition of the Nestle-Aland Greek New Testament, and it was assumed that 

wording of their text always had best internal evidence support. So, in those relatively few 

instances where an appeal to internal evidence was necessary, consensus was granted to the 

NA-27 reading where it was one of the options. Of course this assumption may not have al-

ways been true, hence that potential failure is also a source of error. That potential may be 

diminished by further research. 

Arbitrary Choice 

 When all else fails, the software must make a decision of some sort. The software is 

designed to arbitrarily select the reading with the better internal evidence between the availa-

ble alternatives. This decision was based on the assumption that at each place of variation the 
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 (2,595 – 552/2) / 2,595 = 0.894. 
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scholars who prepared the database arranged the alternative readings in descending order of 

internal support; that is, the first alternative had best internal support, the second alternative 

had second best, and so forth.  

Remoteness 

 It is well known that the structure of a reconstructed stemma varies considerably de-

pending on where the reconstruction process begins and the order in which the process pro-

gresses. It is unreasonable to consider beginning the reconstruction at the trunk of the stem-

ma (a presumed autographic text) and progressing outward to the remote branches because 

the early history is where the greatest paucity of evidence resides and the most uncertainty 

abounds. A more reasonable approach is to start with the remote branches, where witnesses 

are more plentiful and uncertainty is least, and work back in history from branches to trunk. 

Experience indicates that the best procedure is to (1) begin with the most remote witness, (2) 

collect its sisters into a sibling group, (3) reconstruct the parent exemplar of the group, (4) 

remove the data of the sibling group from the database, (5) insert the data of the reconstruct-

ed exemplar into the database, and (6) keep repeating these steps until the trunk emerges. 

However, several possible methods exist for determining the remoteness of a witness. The 

same is true for determining sisterhood.  

 

 It is self-evident that an unattached extant witness is at the end of the branch of which 

it is a part, and thus is the remotest member of that branch, but the branch of which it is a part 

is as yet not reconstructed. The same may be said of an unattached reconstructed exemplar. 

But while these are the remotest member of their associated branch, they may not be the re-

motest witness in the database, which is assumed to be the best place to start. But several dif-

ferent criteria may be used to determine the remotest witness in the active database: (1) the 

witness with the most recent date, (2) the witness with the greatest number of detectable gen-

erations, (3) the witness with the greatest mutual quantitative affinity with one or more wit-

nesses in the data-base, (4) the witness with the greatest mutual genetic affinity with one or 

more witnesses in the data-base. 

The Witness with Most Recent Date  

While the witness with the most recent date will be temporally the most remote wit-

ness, the possibility exists that it may be a late copy of an early exemplar perhaps as yet not 

reconstructed. To assign it sisters strictly on the basis of the current evidence in the database 

may be premature and may introduce some degree of error into the structure of the stemma. 

Fortunately, late copies of early exemplars do not seem to have happened very often, and 

when it does, the witness usually has a low affinity with those in the database until its sib-
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lings emerge in the reconstruction process. Still, an element of uncertainty is associated with 

this criterion for determining remoteness. 

The Witness with the Greatest  
Number of Detectable Generations 

While it is true that the variants in a witness consist of the accumulated unaltered var-

iants of all its actual ancestors, its textual genes and generations cannot be determined in iso-

lation. But in a collection of witnesses having significant mutual affinity these attributes can 

be detected and determined. A frequency distribution count of the variants in the active data-

base provides the means for accomplishing the task. Actual sister witnesses have the same 

ancestors and the same set of variants except for those uniquely initiated in the witnesses 

themselves. Sister witnesses have the same sibling gene—that is, the variants having the 

same minimal frequency count in the active database; these variants are the ones that were 

initiated in the parent exemplar of the sisters. Likewise, the variants of the sisters having the 

frequency count next greater than the minimal count are those initiated in their grandparent 

exemplar; and the variants having the frequency count next greater than that of the grandpar-

ent are those initiated in their great grandparent, and so forth back to the autograph.  

 

Theoretically the sibling gene and the exact number of generations a group of sibling 

sister witnesses is removed from the autograph can be deciphered and determined if the wit-

nesses are actual sisters. But since actual sisterhood cannot be precisely determined, one 

must be satisfied that two witnesses in the database having the greatest mutual affinity are 

closest relatives having a common ancestor. Consequently some intermediate exemplars may 

go undetected resulting in error in the number of generations a group of sister witnesses is 

removed from the autograph. Nevertheless, in the database for the text of Gospel of Matthew, 

some witnesses had up to eight detectable generations. Thus generation depth is measurable 

and a criterion for determining genetic remoteness. 

The Witness with the Greatest  
Quantitative Affinity 

Mutual quantitative affinity between witnesses is a measure of their genealogical 

closeness,
38

 and a measure of relative sisterhood. Unattached witnesses in the active database 

having all the same readings have a mutual quantitative affinity of 1.00 (i.e., 100%) and are 

actual identical sisters. Witnesses having the greatest mutual quantitative affinity in the data-

base are the closest relatives there, and may be regarded as “sisters.” They also are at the 

                                                 
 

38
 Quantitative affinity is the number of readings two witnesses have in common divided by the num-

ber of places of variation where both witness have a reading of any sort. 
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terminal end of the branch to which they belong, and thus the remotest members of that 

branch. Thus quantitative affinity may be regarded also as measure of remoteness.  

The Witness with the Greatest  
Genetic Affinity 

As in the case of witnesses with the greatest quantitative affinity, genetic affinity is a 

measure of sisterhood and thus remoteness. A witness has greatest genetic affinity when its 

sibling gene is based on a minimal frequency count closest to but greater than 1. The numeri-

cal value of the minimal frequency count indicates the number of sisters in a sibling group. 

Thus a count of 2 means the sister group has two sisters in it, and a count of 3 means it has 

three. While it is not necessarily true that a two-sister group always has a greater genetic af-

finity than a multi-sister group, it is more likely to be so, and a group with a greater minimal 

count is less likely to be so. 

Optimal Methodology 

 As previously stated, it is known that the structure of a reconstructed stemma depends 

on where the reconstruction procedure begins and the order in which the reconstruction takes 

place. Likewise, the reconstruction methodology should implement the foundational assump-

tions of the present genealogical theory: genealogical structure is based on consensus among 

independent witnesses, and the autographic text is based on the consensus among the ancient 

independent witnesses. Further, the basic algorithm calls for the procedure to (1) begin with 

the remotest witness, (2) find its sibling sisters, (3) reconstruct the parent exemplar of the sib-

ling group based on the principle of consensus among independent witnesses, (4) connect the 

sisters to their parent exemplar and mark the data for the sisters as inactive, (5) enter the data 

of the reconstructed parent exemplar into the active database, (6) repeat steps 1 through 5 un-

til the autograph emerges as the trunk of the stemma. 

 

 However, the previous discussion indicates that more than one way of defining re-

moteness exists for selecting the starting witness, and more than one way exists for identify-

ing its sisters. Sadly, various combinations of these methods result in significantly different 

stemmas. So the purpose of this section is to decide by experimentation which combination 

produces optimal results, where optimal results are understood as follows: (1) the method 

connects the witnesses into the stemma according to what is already known about their gene-

alogical relationships,
39

 (2) the method reconstructs a stemma according to what is already 

                                                 
 

39
 That is, most Latin witnesses are expected to occur in the same branch. The same may be said about 

the Egyptian and the Antiochan witnesses, and so forth. Peter Gentry has identified eight manuscript groups in 

the book of Ecclesiastes; the optimal method should be expected to reconstruct his groups. 
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known about their genealogical history,
40

 and (3) the method recovers the autographic read-

ings according to what is already known of their values.
41

 The experimentation consisted of 

reconstructing the stemma of test problems having a predetermined autograph and genealogi-

cal history, using each combination of measuring criteria. The same was done for the books 

of the New Testament and the Greek witnesses to the text of the book of Ecclesiastes, using 

the textual data supplied by Peter Gentry. 

Test Problems 

 Besides the NA-27 texts of Matthew, Mark, and 2 Corinthians, and Peter Gentry’s 

text of Greek Ecclesiastes, five test problems, having an autograph with predetermined read-

ings and a predetermined stemma structure, were created by computer software that simu-

lates the actual conditions found in the witnesses to existing texts. The first test problem was 

designed to be of greater size than that of any of the New Testament books. Each has 2,000 

places of variation with a stemma constructed of 532 genetically interconnected witnesses. 

The autograph has three daughter descendants which are the head exemplars of three main 

branches representing three hypothetical text traditions. The main branches each have a dif-

ferent number of generations: the first branch has only three generations, representing a text 

tradition that died out early in history. The second main branch has four generations, repre-

senting a text tradition that endured a little longer. The third branch has nine generations, rep-

resenting a text tradition that survived until the invention of the printing press. The exemplars 

in each generation have either two or three daughter descendants, representing the binary and 

multi-descendant conditions of actual texts. 

 

 One descendant of each exemplar ceases to propagate, leaving a terminal (extant) 

witness in its generation. The sibling descendants of each exemplar have a different date and 

initiate a different number of variants (ranging from 4 to 10) plus a mixture reading borrowed 

from an exemplar of an earlier generation. In addition, three intermediate branches each have 

                                                 
 

40
 That is, early witnesses occur early in the stemma according to the expectation of consensus among 

ancient independent witnesses. 

 
41

 For the test problems the autographic text was predetermined. For the book of Ecclesiastes Peter 

Gentry determined the autographic readings by manually applying a genealogical method similar to the present 

method. For the books of the New Testament the reconstructed autographic readings may be compared with 

those reconstructed by different theoretical methods: the reasoned eclectic method used for NA-27, the Byzan-

tine Textform method used by Robinson and Pierpont, the Majority Text method used by Hodges and Farstad, 

and the Textus Receptus represented by Scrivener’s 1902 text. The reconstruction methodology is not expected 

to recover the autographic text of these latter methods because their methodology is based on entirely different 

theories, but it is expected to place the origin of those texts in a place in the stemma that is consistent with the 

known presuppositions of the respective theories. 
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a radical recension (a witness initiating 300 variants). Each witness was given a code name 

that identifies is location in the structure of the stemma;
42

 this enables an evaluation of the 

success or failure of the various reconstruction methods to recover the structure of the test 

stemma. Finally, all 201 exemplars of the stemma were eliminated from the database, leaving 

only the 331 terminal witnesses for use by the reconstruction procedures.  

 

 One thing remains of the test problem that differs from the conditions of real texts: in 

the first test problem every generation of every branch has an extant witness. This condition 

cannot be assumed for the witnesses to actual texts. But the effect of increasing paucity of 

extant witness is represented in the subsequent test problems. Each test problem is the same 

as the first except for the degree of paucity of terminal witnesses. Test 1 has 100% of the 331 

terminal witnesses. Test 2 has 80% (265); test 3 has 75% (248); test 4 has 67% (222); and 

test 5 has 50% (165). 

Experimental Results 

 Throughout the time of experimentation, twenty-seven different combinations of al-

gorithms for measuring remoteness and sisterhood were investigated. But it soon became 

clear that only eight combinations were worthy of pursuit. The following table lists the eight 

combinations: 

 

  Remoteness Method Sisterhood Method 

1 Greatest Quantitative Affinity Greatest Quantitative Affinity 

2 Greatest Quantitative Affinity Greatest Genetic Affinity 

3 Greatest Genetic Affinity Greatest Quantitative Affinity 

4 Greatest Genetic Affinity Greatest Genetic Affinity 

5 Greatest Generation Depth Greatest Quantitative Affinity 

6 Greatest Generation Depth Greatest Genetic Affinity 

7 Most Recent Date Greatest Quantitative Affinity 

8 Most Recent Date Greatest Genetic Affinity 

 

 I will not belabor the reader with all the nitty-gritty details of the application of each 

combination to each of the five test problems, except to provide the conclusion. It was found 

that no single combination produced results wholly consistent with expectations. The first 

four combinations best met the expectation of genealogical grouping, but failed to meet the 

expectation of history; the first combination did best in the most remote branches, and the 
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 The coded names of the witnesses are not used by the reconstruction procedures. 
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fourth did best in the branches nearest to the trunk. The last four combinations best met the 

expectation of history, but failed to meet the expectation of genealogical grouping; the sev-

enth combination did best in the intermediate branches. 

 

 Consequently, a hybrid methodology was found for an optimal order of reconstruc-

tion. The first method was found best for the earliest one-third of the reconstruction, where 

the extant witnesses with the greatest quantitative affinity are processed without regard to 

date, because date is rather insignificant at such levels of affinity. Then the seventh combina-

tion processed until the date of the witnesses in the database diminished below AD 400, 

where both date and affinity are most significant. Finally the fourth combination processed 

the remaining witnesses, where again date is rather insignificant but genetic affinity does 

best. In each of these three stages of reconstruction witnesses in non-original languages were 

processed before those in the original language because non-original witnesses are expected 

to have an original language source. 

 

This hybrid method reconstructed the stemma of each of the test problems fairly well, 

recovering over 99% of the autographic readings. As far as the structure of the stemma of the 

test problems, most of the branches were properly reconstructed. The greatest discrepancy 

was in the how the branches were pieced together in the earliest generations. The two smaller 

first generation branches were reconstructed perfectly, but were erroneously placed in one of 

the sub-branches of the largest first generation branch. While a different hybrid method pro-

duced better results for the test problems, it failed to meet expectations for actual real-life 

problems, so a compromise was necessary. Although the test problems emulate the textual 

conditions of extant witnesses to actual texts, they are not a perfect model of conditions in 

real life. It would overly optimistic to expect such good results with actual texts. 

 

As far as the other texts are concerned, the hybrid method perfectly reconstructed four 

of Gentry’s groups, but split the others into sub-groups for reasons explained in Chapter 8. It 

recovered 95.37% of the 2,158 readings of his autographic text. The same can be said of the 

reconstructed stemma of Matthew, of Mark, and of 2 Corinthians, but not with quite as much 

confidence for the autographic text because the texts with which it may be compared were 

reconstructed by significantly different theoretical methods. The following table lists the per-

centage of difference the Lachmann-10 text has with the texts of NA-27, Scrivener’s Textus 

Receptus (TR), Hodges and Farstad’s Majority Text (HF), and Robinson and Pierpont’s Byz-

antine Textform (RP). 
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Conclusion 

 Sufficient factual information exists, including the fact that each extant witness has its 

genealogical history recorded in its unaltered variants. Unfortunately the reading of these ge-

nealogical records cannot be done directly for a given witness, but must depend on the fact 

that genealogically related witnesses share the history of their common ancestor exemplars. 

However, this is only true for the entire history of a witness where its genealogically related 

witnesses are actual sisters; otherwise, some degree of error may be present in reconstructing 

the readings their parent exemplar. But there is yet no way for determining with certainty that 

two witnesses are actual sisters except where they are identical, so some error is expected. 

The magnitude of such accumulated error contributes to the success or failure of the recon-

struction method. While it appears that the readings of an exemplar may be recovered on an 

average of about 98%, there is room for more finely tuned recovery algorithms. 

 

 In addition, there is yet no precise way of determining which witness in the database 

is the most genealogically remote or whether the most remote witness is the best place to ex-

ecute reconstruction. Further, no algorithm yet exists for properly guiding the order of recon-

struction to back-track the original order of construction. The present search method is bound 

to the arbitrary order of the witness in the database. And while historical date provides an 

approximate guide, the test problems indicate that it lacks perfection, particularly in recon-

structing the earliest branches. This study has demonstrated that numerous sources of poten-

tial error exist throughout the various stages of reconstruction, but that they do not constitute 

a serious impediment to constructing a stemma that approximates the genealogical history of 

an ancient text, given an appropriate database. The reconstructed stemma is considerably 

more detailed than any other method of which I am aware. The recovered autographic text 

corresponds to the texts recovered by other comparable genealogical methods better than 

95%. The results of this project seem to justify its underlying theory and the associated soft-

ware implementation, but further improvements can be expected. 

 

 

Matthew 

Text Difference Percent 

TR 416 71% 

HF 396 72% 

RP 398 72% 

NA-27 198 86% 

 

Mark 

Text Difference Percent 

TR 355 66% 

HF 364 65% 

RP 365 65% 

NA-27 246 77% 

 

2 Corinthians 

Text Difference Percent 

TR 105 61% 

HF 106 61% 

RP 106 61% 

NA-27 18 93% 
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APPENDIX B 

 

List of Extant Witnesses to the Greek Text of 

the Gospel of Matthew 
 

 

 This appendix contains a list of the extant witnesses to the Greek text of the Gospel of 

Matthew. For each witness it lists its name, date, language, content (references where read-

ings exist), number of readings, and percentage of completeness. In the content column, a 

verse is counted as long as it has at least one extant reading. 
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Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

P^1%! 250 Greek 1:1-7, 16-18 12 0.84% 

P^19%! 400 Greek 10:32-11:5 17 1.19% 

P^21%! 400 Greek 12:24-25, 32 4 0.28% 

P^25%! 350 Greek 18:32-34; 19:1-3, 6, 9-10 17 1.19% 

P^35%! 350 Greek 25:13, 21-23 7 0.49% 

P^37*%! 300 Greek 26:20-34, 36-52 41 2.87% 

P^37^c%! 400 Greek 26:20-34, 36-52 41 2.87% 

P^44%! 600 Greek 17:1-3; 18:16-17 11 0.77% 

P^45*%! 250 Greek 20:24-32; 21:14-16, 19; 25:41-26:34; 26:36-39 62 4.34% 

P^53*%! 250 Greek 26:29-34, 36-40 19 1.33% 

P^53^c%! 350 Greek 26:29-34, 36-40 19 1.33% 

P^62%! 350 Greek 11:25-29 5 0.35% 

P^64%! 200 Greek 
3:9, 15; 5:20-28; 26:8, 14-18, 21-27, 29, 33-34, 36-42, 

44-49, 53, 56-57, 63, 66-73 
62 4.34% 

P^70%! 250 Greek 2:13-16, 23; 11:27; 12:4-5; 24:14-15 12 0.84% 

P^71%! 350 Greek 19:10, 17-18 7 0.49% 

P^77%! 200 Greek 23:30-35, 37-38 7 0.49% 

P^83%! 550 Greek 20:23-24; 24:1 6 0.42% 

P^86*%! 350 Greek 5:13-16, 22-25 6 0.42% 

P^86c%! 850 Greek 5:13-16, 22-25 6 0.42% 

P^96%! 550 Greek 3:14-15 3 0.21% 

P^101%! 250 Greek 3:10-11, 16-4:3 9 0.63% 

P^105%! 500 Greek 28:3-4 2 0.14% 

P^110%! 350 Greek 10:13-15, 25-27 11 0.77% 

01* 350 Greek 1:1-28:20 1425 99.79% 

01^1 550 Greek 

1:1-7, 10-8:15; 8:21-9:4; 9:6-13:7; 13:11-17, 19-33, 

35-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-15:24; 15:26-38; 16:1-17:23; 

17:25-21:16; 21:19-24:39; 24:41-28:20 

1365 95.59% 

01^2 650 Greek 

1:1-7, 10-3:6; 3:9-12, 15-4:13; 4:17-21, 24-5:27; 5:29-

6:26; 6:32-9:4; 9:6-11:8; 11:10-13:19; 13:23-24, 26-

44, 46-14:26; 14:28-28:20 

1391 97.41% 

01^c 1150 Greek 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-3:6; 3:9-12, 15-4:13; 4:17-21, 24-

5:27; 5:29-6:26; 6:32-8:15; 8:21-22, 25-9:4; 9:6-13, 

15-11:8; 11:10-12:24; 12:27-13:7; 13:11-17, 19, 23-

24, 26-33, 36-44, 46-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-26, 28-15:24; 

15:26-38; 16:1-17:23; 17:25-21:16; 21:19-24:39; 

24:41-28:20 

1313 91.95% 

A*%! 450 Greek 25:7-28:20 257 18.00% 

A^c%! 550 Greek 25:7-28:20 257 18.00% 

B* 350 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

B^1 350 Greek 
1:1-6:33; 7:2-9:29; 9:31-11:18; 11:20-17:7; 17:9-

21:42; 21:44-27:9; 27:11-28:20 
1408 98.60% 
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B^2 600 Greek 1:1-14:29; 14:32-28:20 1422 99.58% 

C* 450 Greek 

1:1-5:13; 7:6-10:2; 10:4-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 

27-22:20; 23:19-24:9; 24:46-25:29; 26:23-27:10; 

27:47-28:14 

1119 78.36% 

C^1 450 Greek 

1:1-2:6; 2:9-21, 23-3:3; 3:7-4:9; 4:13-21, 24-5:13; 

7:6-15, 17-8:2; 8:5-9:25; 9:27-10:2; 10:4-7, 10-18:2; 

18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 27-28, 30-20:6; 20:8-18, 20-

22:20; 23:19-24:9; 24:46-25:15; 25:18-29; 26:23-

27:10; 27:47-49, 52-28:14 

1064 74.51% 

C^2 550 Greek 

1:1-2:6; 2:9-21, 23-3:3; 3:7-4:21; 4:24-5:13; 7:6-15, 

17-9:25; 9:27-10:7; 10:10-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 

24, 27-20:6; 20:8-22:20; 23:19-24:9; 24:46-25:15; 

25:18-29; 26:23-27:10; 27:47-49, 52-28:14 

1089 76.26% 

C^3 850 Greek 

1:1-4:9; 4:13-5:13; 7:6-15, 17-8:2; 8:5-9:25; 9:27-

10:2; 10:4-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 27-28, 30-

20:18; 20:20-22:20; 23:19-24:9; 24:46-25:29; 26:23-

27:10; 27:47-28:14 

1094 76.61% 

D05* 450 Greek 

1:1-5, 7-11, 18, 20-6:24; 6:26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 11-14, 

17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-27:1; 

27:4-9, 11-28:20 

1367 95.73% 

D05^1 600 Greek 

1:1-5, 7-11, 18, 20-6:24; 6:26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 11-14, 

17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-27:1; 

27:4-9, 11-28:20 

1358 95.10% 

D05^2 850 Greek 

1:1-5, 7-11, 18, 20-6:24; 6:26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 11-14, 

17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-27:1; 

27:4-9, 11-28:20 

1359 95.17% 

D05^c 1150 Greek 

1:1-5, 7-11, 18, 20-6:24; 6:26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 11-14, 

17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-27:1; 

27:4-9, 11-28:20 

1364 95.52% 

E07* 750 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

F* 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

G011 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

H013* 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

K* 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

K^c 950 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

L019* 750 Greek 1:1-4:21; 5:16-28:15 1400 98.04% 

L019^c 850 Greek 1:1-4:21; 5:16-28:15 1399 97.97% 

M* 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

N*% 550 Greek 

1:25-2:6; 2:21-3:3; 6:25-7:14; 8:1-23, 31-10:27; 11:2-

12:38; 13:6-32, 42-14:4; 14:24-15:12; 15:32-16:5; 

18:6-25; 19:6-11; 20:7-21:18; 26:58-63; 27:28-33 

522 36.55% 

N^c% 650 Greek 

1:25-2:6; 2:21-3:3; 6:25-7:14; 8:1-23, 31-10:27; 11:2-

12:38; 13:6-32, 42-14:4; 14:24-15:12; 15:32-16:5; 

18:6-25; 19:6-11; 20:7-21:18; 26:58-63; 27:28-33 

522 36.55% 

O 550 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

P024*%! 550 Greek 
1:11-21; 3:14-4:19; 10:7-19, 42-11:10; 13:40-50; 

14:15-15:2; 15:30-39 
154 10.78% 
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S 949 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

U 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

V 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

W* 400 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

W^c 900 Greek 1:1-28:20 1427 99.93% 

X 950 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

Y 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

Z*% 550 Greek 

1:18-2:6; 2:13-19; 4:4-13; 5:45-6:15; 7:17-8:2; 8:5-6; 

10:41-11:18; 12:44-13:11; 13:57-14:19; 15:14, 16-22; 

17:9-17, 26-18:6; 19:4-11, 21-28; 20:7-21:8; 21:23-

29, 38-45; 22:17-24, 37-23:3; 23:13-21; 24:15-24; 

25:1-9; 26:21-29, 63-71 

408 28.57% 

Z^c% 650 Greek 

1:18-2:6; 2:13-19; 4:4-13; 5:45-6:15; 7:17-8:2; 8:5-6; 

10:41-11:18; 12:44-13:11; 13:57-14:19; 15:14, 16-22; 

17:9-17, 26-18:6; 19:4-11, 21-28; 20:7-21:8; 21:23-

29, 38-45; 22:17-24, 37-23:3; 23:13-21; 24:15-24; 

25:1-9; 26:21-29, 63-71 

408 28.57% 

036* 950 Greek 1:1-5:30; 6:18-28; 7:27-8:25; 9:8-21:18; 22:27-28:20 1256 87.96% 

037* 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

037^c 950 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

038* 850 Greek 1:10-20; 4:5-9, 12-16; 5:9-28:20 1346 94.26% 

038^c 950 Greek 1:10-20; 4:5-9, 12-16; 5:9-28:20 1346 94.26% 

42 550 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

43 550 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

47 750 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

058%! 350 Greek 18:18-19, 26, 28-29 10 0.70% 

064%! 550 Greek 27:9-29 23 1.61% 

067%! 550 Greek 14:13-16, 19-22; 24:37-25:1; 25:32-43; 26:31-45 74 5.18% 

071%! 500 Greek 1:21-25 9 0.63% 

073%! 550 Greek 14:19-32, 34-35; 15:2-8 34 2.38% 

074%! 550 Greek 25:1-26:75; 28:1-20 182 12.75% 

078*%! 550 Greek 17:23, 25-18:2; 18:12-19; 19:6-14 41 2.87% 

078^c%! 550 Greek 17:23, 25-18:2; 18:12-19; 19:6-14 41 2.87% 

085%! 550 Greek 20:3-32; 22:4-16 64 4.48% 

087%! 550 Greek 1:23-25; 19:3, 6-8; 21:19-24 16 1.12% 

090%! 550 Greek 26:59-70; 27:44-56 36 2.52% 

094%! 550 Greek 24:9-21 12 0.84% 

0102%! 650 Greek 21:24-24:15 127 8.89% 

0106*%! 650 Greek 12:18, 25; 13:32, 36-50, 52-15:1; 15:4-26 123 8.61% 

0106^c%! 650 Greek 12:18, 25; 13:32, 36-50, 52-15:1; 15:4-26 124 8.68% 

0107%! 650 Greek 22:17, 21-24, 28, 32-23:13 37 2.59% 
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0128*%! 850 Greek 25:32-33, 40-42 6 0.42% 

0128^c%! 950 Greek 25:32-33, 40-42 6 0.42% 

133 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

0136%! 850 Greek 13:46-52; 14:6-13; 25:9-15, 41-26:1 39 2.73% 

0148%! 750 Greek 28:6-19 20 1.40% 

0160%! 400 Greek 26:25-26, 34-36 12 0.84% 

0161%! 750 Greek 22:7-12, 14, 17, 21-25, 28-37, 40-46 32 2.24% 

0170%! 500 Greek 6:5, 8-10, 13-15 12 0.84% 

0171%! 300 Greek 10:17-23, 25-27, 30-31 16 1.12% 

0196%! 850 Greek 5:1-11 11 0.77% 

0204%! 650 Greek 24:41-42, 45-48 6 0.42% 

0231%! 350 Greek 41338.126 4 0.28% 

0233* 750 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

0233^c 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

0234%! 750 Greek 28:11-15 5 0.35% 

0237%! 550 Greek 15:14, 18 5 0.35% 

0242%! 350 Greek 8:25-9:1; 13:32-33, 35-37, 40-46 31 2.17% 

0249*%! 950 Greek 25:1-9 10 0.70% 

0249^c%! 950 Greek 25:1-9 10 0.70% 

250 750 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

0271%! 850 Greek 12:29-35, 38 11 0.77% 

0275%! 650 Greek 5:25-26, 29-30 7 0.49% 

0277%! 700 Greek 14:22, 28 6 0.42% 

281% 700 Greek 

6:24, 26-28; 7:4-24; 8:12-13; 9:1-4, 6-15; 10:7-14; 

11:3-9, 27-12:2; 12:13-29; 13:19, 23, 25-31, 52-54, 

57-58; 15:15-22, 24, 26-32; 16:12-19, 27; 17:2, 4, 17-

18:8; 18:14-27; 19:21-28; 20:3, 26-33; 21:8-9, 12-13, 

27-32; 22:14-21, 40-23:3; 23:24-27; 24:21-36, 41-48; 

25:39-43; 26:15-27, 29-36, 52-56, 65-71, 73-27:4; 

27:22-35 

402 28.15% 

0293%! 550 Greek 21:27-28, 32; 26:3-9 16 1.12% 

0298%! 800 Greek 26:25-29 10 0.70% 

4 1250 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

17 1450 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

21 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

22 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

28* 1050 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

33* 850 Greek 
1:1-3:1; 3:3-7:15; 7:17-9:29; 9:31-10:31; 10:33-18:2; 

18:7-21:16; 21:19-25:6; 25:9-27:58; 27:60-28:20 
1389 97.27% 

118* 1250 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

118^c 1350 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 



220  Appendix B   

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

157 1122 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

225 1192 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

237 1050 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

238 1100 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

251 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

348 1022 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

474 1050 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

482 1285 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

544 1250 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

565* 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

565^c 950 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

579* 1250 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

579^c 1350 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

700* 1050 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

700^c 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

713 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

892* 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

892^c 950 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

998 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1010 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1012 1050 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1071 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1093 1302 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1230 1124 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1241* 1150 Greek 1:1-8:13; 13:4-28:20 1194 83.61% 

1241^c 1150 Greek 1:1-8:13; 13:4-28:20 1194 83.61% 

1242 1250 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1253 1450 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1293 1050 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1424* 900 Greek 1:1-22; 2:17-28:20 1411 98.81% 

1424^c 1000 Greek 1:1-22; 2:17-28:20 1411 98.81% 

1506 1320 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1573 1200 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

2148 1337 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

2542 1250 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

pm^a 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

pm^b 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

pm^c 850 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 
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TR 1892 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

HF 1982 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

RP 1995 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

l^844* 861 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

l^844^c 861 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

l^2211* 995 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

l^2211^c 995 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1 750 Greek 2:16-28:20 1387 97.13% 

131* 1350 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

209 1350 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

1582 949 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

13 1250 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

69 1450 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

346 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

543 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

788 1050 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

826 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

828 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

983 1150 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

vg^a 500 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10, 

13, 17-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-

8:22; 8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-16, 19-26, 28-30, 

33-15:22; 15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:8-29, 31-

20:17; 20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-42, 44-

45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 

23-27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 

25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-

17, 22-49, 54-56, 58, 60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1150 80.53% 

vg^b 500 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10, 

13, 17-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-

8:22; 8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-16, 19-26, 28-30, 

33-15:22; 15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:8-29, 31-

20:17; 20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-42, 44-

45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 

23-27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 

25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-

17, 22-49, 54-56, 58, 60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1154 80.81% 
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vg^cl 1592 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-16, 19-26, 28-30, 

33-15:22; 15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-

20:17; 20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-42, 44-45; 

22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-

27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-

33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-

49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1166 81.65% 

vg^s 1590 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10, 

13, 17-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-

8:22; 8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:6; 13:9-17, 19-

23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-16, 19-26, 28-15:22; 

15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:8-29, 31-20:17; 

20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-42, 44-45; 

22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-

27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-

33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-

49, 54-56, 58, 60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1152 80.67% 

vg^st 1994 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-16, 19-26, 28-30, 

33-15:22; 15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-

20:17; 20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-42, 44-45; 

22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-

27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-

33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-

49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1166 81.65% 

vg^ww 1889 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10, 

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-16, 19-26, 28-30, 

33-15:22; 15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-

20:17; 20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-42, 44-45; 

22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-

27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-

33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-

49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1160 81.23% 

      

      

      

      

      

      



 List of Extant Witnesses to Matthew 223 

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

it-a 350 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 8:25-

9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-11:24; 

11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 19-

23, 26-28, 30-14:9; 14:11-26, 28-15:22; 15:24-17:5; 

17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 20:21-21:5; 

21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 

23:2-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 

45-25:1; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-

27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 

9-20 

1167 81.72% 

it-aur* 650 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-26, 28-15:22; 

15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 

20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 

27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-

24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 

26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-

60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1171 82.00% 

it-b* 450 Latin 

1:16-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-13:6; 13:9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-26, 28-15:11; 

15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 

20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 

27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 

17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 

59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-

7, 9-20 

1135 79.48% 

it-b^c 450 Latin 

1:16-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-13:6; 13:9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-26, 28-15:11; 

15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 

20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 

27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 

17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 

59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-

7, 9-20 

1135 79.48% 

      

      

      

      

      

      



224  Appendix B   

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

it-c 1200 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-26, 28-15:22; 

15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 

20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 

27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-

24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 

26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-

60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1172 82.07% 

it-d 450 Latin 1:16-18, 20-2:19; 3:9-6:7; 8:28-26:63; 27:4-28:20 1269 88.87% 

it-e% 450 Latin 

12:50-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 19-23, 25-28, 30-55, 58-

14:9; 14:11-26, 28-15:22; 15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-

18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 

44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-15, 19, 23-

27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-48; 28:6-7, 9-

20 

564 39.50% 

it-f* 550 Latin 1:1-8:15; 8:27-28:20 1421 99.51% 

it-ff1 750 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-13:6; 13:9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-15:22; 15:24-

17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 20:21-

21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 

32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-

15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-

57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 

28:6-7, 9-20 

1176 82.35% 

it-ff2*% 450 Latin 

11:17-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-

17, 19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-26, 28-15:22; 

15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 

20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 

27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-

24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 

26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-

60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

813 56.93% 

it-g* 800 Latin 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

it-g1* 800 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-

17, 19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-26, 28-15:22; 

15:24-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 

20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 

27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 13-15, 19, 23-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-

15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-

57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 

28:6-7, 9-20 

1169 81.86% 



 List of Extant Witnesses to Matthew 225 

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

it-g1^c% 800 Latin 

1:1-3, 7, 10-11, 18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-17; 3:3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 17-21, 24-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2, 5, 7-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 

11-14, 17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-

9:1; 9:4, 9-11, 15-18, 20-22, 25, 28-29, 31, 34-10:2; 

10:4-7, 10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 11:13, 16, 18, 20-21, 

24, 27-12:2; 12:5-13, 15, 18-22, 29-35, 38-50; 13:2, 

4-6, 13-17, 19, 23, 26-28, 30-32, 37-39, 42-43, 46-50, 

52-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-36; 15:4-

11, 14, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-24, 27; 17:1-2, 4, 

11-12, 15-17, 23, 25-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 27-

28, 31-34; 19:1-3, 6, 8-10, 13-14, 17-18, 21-26; 20:3, 

5, 13-14, 21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 14-16, 19-25, 

27-29, 36, 39-42; 22:2-12, 14, 17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 

40-43, 45-46; 23:2, 6, 8-9, 13-15, 24-25, 27, 31-35, 

37; 24:8-15, 17, 19-27, 29-31, 34-36, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 

6, 13, 21, 23-24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:9-18, 

21-22, 25-27, 29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 63, 

66-73; 27:1, 4-9, 11-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-

48, 54-56, 60, 65-28:1; 28:7, 10-15, 18-20 

733 51.33% 

it-h* 450 Latin 

3:15-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-13, 17-5:27; 5:29-6:26; 6:32-

33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 

10:30-31, 33-11:24; 11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-

13:6; 13:9-17, 19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-

26, 28-33; 18:12-29, 31-20:17; 20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 

14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 

13-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-

25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 

27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

969 67.86% 

it-h^c 450 Latin 

3:15-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-13, 17-5:27; 5:29-6:26; 6:32-

33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 8:25-9:5; 9:8-13, 15-29, 31-10:27; 

10:30-31, 33-11:24; 11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-

13:6; 13:9-17, 19-23, 26-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-

26, 28-33; 18:12-29, 31-20:17; 20:21-21:5; 21:7-12, 

14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 32-46; 23:2-9, 

13-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-

25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 

27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

969 67.86% 

it-k*% 400 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-3:10; 4:1, 3-4, 6-7, 

10-13, 17-5:27; 5:29-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-5, 8-8:22; 

8:25-9:5; 9:8-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-11:24; 

11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 19-

23, 25-28, 30-14:9; 14:11-16; 15:22, 24-35 

531 37.18% 

      

      

      

      

      

      



226  Appendix B   

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

it-k^c% 400 Latin 

1:1-3, 7, 10-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-17; 3:1, 3, 9-10; 

4:1, 3-4, 6-7, 10-12, 17-21, 24-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2-12, 14-26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 11-14, 17, 

19-8:2; 8:5-9, 12-15, 21-22, 27-30, 32-9:5; 9:9-11, 15-

18, 20-22, 25, 28-29, 31, 34-10:7; 10:10-27, 30-31, 

33-11:8; 11:13, 16-18, 20-21, 24, 27-12:2; 12:5-13, 

15, 18-24, 27-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 13-17, 19-23, 26-

28, 30-32, 36-39, 42-43, 46-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-

16; 15:22, 24-33 

402 28.15% 

it-mu%! 450 Latin 9:17, 31-10:5; 10:7-10 23 1.61% 

it-n%! 450 Latin 
17:1-5, 14-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-20; 19:20-20:17; 20:21-

21:3; 26:56-57, 59-60, 69-73; 27:64-28:2; 28:9-20 
164 11.48% 

it-q* 600 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-3:14; 4:24-5:26; 6:5-

26; 7:9-8:22; 8:25-9:13; 9:15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 

33-11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-

17, 19-23, 25-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-15:22; 15:24-

17:7; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 20:21-

21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 

32-46; 23:2-10, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-

25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 

27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1106 77.45% 

it-q^c 600 Latin 

1:1-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 22-3:14; 4:24-5:26; 6:5-

26; 7:9-8:22; 8:25-9:13; 9:15-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 

33-11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-

17, 19-23, 25-28, 30-55, 58-14:9; 14:11-15:22; 15:24-

17:7; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-20:17; 20:21-

21:5; 21:7-12, 14-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 17-24, 27-28, 

32-46; 23:2-10, 31-35, 37-24:1; 24:6-15, 17-42, 45-

25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 

27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-20 

1106 77.45% 

it-r1% 650 Latin 

15:17-22, 24-30; 16:14-17:5; 17:10-23, 25-18:2; 18:7-

29, 31-20:17; 20:21-21:3; 21:22-42, 44-45; 22:2-14, 

17-24, 27-46; 23:2-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-24:1; 

24:6-15, 17-42, 45-25:6; 25:13-33, 40-26:29; 26:33-

49, 53-57, 59-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-49, 54-56, 58-60, 64-

28:2; 28:6-7, 9-15 

548 38.38% 

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



 List of Extant Witnesses to Matthew 227 

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

arm% 450 Armenian 

1:1-3, 7, 10-11, 18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-17; 3:3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 17-21, 24-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2, 5, 7-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 

11-14, 17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-

9:1; 9:4, 9-11, 15-18, 20-22, 25, 28-29, 31, 34-10:2; 

10:4-7, 10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 11:13, 16, 18, 20-21, 

24, 27-12:2; 12:5-13, 15, 18-22, 29-35, 38-50; 13:2, 

4-6, 13-17, 19, 23, 26-28, 30-32, 37-39, 42-43, 45-50, 

52-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-36; 15:4-

11, 14, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-24, 27; 17:1-2, 4, 

11-12, 15-17, 23, 25-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 27-

28, 31-34; 19:1-3, 6, 8-10, 13-14, 17-18, 21-26; 20:3, 

5, 13-14, 21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 14-16, 19-25, 

27-29, 36, 39-42; 22:2-12, 14, 17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 

40-43, 45-46; 23:2, 6, 8-9, 13-15, 24-25, 27, 31-35, 

37; 24:8-15, 17, 19-27, 29-31, 34-36, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 

6, 13, 21, 23-24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:9-18, 

21-22, 25-27, 29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 63, 

66-73; 27:1, 4-9, 11-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-

48, 54-56, 60, 64-28:1; 28:7, 10-15, 18-20 

736 51.54% 

geo^b% 625 Gerogian 

1:1-3, 7, 10-11, 18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-17; 3:3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 17-21, 24-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2, 5, 7-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 

11-14, 17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-

9:1; 9:4, 9-11, 15-18, 20-22, 25, 28-29, 31, 34-10:2; 

10:4-7, 10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 11:13, 16, 18, 20-21, 

24, 27-12:2; 12:5-13, 15, 18-22, 29-35, 38-50; 13:2, 

4-6, 13-17, 19, 23, 26-28, 30-32, 37-39, 42-43, 45-50, 

52-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-36; 15:4-

11, 14, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-24, 27; 17:1-2, 4, 

11-12, 15-17, 23, 25-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 27-

28, 31-34; 19:1-3, 6, 8-10, 13-14, 17-18, 21-26; 20:3, 

5, 13-14, 21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 14-16, 19-25, 

27-29, 36, 39-42; 22:2-12, 14, 17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 

40-43, 45-46; 23:2, 6, 8-9, 13-15, 24-25, 27, 31-35, 

37; 24:8-15, 17, 19-27, 29-31, 34-36, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 

6, 13, 21, 23-24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:9-18, 

21-22, 25-27, 29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 63, 

66-73; 27:1, 4-9, 11-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-

48, 54-56, 60, 64-28:1; 28:7, 10-15, 18-20 

736 51.54% 

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



228  Appendix B   

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

ac* 250 Akhmimic 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 23; 3:2-3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 13, 17-21, 24-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-14, 16-

17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-15, 22, 27-9:1; 9:4, 8-11, 15-18, 

20-25, 28-29, 31-10:7; 10:10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 

11:10-18, 20-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-24, 29-35, 38-

50; 13:2, 4-6, 9, 13-19, 23-24, 26-28, 30-32, 35-39, 

42-54, 57-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-15:1; 

15:4-11, 14, 16, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-27; 

17:1-2, 4, 11-12, 15-20, 23, 25-18:2; 18:8-14, 16-18, 

20, 24-28, 31-19:6; 19:8-14, 17-26; 20:3, 5-6, 13-15, 

21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-29, 

36, 39-42, 44, 46-22:14; 22:17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 40-

43, 45-46; 23:2-4, 6-21, 24-27, 31-35, 37; 24:6, 8-15, 

17-27, 29-31, 34-37, 39, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-

24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:8-18, 21-22, 25-27, 

29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 59-60, 63, 66-73; 

27:1-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-48, 54-56, 60, 

64-28:1; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

871 60.99% 

ac^2 250 Akhmimic 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 23; 3:2-3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 13, 17-21, 24-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-14, 16-

17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-15, 22, 27-9:1; 9:4, 8-11, 15-18, 

20-25, 28-29, 31-10:7; 10:10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 

11:10-18, 20-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-24, 29-35, 38-

50; 13:2, 4-6, 9, 13-19, 23-24, 26-28, 30-32, 35-39, 

42-54, 57-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-15:1; 

15:4-11, 14, 16, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-27; 

17:1-2, 4, 11-12, 15-20, 23, 25-18:2; 18:8-14, 16-18, 

20, 24-28, 31-19:6; 19:8-14, 17-26; 20:3, 5-6, 13-15, 

21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-29, 

36, 39-42, 44, 46-22:14; 22:17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 40-

43, 45-46; 23:2-4, 6-21, 24-27, 31-35, 37; 24:6, 8-15, 

17-27, 29-31, 34-37, 39, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-

24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:8-18, 21-22, 25-27, 

29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 59-60, 63, 66-73; 

27:1-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-48, 54-56, 60, 

64-28:1; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

871 60.99% 

bo^a 250 Boharic 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 21, 23-4:1; 4:3-4, 

6-7, 10-13, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-4, 

8-17, 19-8:22; 8:25-9:1; 9:4, 8-18, 20-26, 28-29, 31-

10:27; 10:30-31, 33-11:8; 11:10-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 

18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-24, 26-28, 30-14:3; 14:6-9, 

11-16, 19-32, 34-15:1; 15:4-11, 14-22, 24-35, 38-

16:27; 17:1-2, 4, 10-12, 15-18:2; 18:7-20, 24-29, 31-

19:6; 19:8-26, 29-20:7; 20:9-10, 13-17, 21-21:5; 21:7-

16, 19-25, 27-29, 36, 39-42, 44-22:14; 22:17-24, 27-

46; 23:2-27, 31-35, 37-38; 24:6, 8-15, 17-31, 34-39, 

41-42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-33, 40-26:4; 26:8-22, 

25-29, 33-42, 44-57, 59-60, 63-27:17; 27:22-28, 31-

51, 54-56, 58-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

1093 76.54% 



 List of Extant Witnesses to Matthew 229 

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

bo^b 250 Boharic 

1:1-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 21, 23-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 

10-13, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-42, 45-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-

4, 8-17, 19-8:22; 8:25-9:1; 9:4, 8-18, 20-26, 28-29, 

31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-11:8; 11:10-24, 27-12:13; 

12:15, 18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-24, 26-28, 30-14:3; 

14:6-9, 11-16, 19-32, 34-15:1; 15:4-11, 14-22, 24-35, 

38-16:27; 17:1-2, 4, 10-18:2; 18:7-20, 24-29, 31-

19:26; 19:29-20:7; 20:9-10, 13-17, 21-21:5; 21:7-16, 

19-25, 27-29, 36, 39-42, 44-22:14; 22:17-24, 27-46; 

23:2-27, 31-35, 37-38; 24:6, 8-15, 17-31, 34-39, 41-

42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-33, 40-26:4; 26:8-22, 25-29, 

33-57, 59-60, 63-27:17; 27:22-28, 31-51, 54-56, 58-

28:2; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

1103 77.24% 

bo^c 250 Boharic 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 21, 23; 3:2-4:1; 

4:3-4, 6-7, 13, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-42, 45-6:12; 6:14-

26, 32-33; 7:2-4, 8-17, 19-8:22; 8:25-9:1; 9:4, 8-12, 

14-18, 20-25, 28-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-11:8; 

11:10-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-24, 29-35, 38-50; 13:2, 

4-6, 9-24, 26-28, 30-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 27-

32, 34-15:1; 15:4-11, 14-22, 24-35, 38-16:27; 17:1-2, 

4, 11-12, 15-18:2; 18:7-14, 16-18, 20, 24-29, 31-19:6; 

19:8-26, 29-20:7; 20:10, 13-15, 17, 21, 23-21:5; 21:7-

9, 12-16, 19-25, 27-29, 36, 39-42, 44-22:14; 22:17-24, 

28-46; 23:2-27, 31-35, 37; 24:6, 8-15, 17-31, 34-39, 

41-42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-29, 32-33, 40-26:4; 

26:8-22, 25-27, 29, 33-42, 44-57, 59-60, 63-27:17; 

27:22-28, 31-33, 35-40, 42-51, 54-56, 58-60, 64-28:2; 

28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

1032 72.27% 

mae 250 
Middle-

Egyptian 

1:1-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 23-4:1; 4:3-4, 6-7, 10-

13, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-6:26; 6:32-33; 7:2-4, 8-17, 

19-8:22; 8:25-9:1; 9:4, 8-18, 20-26, 28-29, 31-10:27; 

10:30-31, 33-11:8; 11:10-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 

38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-24, 26-28, 30-33, 35-14:3; 14:6-9, 

11-16, 19-26, 28-32, 34-15:1; 15:4-11, 14-22, 24-35, 

38-16:27; 17:1-2, 4-5, 10-12, 15-18:2; 18:7-20, 24-29, 

31-19:26; 19:29-20:7; 20:9-10, 13-17, 21-21:5; 21:7-

12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-29, 36, 39-42, 44-22:14; 22:17-

24, 27-46; 23:2-27, 31-35, 37-38; 24:6-15, 17-31, 34-

39, 41-42, 48-25:3; 25:6, 13-17, 20-33, 40-26:4; 26:8-

22, 25-29, 33-49, 53-57, 59-60, 63-27:17; 27:22-28, 

31-51, 54-56, 58-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

1083 75.84% 

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



230  Appendix B   

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

mf 250 Fayyumic 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 23; 3:2-3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 13, 17-21, 24-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-14, 16-

17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-15, 22, 27-9:1; 9:4, 8-11, 15-18, 

20-25, 28-29, 31-10:7; 10:10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 

11:10-18, 20-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-24, 29-35, 38-

50; 13:2, 4-6, 9, 13-19, 23-24, 26-28, 30-32, 35-39, 

42-54, 57-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-15:1; 

15:4-11, 14, 16, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-27; 

17:1-2, 4, 11-12, 15-20, 23, 25-18:2; 18:8-14, 16-18, 

20, 24-28, 31-19:6; 19:8-14, 17-26; 20:3, 5-6, 13-15, 

21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-29, 

36, 39-42, 44, 46-22:14; 22:17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 40-

43, 45-46; 23:2-4, 6-21, 24-27, 31-35, 37; 24:6, 8-15, 

17-27, 29-31, 34-37, 39, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-

24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:8-18, 21-22, 25-27, 

29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 59-60, 63, 66-73; 

27:1-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-48, 54-56, 60, 

64-28:1; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

871 60.99% 

pbo 250 
Proto-

Boharic 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 23; 3:2-3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 13, 17-21, 24-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-14, 16-

17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-15, 22, 27-9:1; 9:4, 8-11, 15-18, 

20-25, 28-29, 31-10:7; 10:10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 

11:10-18, 20-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-24, 29-35, 38-

50; 13:2, 4-6, 9, 13-19, 23-24, 26-28, 30-32, 35-39, 

42-54, 57-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-15:1; 

15:4-11, 14, 16, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-27; 

17:1-2, 4, 11-12, 15-20, 23, 25-18:2; 18:8-14, 16-18, 

20, 24-28, 31-19:6; 19:8-14, 17-26; 20:3, 5-6, 13-15, 

21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-29, 

36, 39-42, 44, 46-22:14; 22:17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 40-

43, 45-46; 23:2-4, 6-21, 24-27, 31-35, 37; 24:6, 8-15, 

17-27, 29-31, 34-37, 39, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-

24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:8-18, 21-22, 25-27, 

29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 59-60, 63, 66-73; 

27:1-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-48, 54-56, 60, 

64-28:1; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

871 60.99% 

sa^a 250 Sahidic 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 21, 23-4:1; 4:4, 6-

7, 10-13, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-38, 40-48; 6:2-26, 32-

33; 7:2-4, 8-17, 19-8:15; 8:21-22, 25-9:1; 9:4, 8-13, 

15-18, 20-26, 28-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-11:24; 

11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-24, 26-

28, 30-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-30, 33-15:1; 15:4-11, 

14-22, 24, 26-35, 38-16:27; 17:1-2, 4, 10-12, 15-18:2; 

18:7-20, 24-29, 31-19:6; 19:8-26, 29-20:7; 20:9, 13-

17, 21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-25, 27-29, 36, 39-42, 

44-22:14; 22:17-24, 27-46; 23:2-27, 31-35, 37-38; 

24:6-15, 17-31, 34-39, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-

33, 40-26:4; 26:8-22, 25-29, 33-42, 44-57, 59-60, 63-

27:17; 27:22-28, 31-51, 54-56, 58-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-15, 

18-20 

1073 75.14% 



 List of Extant Witnesses to Matthew 231 

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

sa^b 250 Sahidic 

1:1-7, 10-18, 20-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18, 21, 23-4:1; 4:4, 6-

7, 10-13, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-38, 40-48; 6:2-26, 32-

33; 7:2-4, 8-17, 19-8:22; 8:25-9:1; 9:4, 8-18, 20-26, 

28-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-11:24; 11:27-12:13; 

12:15, 18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-24, 26-28, 30-14:3; 

14:6-9, 11-16, 19-15:1; 15:4-11, 14-22, 24, 26-35, 38-

16:27; 17:1-2, 4, 10-12, 15-18:2; 18:7-20, 24-29, 31-

19:6; 19:8-26, 29-20:7; 20:9, 13-17, 21-21:5; 21:7-12, 

14-16, 19-25, 27-29, 36, 39-42, 44-22:14; 22:17-24, 

27-46; 23:2-27, 31-35, 37-38; 24:6-15, 17-31, 34-39, 

41-42, 48; 25:3, 6, 13-17, 20-33, 40-26:4; 26:8-22, 

25-29, 33-57, 59-60, 63-27:17; 27:22-28, 31-51, 54-

56, 58-28:2; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

1090 76.33% 

got% 350 Gothic 

1:1-3, 7, 10-11, 18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-17; 3:3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 17-21, 24-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2, 5, 7-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 

11-14, 17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-

9:1; 9:4, 9-11, 15-18, 20-22, 25, 28-29, 31, 34-10:2; 

10:4-7, 10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 11:13, 16, 18, 20-21, 

24, 27-12:2; 12:5-13, 15, 18-22, 29-35, 38-50; 13:2, 

4-6, 13-17, 19, 23, 26-28, 30-32, 37-39, 42-43, 45-50, 

52-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-36; 15:4-

11, 14, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-24, 27; 17:1-2, 4, 

11-12, 15-17, 23, 25-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 27-

28, 31-34; 19:1-3, 6, 8-10, 13-14, 17-18, 21-26; 20:3, 

5, 13-14, 21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 14-16, 19-25, 

27-29, 36, 39-42; 22:2-12, 14, 17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 

40-43, 45-46; 23:2, 6, 8-9, 13-15, 24-25, 27, 31-35, 

37; 24:8-15, 17, 19-27, 29-31, 34-36, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 

6, 13, 21, 23-24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:9-18, 

21-22, 25-27, 29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 63, 

66-73; 27:1, 4-9, 11-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-

48, 54-56, 60, 65-28:1; 28:7, 10-15, 18-20 

735 51.47% 

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      



232  Appendix B   

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

aeth% 500 Ethiopic 

1:1-3, 7, 10-11, 18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-17; 3:3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 17-21, 24-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2, 5, 7-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 

11-14, 17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-

9:1; 9:4, 9-11, 15-18, 20-22, 25, 28-29, 31, 34-10:2; 

10:4-7, 10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 11:13, 16, 18, 20-21, 

24, 27-12:2; 12:5-13, 15, 18-22, 29-35, 38-50; 13:2, 

4-6, 13-17, 19, 23, 26-28, 30-32, 37-39, 42-43, 45-50, 

52-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-36; 15:4-

11, 14, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-24, 27; 17:1-2, 4, 

11-12, 15-17, 23, 25-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 27-

28, 31-34; 19:1-3, 6, 8-10, 13-14, 17-18, 21-26; 20:3, 

5, 13-14, 21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 14-16, 19-25, 

27-29, 36, 39-42; 22:2-12, 14, 17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 

40-43, 45-46; 23:2, 6, 8-9, 13-15, 24-25, 27, 31-35, 

37; 24:8-15, 17, 19-27, 29-31, 34-36, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 

6, 13, 21, 23-24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:9-18, 

21-22, 25-27, 29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 63, 

66-73; 27:1, 4-9, 11-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-

48, 54-56, 60, 65-28:1; 28:7, 10-15, 18-20 

735 51.47% 

slav% 850 Slavic 

1:1-3, 7, 10-11, 18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-17; 3:3, 9-11, 

15-4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 17-21, 24-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2, 5, 7-12, 14-24, 26, 32; 7:2-4, 8-9, 

11-14, 17, 19-8:2; 8:5-6, 8-9, 12-15, 22, 27-30, 32-

9:1; 9:4, 9-11, 15-18, 20-22, 25, 28-29, 31, 34-10:2; 

10:4-7, 10-27, 30-31, 33-11:8; 11:13, 16, 18, 20-21, 

24, 27-12:2; 12:5-13, 15, 18-22, 29-35, 38-50; 13:2, 

4-6, 13-17, 19, 23, 26-28, 30-32, 37-39, 42-43, 45-50, 

52-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-16, 19-25, 28, 35-36; 15:4-

11, 14, 18-22, 24, 26-33; 16:1-7, 11-24, 27; 17:1-2, 4, 

11-12, 15-17, 23, 25-18:2; 18:9-14, 16-18, 20, 24, 27-

28, 31-34; 19:1-3, 6, 8-10, 13-14, 17-18, 21-26; 20:3, 

5, 13-14, 21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-9, 14-16, 19-25, 

27-29, 36, 39-42; 22:2-12, 14, 17, 21-24, 28, 32-37, 

40-43, 45-46; 23:2, 6, 8-9, 13-15, 24-25, 27, 31-35, 

37; 24:8-15, 17, 19-27, 29-31, 34-36, 41-42, 48; 25:3, 

6, 13, 21, 23-24, 28-29, 32-33, 40, 42-26:4; 26:9-18, 

21-22, 25-27, 29, 33-34, 36-42, 44-49, 53, 56-57, 63, 

66-73; 27:1, 4-9, 11-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 43-

48, 54-56, 60, 65-28:1; 28:7, 10-15, 18-20 

735 51.47% 

sy^c% 300 
Syriac-

Curetoni 

1:1-3, 6-7, 10-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18; 3:2-4:4; 4:6-

7, 10-12, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-6:33; 7:2-4, 8-8:9; 

8:12-15, 21-22; 10:33-11:18; 11:20-24, 27-12:13; 

12:15, 18-35, 38-50; 13:2, 4-6, 9-17, 19-23, 26-28, 

30-33, 35-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-25, 27-15:22; 

15:24, 26-35, 38; 16:1-24, 27; 17:1-5, 10-20, 23, 25-

18:2; 18:7-20, 24-29, 31-19:6; 19:8-26, 29-20:9; 

20:13-17, 21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-42, 44-22:14; 

22:17-24, 28-37, 40-43, 45-46; 23:2-15, 19, 23-25, 27, 

31-34 

742 51.96% 

      



 List of Extant Witnesses to Matthew 233 

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

sy^p 425 
Syriac-

Peshitta 

1:1-7, 10-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18; 3:1-6, 9-4:1; 4:3-

4, 6-7, 10-12, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-

33; 7:2-4, 8-8:15; 8:21-22, 25-9:4; 9:8-18, 20-29, 31-

10:27; 10:30-31, 33-11:24; 11:27-12:13; 12:15, 18-35, 

38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 19-23, 26-28, 30-33, 35-54, 58-

14:3; 14:6-9, 11-25, 28-30, 33-15:22; 15:24, 26-35, 

38; 16:1-24, 27; 17:1-5, 10-12, 15-20, 23, 25-18:2; 

18:7-29, 31-19:26; 19:29-20:8; 20:13-17, 21-21:5; 

21:7-12, 14-16, 19-42, 44-22:14; 22:17-24, 27-28, 32-

37, 40-43, 45-46; 23:2-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-38; 

24:6-15, 17-37, 39, 41-42, 45, 48-25:6; 25:13-17, 20-

24, 28-33, 40-26:4; 26:8-22, 25-29, 33-42, 44-57, 59-

60, 63-27:2; 27:4-17, 22-28, 31-51, 54-56, 58, 60, 64-

28:2; 28:6-7, 9-15, 18-20 

1081 75.70% 

sy^ph% 507 
Syriac-

Philoxen 

1:1-3, 7, 10-11, 18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-17; 3:2-6, 9-

4:1; 4:4, 6-7, 17-21, 24-5:4; 5:11-27, 29-33, 37-38, 

40-42, 45-48; 6:2, 5, 7-24, 26, 32-33; 7:2-4, 8-9, 11-

14, 16-8:6; 8:8-9, 12-15, 21-22, 25-30, 32-9:4; 9:9-11, 

15-18, 20-29, 31, 34-10:2; 10:4-7, 10-27, 30-31, 33-

11:9; 11:13, 16-18, 20-21, 24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-22, 

29-35, 38-50; 13:2, 4-6, 11-17, 19-23, 26-28, 30-32, 

35, 37-39, 42-43, 45-50, 52-54, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-

16, 19-25, 28, 30, 35-36; 15:2-15, 18-22, 24, 26-35; 

16:1-24, 27; 17:1-2, 4-5, 10-12, 15-17, 23, 25-18:2; 

18:7, 9-18, 20, 24-28, 31-34; 19:1-6, 8-26, 29-20:5; 

20:8, 13-14, 16-17, 21, 23-29, 32-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-

16, 19-25, 27-29, 36, 39-42, 46-22:12; 22:14, 17, 21-

24, 28, 32-37, 40-43, 45-46; 23:2, 5-6, 8-9, 13-15, 23-

25, 27, 31-35, 37; 24:8-15, 17, 19-27, 29-31, 34-36, 

41-42, 45, 48; 25:3, 6, 13, 17, 21, 23-24, 28-29, 32-

33, 40-26:4; 26:8-18, 21-22, 25-29, 33-42, 44-49, 53, 

56-57, 63, 66-27:1; 27:4-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-40, 

42-49, 54-56, 60, 64-28:1; 28:7, 10-15, 18-20 

839 58.75% 

sy^h 616 
Syriac-

Harklien 

1:1-3, 6-7, 10-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18; 3:1-4:4; 4:6-

7, 12, 17-5:27; 5:29-38, 40-6:26; 6:32-7:4; 7:8-8:22; 

8:25-9:4; 9:8-18, 20-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-31, 33-

11:24; 11:27-12:15; 12:18-35, 38-13:2; 13:4-6, 9-17, 

19-23, 26-28, 30-32, 34-55, 58-14:3; 14:6-9, 11-30, 

33-15:22; 15:24, 26-35, 38-16:27; 17:1-7, 10-12, 15-

20, 23-18:2; 18:7-29, 31-19:26; 19:29-20:10; 20:13-

17, 21-21:5; 21:7-12, 14-16, 19-42, 44-22:14; 22:17-

24, 27-28, 32-43, 45-46; 23:2-15, 19, 23-27, 31-35, 

37-38; 24:6-15, 17-39, 41-42, 45, 48; 25:3-6, 13-17, 

20-33, 40-26:22; 26:25-29, 33-57, 59-60, 63-27:2; 

27:4-17, 22-28, 31-51, 54-56, 58, 60, 64-28:2; 28:6-7, 

9-15, 18-20 

1124 78.71% 

      

      

      

      



234  Appendix B   

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

sy^s 500 
Syriac-

Sinaitic 

1:1-3, 6-7, 10-18, 21-23, 25-2:6; 2:9-18; 3:1-4:1; 4:3-

4, 6-7, 10-12, 17-5:27; 5:29-33, 37-48; 6:2-9; 8:5-15, 

21-22, 25-9:4; 9:8-12, 15-18, 20-29, 31-10:27; 10:30-

31, 33-11:18; 11:20-24, 27-12:13; 12:15, 18-25, 29-

35, 38-13:6; 13:9-17, 19-23, 26-28, 30-33, 35-54, 58-

14:3; 14:6-9, 11-25, 28-30, 33-15:22; 15:24, 26-35, 

38; 16:1-14; 17:12-20, 23, 25-18:2; 18:7, 9-29, 31-

19:6; 19:8-26, 29-20:8; 20:13-17, 21-24; 21:22-42, 

44-22:14; 22:17-25, 28, 32-37, 40-43, 45-46; 23:2-15, 

19, 23-27, 31-35, 37-38; 24:6-15, 17-31, 34-37, 39, 

41-42, 45, 48-25:6; 25:13, 17, 21, 23-24, 28-29, 32-

33, 40-26:4; 26:8-22, 25-29, 33-42, 44-57, 60, 63, 66-

27:2; 27:4-17, 22, 24-28, 31-33, 35-49, 54-56, 60, 64-

28:2; 28:6 

888 62.18% 

NA-27 1979 Greek 1:1-28:20 1428 100.00% 

Acac%! 366 Greek 23:31 1 0.07% 

Ad%! 300 Greek 7:18 1 0.07% 

Ath%! 373 Greek 6:28 1 0.07% 

Athen%! 180 Greek 5:44 1 0.07% 

Bas%! 379 Greek 5:47; 6:21, 32 4 0.28% 

Basil^cl%! 150 Greek 19:11 1 0.07% 

Chr%! 407 Greek 3:9; 15:14; 17:26; 18:26; 21:29; 24:38 6 0.42% 

Cl^a%! 215 Greek 

5:25, 28, 36-37, 42-44; 6:33; 7:6, 13-14; 10:23, 32; 

13:34-35; 15:8; 16:26; 19:11, 14, 21; 23:9, 25-27, 37-

38; 25:27, 39 

34 2.38% 

Cl^b%! 215 Greek 

5:25, 28, 36-37, 42-44; 6:33; 7:6, 13-14; 10:23, 32; 

13:34-35; 15:8; 16:26; 19:11, 14, 21; 23:9, 25-27, 37-

38; 25:27, 39-40 

35 2.45% 

Cl^hom%! 250 Greek 5:37 1 0.07% 

Cyp^a%! 258 Latin 
3:11; 5:13, 22, 44-45, 47; 6:10; 7:13-14, 21, 24; 

10:25, 42; 13:45; 16:19; 19:20; 24:6, 30; 25:41; 27:4 
25 1.75% 

Cyr^a%! 444 Greek 

5:22, 37, 39; 7:2; 8:3, 31, 34; 10:1; 13:40; 15:4, 6; 

16:19, 26; 17:3; 19:20; 20:6-7; 21:13, 25; 24:14; 

25:31; 26:23, 52 

27 1.89% 

Cyr^b%! 444 Greek 

5:22, 37, 39; 7:2; 8:3, 31, 34; 10:1; 12:40; 13:40; 15:4, 

6; 16:19, 26; 17:3; 19:20; 20:6-7; 21:13, 25; 24:14; 

25:31; 26:23, 52, 63 

29 2.03% 

CyrJ%! 386 Greek 3:16; 25:29; 28:9 3 0.21% 

Did^a%! 398 Greek 
3:12; 5:4-9, 25; 6:14; 7:21, 24; 18:6-7; 23:2; 25:41; 

26:53 
12 0.84% 

Did^b%! 398 Greek 
3:12; 5:4-9, 25; 6:14; 7:21, 24; 8:12; 18:6-7; 23:2; 

25:41; 26:53 
13 0.91% 

Didache%! 100 Greek ######## 4 0.28% 

Epiph^a%! 403 Greek 8:28; 10:16, 19; 13:37; 15:14; 20:23; 26:29 8 0.56% 

Epiph^b%! 403 Greek 8:28; 10:16, 19; 13:37; 15:14; 20:23; 26:29 8 0.56% 

      



 List of Extant Witnesses to Matthew 235 

 

 

 

Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

Eus^a%! 339 Greek 

1:18-19, 22-23; 2:8, 21-23; 4:17-18, 23-24; 5:4, 27, 

39, 44-45; 6:6, 33; 7:25, 28; 8:5, 8, 13, 25; 9:9; 10:8-

10, 32; 11:18, 27; 12:4; 13:13-14, 28, 35; 14:22-27, 

29; 15:6, 39; 16:2, 8, 19; 17:1; 18:10; 23:38; 24:14, 

31; 25:31-33, 40-41; 26:16, 20, 22, 49, 55; 27:3, 10, 

29, 35, 56; 28:2, 9 

84 5.88% 

Eus^b%! 339 Greek 

1:18-19, 22-23; 2:8, 21-23; 4:17-18, 23-24; 5:4, 27, 

39, 44-45; 6:6, 33; 7:25, 28-29; 8:5, 8, 13, 25; 9:9; 

10:8-10, 32; 11:18, 27; 12:4; 13:13-14, 28, 35; 14:22-

27, 29; 15:6, 39; 16:2, 8, 19; 17:1; 18:10; 23:38; 

24:14, 31; 25:31-33, 40-41; 26:15-16, 20, 22, 49, 55; 

27:3, 10, 29, 35, 56; 28:2, 9 

86 6.02% 

Eus^syr%! 339 Latin 21:44 1 0.07% 

GrNy%! 394 Greek 25:40:00 1 0.07% 

Hier^a%! 420 Latin 13:35; 21:29; 24:36 5 0.35% 

Hier^b%! 420 Latin 5:22; 6:25; 11:19, 23; 13:35; 16:2; 21:29; 24:36 10 0.70% 

Hil%! 367 Latin 8:6; 9:34 2 0.14% 

Hipp%! 235 Greek 7:13 1 0.07% 

Ir^a%! 150 Greek 1:18; 3:16-17; 11:27; 13:25; 24:21 9 0.63% 

Irarm%! 400 Latin 4:10; 21:39; 26:28-29; 27:10 5 0.35% 

Irlat^a%! 395 Latin 

1:11, 18; 3:16; 4:10; 5:18, 22, 27-28, 33, 41, 44-45; 

7:5; 8:12-13; 9:8; 10:30; 11:23-24; 12:18, 21; 13:30, 

40, 52; 15:4, 6; 16:13, 21; 19:7; 21:16, 43; 22:7-13; 

23:2-4, 26-27, 34, 36; 24:16-17, 28, 35-36, 45-46; 

25:21, 23, 41; 26:28-29; 28:19 

69 4.83% 

Irlat^b%! 395 Latin 

1:11, 18, 22; 3:16; 4:10; 5:18, 22, 27-28, 33, 41, 44-

45; 7:5; 8:12-13; 9:8; 10:30; 11:23-24; 12:18, 21; 

13:30, 40, 52; 15:4, 6; 16:13, 21; 19:7; 21:16, 43; 

22:7-13; 23:2-4, 26-27, 34, 36; 24:16-17, 28, 35-36, 

45-46; 25:21, 23, 41; 26:28-29; 28:19 

70 4.90% 

Ju%! 165 Greek 2:18; 5:37; 7:22; 11:15, 27; 16:26; 19:16-17 9 0.63% 

Lcf%! 371 Latin 18:21; 21:39; 22:7, 12-13; 23:34 6 0.42% 

Mar^Ir%! 150 Greek 11:25; 19:16-17; 20:22 5 0.35% 

Mar^Ir-

lat%! 
150 Latin 11:27 1 0.07% 

Or^a%! 254 Greek 

1:18, 23; 3:6-7, 10; 4:10-12, 16; 5:4, 11, 22, 32, 37, 

44; 6:4, 6, 8, 12-13, 25; 7:18, 22, 24, 28; 8:5; 9:1; 

10:4-5, 23, 27, 32, 42-11:2; 12:17; 13:22-23, 35-36, 

39, 44-45, 55-57; 15:6-8, 15, 26; 16:1-2, 12-13, 19-20, 

26, 28-17:1; 17:20; 18:10, 14, 24, 26; 19:3-4, 11, 16-

17, 28-29; 20:6, 8, 17, 19, 22-23, 33-21:1; 21:8, 13, 

19, 32, 38, 44; 25:31; 26:26-27, 61; 27:2-3, 17, 52; 

28:9, 15 

105 7.35% 
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Witness Date Language Content 
No. of 

Readings 

Percent 

Complete 

Or^b%! 254 Greek 

1:18, 23; 3:6-7, 10; 4:10-12, 16; 5:4, 11, 22, 32, 37, 

44; 6:4, 6, 8, 12-13, 25; 7:13-14, 18, 22, 24, 28; 8:5; 

9:1, 22; 10:4-5, 23, 27, 32, 42-11:2; 12:17; 13:22-23, 

35-36, 39, 44-45, 55-57; 15:6-8, 15, 26; 16:1-2, 12-13, 

19-20, 26, 28-17:1; 17:20; 18:1, 10, 14, 24, 26; 19:3-

4, 11, 16-17, 28-29; 20:6, 8, 17, 19, 22-23, 33-21:1; 

21:8, 13, 19, 32, 38, 44; 22:7; 25:31; 26:26-27, 61; 

27:2-3, 17, 52; 28:9, 15 

111 7.77% 

Or^lat^a%! 254 Latin 
4:4; 5:27, 39; 10:3; 13:44; 16:1, 28; 18:15; 27:16-17, 

24 
11 0.77% 

Or^lat^b%! 254 Latin 
4:4; 5:27, 39; 10:3; 13:44; 16:1, 28; 18:15; 27:16-17, 

24 
11 0.77% 

Ptol%! 180 Greek 15:4, 6 2 0.14% 

Tert^a%! 220 Latin 5:11, 28, 48; 6:10; 15:26 6 0.42% 

Theoph%! 412 Greek 5:44 1 0.07% 

Thret%! 466 Greek 10:23 1 0.07% 

 



 

  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

 

List of the References Associated 

with Each Place of Variation 

 

 

 

This appendix contains a list of the references associated with each place of variation. 

The number to the left of the hyphen is the index number of the place of variation, and the 

numbers to the right constitute the reference. The reference indicates the chapter, verse, and 

ordered rank of the place of variation in that verse. For example, 8-1:7,4 indicates that the 8
th

 

place of variation occurs in chapter 1, verse 7, and is the 4
th

 place of variation in that verse. 



238 Appendix C  

 

 

 

Reference at Each Place of Variation 
 

1- 1:3,1 2- 1:5,1 3- 1:5,2 4- 1:6,1 5- 1:7,1 6- 1:7,2 7- 1:7,3 

8- 1:7,4 9- 1:7,5 10- 1:9,1 11- 1:9,2 12- 1:10,1 13- 1:10,2 14- 1:10,3 

15- 1:10,4 16- 1:11,1 17- 1:16,1 18- 1:18,1 19- 1:18,2 20- 1:19,1 21- 1:20,1 

22- 1:21,1 23- 1:21,2 24- 1:22,1 25- 1:22,2 26- 1:23,1 27- 1:24,1 28- 1:24,2 

29- 1:25,1 30- 1:25,2 31- 1:25,3 32- 2:3,1 33- 2:4,1 34- 2:6,1 35- 2:8,1 

36- 2:9,1 37- 2:9,2 38- 2:11,1 39- 2:13,1 40- 2:13,2 41- 2:15,1 42- 2:16,1 

43- 2:17,1 44- 2:18,1 45- 2:19,1 46- 2:21,1 47- 2:22,1 48- 2:23,1 49- 3:1,1 

50- 3:2,1 51- 3:3,1 52- 3:3,2 53- 3:6,1 54- 3:7,1 55- 3:9,1 56- 3:10,1 

57- 3:10,2 58- 3:11,1 59- 3:12,1 60- 3:14,1 61- 3:15,1 62- 3:15,2 63- 3:16,1 

64- 3:16,2 65- 3:16,3 66- 3:16,4 67- 3:16,5 68- 3:16,6 69- 3:17,1 70- 3:17,2 

71- 4:1,1 72- 4:1,2 73- 4:2,1 74- 4:3,1 75- 4:4,1 76- 4:4,2 77- 4:5,1 

78- 4:6,1 79- 4:7,1 80- 4:9,1 81- 4:10,1 82- 4:12,1 83- 4:13,1 84- 4:13,2 

85- 4:16,1 86- 4:17,1 87- 4:17,2 88- 4:18,1 89- 4:18,2 90- 4:19,1 91- 4:20,1 

92- 4:21,1 93- 4:23,1 94- 4:24,1 95- 4:24,2 96- 4:24,3 97- 4:24,4 98- 5:1,1 

99- 5:4,1 100- 5:4,2 101- 5:9,1 102- 5:11,1 103- 5:11,2 104- 5:11,3 105- 5:11,4 

106- 5:11,5 107- 5:11,6 108- 5:11,7 109- 5:12,1 110- 5:12,2 111- 5:13,1 112- 5:13,2 

113- 5:16,1 114- 5:18,1 115- 5:18,2 116- 5:18,3 117- 5:19,1 118- 5:20,1 119- 5:22,1 

120- 5:22,2 121- 5:22,3 122- 5:25,1 123- 5:25,2 124- 5:25,3 125- 5:26,1 126- 5:27,1 

127- 5:28,1 128- 5:29,1 129- 5:30,1 130- 5:30,2 131- 5:30,3 132- 5:32,1 133- 5:32,2 

134- 5:33,1 135- 5:36,1 136- 5:37,1 137- 5:37,2 138- 5:38,1 139- 5:39,1 140- 5:39,2 

141- 5:39,3 142- 5:40,1 143- 5:40,2 144- 5:41,1 145- 5:41,2 146- 5:42,1 147- 5:42,2 

148- 5:44,1 149- 5:45,1 150- 5:46,1 151- 5:47,1 152- 5:47,2 153- 5:47,3 154- 5:47,4 

155- 5:48,1 156- 5:48,2 157- 6:1,1 158- 6:1,2 159- 6:1,3 160- 6:2,1 161- 6:4,1 

162- 6:4,2 163- 6:4,3 164- 6:5,1 165- 6:5,2 166- 6:5,3 167- 6:5,4 168- 6:5,5 

169- 6:6,1 170- 6:7,1 171- 6:8,1 172- 6:8,2 173- 6:9,1 174- 6:10,1 175- 6:10,2 

176- 6:11,1 177- 6:12,1 178- 6:12,2 179- 6:13,1 180- 6:14,1 181- 6:14,2 182- 6:15,1 

183- 6:15,2 184- 6:16,1 185- 6:16,2 186- 6:16,3 187- 6:18,1 188- 6:18,2 189- 6:18,3 

190- 6:18,4 191- 6:20,1 192- 6:21,1 193- 6:21,2 194- 6:21,3 195- 6:22,1 196- 6:22,2 

197- 6:23,1 198- 6:24,1 199- 6:25,1 200- 6:26,1 201- 6:28,1 202- 6:32,1 203- 6:32,2 

204- 6:33,1 205- 6:34,1 206- 7:2,1 207- 7:4,1 208- 7:4,2 209- 7:5,1 210- 7:6,1 

211- 7:8,1 212- 7:9,1 213- 7:9,2 214- 7:10,1 215- 7:11,1 216- 7:12,1 217- 7:13,1 

218- 7:13,2 219- 7:13,3 220- 7:14,1 221- 7:14,2 222- 7:15,1 223- 7:16,1 224- 7:17,1 

225- 7:18,1 226- 7:18,2 227- 7:19,1 228- 7:21,1 229- 7:21,2 230- 7:22,1 231- 7:22,2 

232- 7:23,1 233- 7:23,2 234- 7:24,1 235- 7:24,2 236- 7:25,1 237- 7:26,1 238- 7:26,2 

239- 7:26,3 240- 7:27,1 241- 7:27,2 242- 7:27,3 243- 7:28,1 244- 7:28,2 245- 7:29,1 

246- 7:29,2 247- 8:1,1 248- 8:2,1 249- 8:3,1 250- 8:5,1 251- 8:5,2 252- 8:6,1 

253- 8:7,1 254- 8:7,2 255- 8:8,1 256- 8:8,2 257- 8:8,3 258- 8:9,1 259- 8:10,1 

260- 8:12,1 261- 8:13,1 262- 8:13,2 263- 8:13,3 264- 8:13,4 265- 8:13,5 266- 8:15,1 

267- 8:18,1 268- 8:21,1 269- 8:22,1 270- 8:22,2 271- 8:23,1 272- 8:25,1 273- 8:25,2 

274- 8:27,1 275- 8:28,1 276- 8:28,2 277- 8:29,1 278- 8:29,2 279- 8:30,1 280- 8:30,2 

281- 8:31,1 282- 8:32,1 283- 8:32,2 284- 8:34,1 285- 8:34,2 286- 8:34,3 287- 8:34,4 

288- 9:1,1 289- 9:1,2 290- 9:2,1 291- 9:2,2 292- 9:4,1 293- 9:4,2 294- 9:4,3 

295- 9:5,1 296- 9:6,1 297- 9:8,1 298- 9:9,1 299- 9:9,2 300- 9:10,1 301- 9:11,1 

302- 9:11,2 303- 9:12,1 304- 9:12,2 305- 9:13,1 306- 9:14,1 307- 9:15,1 308- 9:15,2 

309- 9:15,3 310- 9:17,1 311- 9:17,2 312- 9:17,3 313- 9:17,4 314- 9:18,1 315- 9:18,2 

316- 9:19,1 317- 9:20,1 318- 9:21,1 319- 9:22,1 320- 9:22,2 321- 9:22,3 322- 9:24,1 



 Reference at Each Place of Variation  

 

 

 

239 

323- 9:25,1 324- 9:26,1 325- 9:27,1 326- 9:27,2 327- 9:28,1 328- 9:28,2 329- 9:28,3 

330- 9:29,1 331- 9:30,1 332- 9:31,1 333- 9:32,1 334- 9:34,1 335- 9:35,1 336- 9:36,1 
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This appendix contains the stemma of the genealogical history of the Book of Mat-

thew. The stemma is displayed vertically rather than horizontally. That is, the autograph in 

the upper left corner with succeeding generations indented from the left progressively down-

ward. Sibling daughter descendants are linked by vertical lines. For example, the first genera-

tion descendants of the autograph are Ex-326#,1 Ex-324#,2 and Ex-333#. Only the primary 

exemplars are displayed, so no mixture connections are shown. The diagram spills over onto 

succeeding pages, but the lower case letters at the page breaks show where the lines from one 

page connect to those of the next.  

 

 The format of the information on each line is as follows: (1) the name of the witness; 

(2) the genealogical affinity of the witness with its primary parent exemplar, enclosed in 

square brackets []; (3) generation from the autograph, enclosed in angular brackets <>; (4) 

date, enclosed in curly brackets {}; (5) the number of variants the witness differs from its 

primary parent, enclosed in slant marks //; (6) the number of readings in the sibling gene, also 

enclosed in slant marks //; and (7) the number of parents the witness has.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     Ex-313#[0.68]<1>{AD 75}/461/364/3 
  

                                                 
 

1
 The names of exemplars created by the software have the prefix “Ex-” followed by a number; extant 

witnesses have the names provided in NA-27 as modified for compatibility with the software (discussed in 

Chapter Four). 

 
2
 The character # at the end of the name of a witness indicates that its place in the tree was determined 

numeric affinity without the benefit of genetic affinity. The character % indicates the witness had less that 60% 

of the text, and an additional ! indicates that it had less than 20%. 

Name 
Quantita-

tiveAffinity 

Generation 

Date 

Differences 

Sibling 

Gene 

# of Parents 
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Autograph[0.00]<0>{AD 43}/0/0/0 

   |-Ex-313#[0.68]<1>{AD 165}/461/364/4 

   |   |-Ex-307[1.00]<2>{AD 258}/0/200/1 

   |   |   |-it-d[0.86]<3>{AD 450}/180/181/8 

   |   |   |-Ex-292[1.00]<3>{AD 300}/0/181/1 

   |   |       |-D05^2[1.00]<4>{AD 850}/0/2/1 

   |   |       |-D05*[0.98]<4>{AD 450}/21/3/3 

   |   |       |-D05^1[1.00]<4>{AD 600}/2/2/2 

   |   |       |-D05^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1150}/6/10/5 

   |   |       |-P^21%[1.00]<4>{AD 400}/0/0/1 

   |   |       |-Acac%[1.00]<4>{AD 366}/0/0/1 

   |   |       |-Eus^syr%[1.00]<4>{AD 339}/0/0/1 

   |   |       |-Hier^a%[0.50]<4>{AD 420}/1/0/1 

   |   |       |-Irlat^a%[0.64]<4>{AD 395}/24/0/9 

   |   |       |-Irlat^b%[0.63]<4>{AD 395}/25/0/9 

   |   |       |-Lcf%[0.83]<4>{AD 371}/1/0/2 

   |   |-Ex-302[0.63]<2>{AD 180}/524/200/7 

   |       |-it-a[0.95]<3>{AD 350}/56/14/6 

   |       |-it-c[0.95]<3>{AD 1200}/59/2/8 

   |       |-it-ff1[0.94]<3>{AD 750}/76/8/10 

   |       |-it-b*%[0.94]<3>{AD 450}/66/0/10 

   |       |-it-b^c%[0.94]<3>{AD 450}/67/0/10 

   |       |-it-ff2*%[0.95]<3>{AD 450}/39/0/10 

   |       |-it-h*%[0.91]<3>{AD 450}/84/0/8 

   |       |-it-h^c%[0.91]<3>{AD 450}/85/0/8 

   |       |-it-mu%[0.91]<3>{AD 450}/2/0/3 

   |       |-Ex-295[0.88]<3>{AD 507}/168/2/8 

   |       |   |-it-g*[0.99]<4>{AD 800}/10/1/6 

   |       |   |-it-f*[0.98]<4>{AD 550}/30/2/10 

   |       |-Ex-296[0.98]<3>{AD 200}/21/1/7 

   |           |-it-g1*[0.96]<4>{AD 800}/51/3/10 

   |           |-it-aur*[0.98]<4>{AD 650}/28/2/10 

   |           |-it-e%[0.87]<4>{AD 450}/75/0/10 

   |           |-it-k*%[0.85]<4>{AD 400}/78/0/11 

   |           |-it-k^c%[0.84]<4>{AD 400}/83/0/10 

   |           |-it-n%[0.98]<4>{AD 450}/4/0/3 

   |           |-it-q*%[0.89]<4>{AD 600}/123/0/13 

   |           |-it-q^c%[0.89]<4>{AD 600}/124/0/13 

   |           |-it-r1%[0.96]<4>{AD 650}/21/0/11 

   |           |-Cl^a%[0.54]<4>{AD 215}/11/0/6 

   |           |-Cl^b%[0.50]<4>{AD 215}/12/0/6 

   |           |-Cyp^a%[0.58]<4>{AD 258}/10/0/4 

   |           |-Cyr^a%[0.63]<4>{AD 444}/9/0/6 

   |           |-Cyr^b%[0.63]<4>{AD 444}/9/0/6 

   |           |-Tert^a%[0.60]<4>{AD 220}/2/0/2 

   |-Ex-312#[0.92]<1>{AD 150}/116/364/2 

   |   |-P^64%[0.95]<2>{AD 200}/3/0/4 

   |   |-073%[0.79]<2>{AD 550}/7/0/5 

   |   |-0293%[0.94]<2>{AD 550}/1/0/2 

   |   |-arm%[0.99]<2>{AD 450}/4/0/3 

   |   |-geo^b%[1.00]<2>{AD 625}/2/0/2 

   |   |-ac*%[0.93]<2>{AD 250}/57/0/5 

  a  b  
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  a  b 

   |   |-ac^2%[0.93]<2>{AD 250}/57/0/5 

   |   |-mf%[0.93]<2>{AD 250}/57/0/5 

   |   |-pbo%[0.93]<2>{AD 250}/57/0/5 

   |   |-sa^a%[0.84]<2>{AD 250}/177/0/6 

   |   |-sa^b%[0.76]<2>{AD 250}/258/0/5 

   |   |-got%[1.00]<2>{AD 350}/1/0/2 

   |   |-aeth%[1.00]<2>{AD 500}/1/0/2 

   |   |-slav%[1.00]<2>{AD 850}/1/0/2 

   |   |-NA-27[0.93]<2>{AD 1979}/104/0/4 

   |   |-Ex-304[0.82]<2>{AD 235}/261/161/6 

   |   |   |-B^2[1.00]<3>{AD 600}/6/138/3 

   |   |   |-Or^a%[0.60]<3>{AD 254}/42/0/7 

   |   |   |-Ex-303[0.99]<3>{AD 250}/10/138/5 

   |   |       |-B*[0.99]<4>{AD 350}/21/193/4 

   |   |       |-B^1[1.00]<4>{AD 350}/7/193/4 

   |   |       |-P^44%[1.00]<4>{AD 600}/0/0/1 

   |   |       |-P^71%[1.00]<4>{AD 350}/0/0/1 

   |   |       |-0298%[1.00]<4>{AD 800}/0/0/1 

   |   |       |-Ad%[1.00]<4>{AD 300}/0/0/1 

   |   |       |-Or^b%[0.52]<4>{AD 254}/53/0/9 

   |   |-Ex-301[0.90]<2>{AD 165}/149/161/5 

   |       |-Z*%[0.84]<3>{AD 550}/66/0/8 

   |       |-Z^c%[0.84]<3>{AD 650}/65/0/9 

   |       |-067%[0.81]<3>{AD 550}/14/0/4 

   |       |-085%[0.80]<3>{AD 550}/13/0/5 

   |       |-0128*%[0.83]<3>{AD 850}/1/0/2 

   |       |-0128^c%[1.00]<3>{AD 950}/0/0/1 

   |       |-bo^c%[0.78]<3>{AD 250}/240/0/6 

   |       |-Ex-291[0.81]<3>{AD 339}/270/16/8 

   |       |   |-L019^c[1.00]<4>{AD 850}/0/16/1 

   |       |   |-L019*[1.00]<4>{AD 750}/2/16/2 

   |       |   |-P^35%[1.00]<4>{AD 350}/0/0/1 

   |       |-Ex-277[0.81]<3>{AD 180}/274/18/5 

   |       |   |-01^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1150}/1/15/2 

   |       |   |-01*[0.95]<4>{AD 350}/68/15/5 

   |       |   |-01^1[0.95]<4>{AD 550}/65/8/7 

   |       |   |-01^2[0.95]<4>{AD 650}/68/7/10 

   |       |   |-P^1%[0.92]<4>{AD 256}/1/0/2 

   |       |   |-P^62%[1.00]<4>{AD 350}/0/0/1 

   |       |   |-P^77%[1.00]<4>{AD 200}/0/0/1 

   |       |   |-P^83%[1.00]<4>{AD 550}/0/0/1 

   |       |   |-P^86*%[1.00]<4>{AD 350}/0/0/1 

   |       |   |-P^105%[1.00]<4>{AD 500}/0/0/1 

   |       |   |-0231%[1.00]<4>{AD 350}/0/0/1 

   |       |   |-0277%[1.00]<4>{AD 700}/0/0/1 

   |       |   |-Bas%[1.00]<4>{AD 379}/0/0/1 

   |       |   |-CyrJ%[0.67]<4>{AD 386}/1/0/2 

   |       |   |-Hier^b%[0.60]<4>{AD 420}/4/0/4 

   |       |-Ex-297[0.93]<3>{AD 235}/103/8/6 

   |           |-it-g1^c[0.85]<4>{AD 800}/174/4/12 

   |           |-33*[0.85]<4>{AD 850}/214/8/13 

   |           |-P^45*%[0.73]<4>{AD 250}/17/0/4 

   |           |-0281%[0.81]<4>{AD 700}/77/0/11 

  a          b 
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  a           b 

   |           |-bo^a%[0.81]<4>{AD 250}/208/0/7 

   |           |-Ex-287[0.85]<4>{AD 507}/221/8/13 

   |           |   |-892^c[0.97]<5>{AD 950}/39/11/9 

   |           |   |-892*[0.99]<5>{AD 850}/13/11/7 

   |           |   |-094%[0.92]<5>{AD 550}/1/0/2 

   |           |-Ex-271[0.79]<4>{AD 250}/297/6/8 

   |               |-131*[1.00]<5>{AD 1350}/0/8/1 

   |               |-1[1.00]<5>{AD 750}/0/8/1 

   |               |-209[1.00]<5>{AD 1350}/3/8/3 

   |               |-1582[1.00]<5>{AD 949}/0/8/1 

   |               |-P^19%[0.94]<5>{AD 400}/1/0/1 

   |               |-P^25%[0.65]<5>{AD 350}/6/0/3 

   |               |-058%[0.80]<5>{AD 350}/2/0/3 

   |               |-071%[1.00]<5>{AD 500}/0/0/1 

   |               |-0170%[1.00]<5>{AD 500}/0/0/1 

   |               |-0171%[0.81]<5>{AD 300}/3/0/3 

   |               |-0275%[1.00]<5>{AD 650}/0/0/1 

   |               |-Ath%[1.00]<5>{AD 373}/0/0/1 

   |               |-Or^lat^b%[0.45]<5>{AD 254}/6/0/4 

   |               |-Theoph%[1.00]<5>{AD 412}/0/0/1 

   |               |-Thret%[1.00]<5>{AD 466}/0/0/1 

   |-Ex-314#[0.78]<1>{AD 44}/318/364/3 

       |-Ex-306[0.76]<2>{AD 235}/276/410/6 

       |   |-vg^a[0.99]<3>{AD 500}/15/19/5 

       |   |-vg^b[0.94]<3>{AD 500}/72/19/8 

       |   |-P^101%[0.88]<3>{AD 250}/1/0/2 

       |   |-0242%[0.88]<3>{AD 350}/3/0/2 

       |   |-vg^cl[0.96]<3>{AD 1592}/51/0/7 

       |   |-vg^s[0.98]<3>{AD 1590}/18/0/5 

       |   |-vg^st[0.98]<3>{AD 1994}/18/0/6 

       |   |-vg^ww[0.98]<3>{AD 1889}/21/0/6 

       |   |-bo^b%[0.71]<3>{AD 250}/297/0/7 

       |   |-mae%[0.76]<3>{AD 250}/250/0/8 

       |   |-sy^c%[0.71]<3>{AD 300}/211/0/8 

       |-Ex-311[1.00]<2>{AD 45}/0/410/1 

           |-Ex-300[0.98]<3>{AD 70}/33/86/8 

           |   |-Ex-298[0.97]<4>{AD 750}/37/2/12 

           |   |   |-Ex-281[0.96]<5>{AD 800}/51/3/16 

           |   |   |   |-K^c[1.00]<6>{AD 950}/0/2/1 

           |   |   |   |-K*[1.00]<6>{AD 850}/1/2/2 

           |   |   |-Ex-282[0.95]<5>{AD 800}/78/4/16 

           |   |       |-565^c[1.00]<6>{AD 950}/0/4/1 

           |   |       |-565*[1.00]<6>{AD 850}/1/4/2 

           |   |-Ex-286[0.90]<4>{AD 75}/148/7/15 

           |       |-Ex-276[0.93]<5>{AD 403}/103/1/16 

           |       |   |-700^c[0.99]<6>{AD 1150}/9/8/7 

           |       |   |-700*[0.99]<6>{AD 1050}/9/8/6 

           |       |   |-0237%[0.80]<6>{AD 550}/1/0/2 

           |       |   |-Chr%[0.50]<6>{AD 407}/3/0/3 

           |       |-Ex-285[0.89]<5>{AD 80}/155/2/7 

           |           |-P^53*%[0.79]<6>{AD 250}/4/0/4 

           |           |-P^53^c%[0.84]<6>{AD 350}/3/0/3 

           |           |-Ex-284[0.86]<6>{AD 100}/190/11/6 

          a          b  c 
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          a          b  c  

           |           |   |-038^c[1.00]<7>{AD 950}/2/30/3 

           |           |   |-038*[1.00]<7>{AD 850}/1/30/2 

           |           |   |-P^37*%[0.59]<7>{AD 300}/17/0/3 

           |           |   |-P^37^c%[0.61]<7>{AD 400}/16/0/6 

           |           |   |-0204%[0.83]<7>{AD 650}/1/0/2 

           |           |   |-Cl^hom%[1.00]<7>{AD 250}/0/0/1 

           |           |   |-Eus^a%[0.50]<7>{AD 339}/36/0/12 

           |           |   |-Eus^b%[0.47]<7>{AD 339}/39/0/11 

           |           |   |-Ir^a%[0.25]<7>{AD 150}/3/0/3 

           |           |   |-Irarm%[0.75]<7>{AD 400}/1/0/2 

           |           |-Ex-274[0.89]<6>{AD 165}/161/11/6 

           |               |-543[1.00]<7>{AD 1150}/0/6/1 

           |               |-13[1.00]<7>{AD 1250}/5/6/4 

           |               |-69[1.00]<7>{AD 1450}/1/6/2 

           |               |-346[1.00]<7>{AD 1150}/1/6/2 

           |               |-788[1.00]<7>{AD 1050}/0/6/1 

           |               |-826[1.00]<7>{AD 1150}/0/6/1 

           |               |-828[1.00]<7>{AD 1150}/0/6/1 

           |               |-983[1.00]<7>{AD 1150}/0/6/1 

           |               |-P^70%[0.92]<7>{AD 250}/1/0/1 

           |               |-P^96%[1.00]<7>{AD 550}/0/0/1 

           |               |-P^110%[0.91]<7>{AD 350}/1/0/1 

           |               |-Did^a%[0.69]<7>{AD 398}/4/0/4 

           |               |-Did^b%[0.62]<7>{AD 398}/5/0/4 

           |               |-Ptol%[1.00]<7>{AD 180}/0/0/1 

           |-Ex-310[0.98]<3>{AD 50}/31/86/8 

               |-Ex-289[0.94]<4>{AD 850}/90/123/14 

               |   |-l^844*[1.00]<5>{AD 861}/1/7/2 

               |   |-l^844^c[1.00]<5>{AD 861}/2/7/2 

               |   |-Ex-280[0.92]<5>{AD 950}/113/5/20 

               |       |-l^2211*[1.00]<6>{AD 995}/1/1/2 

               |       |-l^2211^c[1.00]<6>{AD 995}/1/1/2 

               |-Ex-309[0.97]<4>{AD 55}/40/123/11 

                   |-sy^p%[0.82]<5>{AD 425}/199/0/15 

                   |-sy^h%[0.91]<5>{AD 616}/98/0/14 

                   |-Ex-299[0.97]<5>{AD 75}/36/57/12 

                   |   |-A*%[0.85]<6>{AD 450}/38/0/13 

                   |   |-A^c%[0.87]<6>{AD 550}/33/0/13 

                   |   |-0102%[0.94]<6>{AD 650}/8/0/4 

                   |   |-0106*%[0.95]<6>{AD 650}/6/0/6 

                   |   |-0106^c%[0.94]<6>{AD 650}/8/0/7 

                   |   |-Ex-283[0.94]<6>{AD 800}/92/4/19 

                   |   |   |-037^c[1.00]<7>{AD 950}/1/2/2 

                   |   |   |-037*[1.00]<7>{AD 850}/1/2/2 

                   |   |-Ex-288[0.88]<6>{AD 398}/174/6/15 

                   |   |   |-W^c[1.00]<7>{AD 900}/0/11/1 

                   |   |   |-W*[1.00]<7>{AD 400}/2/11/3 

                   |   |   |-0234%[1.00]<7>{AD 750}/0/0/1 

                   |   |-Ex-272[0.89]<6>{AD 250}/162/6/12 

                   |   |   |-579^c[1.00]<7>{AD 1350}/2/3/3 

                   |   |   |-579*[1.00]<7>{AD 1250}/0/3/1 

                   |   |   |-0107%[0.86]<7>{AD 650}/5/0/5 

                   |   |   |-0148%[0.95]<7>{AD 750}/1/0/2 

                  a  b  c 
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                  a  b  c 

                   |   |   |-Or^lat^a%[0.55]<7>{AD 254}/5/0/6 

                   |   |-Ex-294[0.96]<6>{AD 80}/64/2/20 

                   |       |-pm^b[0.98]<7>{AD 850}/34/2/14 

                   |       |-Ex-279[0.94]<7>{AD 100}/92/2/18 

                   |           |-0160%[0.92]<8>{AD 400}/1/0/2 

                   |           |-Ex-278[0.88]<8>{AD 386}/172/2/20 

                   |           |   |-1424^c[1.00]<9>{AD 1000}/3/9/3 

                   |           |   |-1424*[1.00]<9>{AD 900}/3/9/3 

                   |           |   |-GrNy%[1.00]<9>{AD 394}/0/0/1 

                   |           |-Ex-275[0.94]<8>{AD 150}/71/1/5 

                   |               |-1241*[1.00]<9>{AD 1150}/0/2/1 

                   |               |-1241^c[1.00]<9>{AD 1150}/2/2/3 

                   |               |-C*%[0.75]<9>{AD 450}/221/0/20 

                   |               |-C^1%[0.75]<9>{AD 450}/221/0/24 

                   |               |-C^2%[0.76]<9>{AD 550}/211/0/26 

                   |               |-C^3%[0.77]<9>{AD 850}/205/0/30 

                   |               |-N*%[0.81]<9>{AD 550}/63/0/18 

                   |               |-N^c%[0.81]<9>{AD 650}/62/0/18 

                   |               |-sy^s%[0.58]<9>{AD 500}/295/0/22 

                   |               |-Epiph^a%[0.00]<9>{AD 403}/5/0/5 

                   |               |-Epiph^b%[0.00]<9>{AD 403}/5/0/6 

                   |               |-Hil%[0.00]<9>{AD 367}/1/0/2 

                   |               |-Ju%[0.50]<9>{AD 165}/3/0/4 

                   |-Ex-308[0.99]<5>{AD 60}/14/57/8 

                       |-P024*%[0.95]<6>{AD 550}/7/0/5 

                       |-Ex-290[0.99]<6>{AD 700}/15/19/10 

                       |   |-0233^c[1.00]<7>{AD 850}/0/1/1 

                       |   |-0233*[1.00]<7>{AD 750}/1/1/2 

                       |-Ex-305[0.99]<6>{AD 65}/9/19/5 

                           |-042[0.99]<7>{AD 550}/11/4/5 

                           |-Ex-293[1.00]<7>{AD 70}/0/4/1 

                               |-F*[1.00]<8>{AD 850}/4/2/3 

                               |-Ex-273[1.00]<8>{AD 75}/0/1/1 

                                   |-118*[1.00]<9>{AD 1250}/2/2/2 

                                   |-Ex-270[1.00]<9>{AD 80}/0/2/1 

                                       |-1071[1.00]<10>{AD 1150}/0/1/1 

                                       |-E07*[1.00]<10>{AD 750}/1/1/2 

                                       |-G011[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/5/1/4 

                                       |-H013*[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/2/1/3 

                                       |-M*[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/6/1/4 

                                       |-O[1.00]<10>{AD 550}/1/1/2 

                                       |-S[1.00]<10>{AD 949}/4/1/4 

                                       |-U[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/2/1/3 

                                       |-V[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/1/1/2 

                                       |-X[1.00]<10>{AD 950}/4/1/3 

                                       |-Y[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/1/1/2 

                                       |-036*[0.95]<10>{AD 950}/69/1/20 

                                       |-043[0.99]<10>{AD 550}/20/1/6 

                                       |-047[1.00]<10>{AD 750}/4/1/3 

                                       |-0133[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/1/1/2 

                                       |-0250[0.99]<10>{AD 750}/20/1/9 

                                       |-4[1.00]<10>{AD 1250}/1/1/1 

                                       |-17[1.00]<10>{AD 1450}/1/1/2 

                                      a 
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                                      a 

                                       |-21[1.00]<10>{AD 1150}/1/1/2 

                                       |-22[1.00]<10>{AD 1150}/1/1/1 

                                       |-28*[1.00]<10>{AD 1050}/4/1/1 

                                       |-118^c[1.00]<10>{AD 1350}/1/1/2 

                                       |-157[1.00]<10>{AD 1122}/2/1/3 

                                       |-225[1.00]<10>{AD 1192}/1/1/2 

                                       |-237[1.00]<10>{AD 1050}/1/1/2 

                                       |-238[1.00]<10>{AD 1100}/1/1/1 

                                       |-251[1.00]<10>{AD 1150}/1/1/2 

                                       |-348[1.00]<10>{AD 1022}/1/1/2 

                                       |-474[1.00]<10>{AD 1050}/1/1/2 

                                       |-482[1.00]<10>{AD 1285}/1/1/2 

                                       |-544[1.00]<10>{AD 1250}/3/1/3 

                                       |-713[1.00]<10>{AD 1150}/2/1/1 

                                       |-998[1.00]<10>{AD 1150}/1/1/2 

                                       |-1010[1.00]<10>{AD 1150}/3/1/3 

                                       |-1012[1.00]<10>{AD 1050}/1/1/2 

                                       |-1093[1.00]<10>{AD 1302}/1/1/2 

                                       |-1230[1.00]<10>{AD 1124}/0/1/1 

                                       |-1242[1.00]<10>{AD 1250}/0/1/1 

                                       |-1253[1.00]<10>{AD 1450}/1/1/1 

                                       |-1293[1.00]<10>{AD 1050}/1/1/2 

                                       |-1506[1.00]<10>{AD 1320}/1/1/2 

                                       |-1573[1.00]<10>{AD 1200}/1/1/2 

                                       |-2148[1.00]<10>{AD 1337}/0/1/1 

                                       |-2542[1.00]<10>{AD 1250}/1/1/2 

                                       |-pm^a[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/0/1/1 

                                       |-pm^c[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/1/1/2 

                                       |-P^86c%[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/0/0/1 

                                       |-064%[1.00]<10>{AD 550}/0/0/1 

                                       |-074%[1.00]<10>{AD 550}/0/0/1 

                                       |-078*%[0.93]<10>{AD 550}/3/0/4 

                                       |-078^c%[0.95]<10>{AD 550}/2/0/3 

                                       |-087%[1.00]<10>{AD 550}/0/0/1 

                                       |-090%[0.97]<10>{AD 550}/1/0/1 

                                       |-0136%[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/0/0/1 

                                       |-0161%[0.91]<10>{AD 750}/3/0/4 

                                       |-0196%[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/0/0/1 

                                       |-0249*%[0.90]<10>{AD 950}/1/0/2 

                                       |-0249^c%[0.80]<10>{AD 950}/2/0/3 

                                       |-0271%[1.00]<10>{AD 850}/0/0/1 

                                       |-TR[0.94]<10>{AD 1892}/85/0/23 

                                       |-HF[0.97]<10>{AD 1982}/41/0/17 

                                       |-RP[0.97]<10>{AD 1995}/44/0/18 

                                       |-sy^ph%[0.94]<10>{AD 507}/50/0/14 

                                       |-Athen%[1.00]<10>{AD 180}/0/0/1 

                                       |-Basil^cl%[1.00]<10>{AD 150}/0/0/1 

                                       |-Didache%[0.50]<10>{AD 100}/2/0/2 

                                       |-Hipp%[0.00]<10>{AD 235}/1/0/2 

                                       |-Mar^Ir%[0.60]<10>{AD 150}/2/0/2 

                                       |-Mar^Ir-lat%[0.00]<10>{AD 150}/1/0/2 
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This appendix contains the stemma of the genealogical history of the Greek transla-

tion of the Book of Ecclesiastes. The stemma is displayed vertically rather than horizontally. 

That is, the autograph in the upper left corner with succeeding generations indented from the 

left progressively downward. Sibling daughter descendants are linked by vertical lines. For 

example, the first generation descendants of the autograph are Ex-312#,1 Ex-316#,2 and Ex-

315#. Only the primary exemplars are displayed, so no mixture connections are shown. The 

diagram spills over onto succeeding pages, but the lower case letters at the page breaks show 

where the lines from one page connect to those of the next. The head exemplar of each of 

Gentry’s groups is identified at its right. 

 

 The format of the information on each line is as follows: (1) the name of the witness; 

(2) the genealogical affinity of the witness with its primary parent exemplar, enclosed in 

square brackets []; (3) generation from the autograph, enclosed in angular brackets <>; (4) 

date, enclosed in curly brackets {}; (5) the number of variants the witness differs from its 

primary parent, enclosed in slant marks //; (6) the number of readings in the sibling gene, also 

enclosed in slant marks //; and (7) the number of parents the witness has. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     Ex-312#[0.99]<1>{AD 250}/22/200/1 
  

                                                 
 

1
 The names of exemplars created by the software have the prefix “Ex-” followed by a number; extant 

witnesses have the names provided in NA-27 as modified for compatibility with the software (discussed in 

Chapter Four). 

 
2
 The character # at the end of the name of a witness indicates that its place in the tree was determined 

numeric affinity without the benefit of genetic affinity. The character % indicates the witness had less that 60% 

of the text, and an additional ! indicates that it had less than 20%. 

Name 
Quantita-

tiveAffinity 

Generation 

Date 

Differences 

Sibling 

Gene 

# of Parents 
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Autograph[0.00]<0>{AD 0}/0/0/0 

   |-Ex-312#[0.99]<1>{AD 250}/22/200/1 

   |   |-818%[0.99]<2>{AD 275}/1/0/1 

   |   |-Ex-207[0.95]<2>{AD 300}/108/6/1 

   |   |   |-S^1[1.00]<3>{AD 550}/1/1/1 

   |   |   |-S*[0.97]<3>{AD 350}/58/1/1 

   |   |   |-S^c[0.98]<3>{AD 1150}/47/1/1 

   |   |   |-S^2[1.00]<3>{AD 650}/1/1/1 

   |   |-Ex-285[0.99]<2>{AD 850}/19/5/1 

   |   |   |-Ex-284[0.99]<3>{AD 900}/31/1/1 

   |   |   |   |-311[0.98]<4>{AD 1150}/50/5/1 

   |   |   |   |-706[0.98]<4>{AD 914}/44/4/1 

   |   |   |   |-Ex-211[0.95]<4>{AD 1186}/112/10/1 

   |   |   |   |   |-795*[1.00]<5>{AD 1200}/0/6/1 

   |   |   |   |   |-795^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1300}/1/6/1 

   |   |   |   |-Ex-254[0.94]<4>{AD 1000}/133/11/1 

   |   |   |       |-548^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1500}/0/23/1 

   |   |   |       |-548*[0.99]<5>{AD 1400}/12/23/1 

   |   |   |       |-Ex-240[0.96]<5>{AD 1023}/76/16/1 

   |   |   |           |-296^tx[1.00]<6>{AD 1050}/3/4/1 

   |   |   |           |-296^mg[1.00]<6>{AD 1050}/2/3/1 

   |   |   |-Ex-277[0.98]<3>{AD 1150}/35/3/1 

   |   |       |-248*[0.99]<4>{AD 1250}/27/1/1 

   |   |       |-Ex-265[1.00]<4>{AD 1186}/3/1/1 

   |   |           |-248^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1350}/8/1/1 

   |   |           |-248^mg[0.99]<5>{AD 1250}/13/3/1 

   |   |           |-Ex-237[0.93]<5>{AD 1200}/145/2/1 

   |   |           |   |-547^mg[1.00]<6>{AD 1250}/2/1/1 

   |   |           |   |-Ex-236[1.00]<6>{AD 1202}/3/1/1 

   |   |           |       |-547*[1.00]<7>{AD 1250}/5/15/1 

   |   |           |       |-547^c[1.00]<7>{AD 1350}/0/15/1 

   |   |           |-Ex-257[0.99]<5>{AD 1286}/16/1/1 

   |   |               |-161^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1450}/6/1/1 

   |   |               |-161*[0.99]<6>{AD 1350}/11/1/1 

   |   |               |-161^mg[0.99]<6>{AD 1350}/14/1/1 

   |   |               |-Ex-217[0.94]<6>{AD 1300}/126/4/1 

   |   |                   |-338*[1.00]<7>{AD 1350}/1/2/1 

   |   |                   |-338^c[1.00]<7>{AD 1450}/1/2/1 

   |   |-Ex-283[0.98]<2>{AD 1050}/40/8/1 

   |       |-Ex-224[0.92]<3>{AD 1202}/173/5/1 

   |       |   |-645^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1350}/2/43/1 

   |       |   |-645*[0.99]<4>{AD 1250}/20/45/1 

   |       |   |-645^mg[1.00]<4>{AD 1250}/1/43/1 

   |       |-Ex-274[0.90]<3>{AD 1100}/214/15/1 

   |       |   |-766^Ic[1.00]<4>{AD 1250}/2/47/1 

   |       |   |-766^I[0.99]<4>{AD 1150}/19/47/1 

   |       |   |-766^II[0.95]<4>{AD 1150}/97/54/1 

   |       |-Ex-260[0.94]<3>{AD 1200}/131/2/1  Ba 

   |       |   |-602[0.99]<4>{AD 1450}/17/7/1 

   |       |   |-Ex-238[0.99]<4>{AD 1202}/19/6/1 

   |       |       |-613*[1.00]<5>{AD 1250}/4/21/1 

   |       |       |-613^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1350}/1/21/1 

  a      b      c  
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  a      b 

   |       |-Ex-272[0.89]<3>{AD 1075}/229/12/1 

   |       |   |-728[0.97]<4>{AD 1100}/58/13/1 

   |       |   |-Ex-241[0.97]<4>{AD 1300}/61/11/1 

   |       |       |-336*[1.00]<5>{AD 1350}/4/74/1 

   |       |       |-336^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1350}/2/74/1 

   |       |-Ex-270[0.90]<3>{AD 1250}/221/12/1  k 

   |       |   |-Ex-230[0.99]<4>{AD 1300}/16/17/1 

   |       |   |   |-631*[1.00]<5>{AD 1350}/3/3/1 

   |       |   |   |-631^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1450}/0/3/1 

   |       |   |-Ex-262[1.00]<4>{AD 1286}/8/16/1 

   |       |       |-46^s[1.00]<5>{AD 1400}/6/13/1 

   |       |       |-46*[1.00]<5>{AD 1300}/6/8/1 

   |       |       |-Ex-248[0.98]<5>{AD 1300}/41/5/1 

   |       |           |-337*[1.00]<6>{AD 1350}/5/2/1 

   |       |           |-337^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1450}/2/1/1 

   |       |-Ex-279[0.93]<3>{AD 1100}/149/11/1  L 

   |       |   |-Ex-247[0.96]<4>{AD 1286}/96/26/1 

   |       |   |   |-261*[1.00]<5>{AD 1300}/7/7/1 

   |       |   |   |-261^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1400}/2/7/1 

   |       |   |   |-125%[0.94]<5>{AD 1350}/79/0/1 

   |       |   |-Ex-273[0.99]<4>{AD 1202}/17/21/1 

   |       |   |   |-545*[0.99]<5>{AD 1250}/11/11/1 

   |       |   |   |-545^c[0.99]<5>{AD 1350}/20/10/1 

   |       |   |   |-545^mg[1.00]<5>{AD 1250}/4/7/1 

   |       |   |-Ex-271[0.99]<4>{AD 1150}/20/18/1 

   |       |       |-Ex-210[0.99]<5>{AD 1186}/27/4/1 

   |       |       |   |-130*[1.00]<6>{AD 1200}/1/2/1 

   |       |       |   |-130^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1300}/0/2/1 

   |       |       |-Ex-216[0.99]<5>{AD 1300}/28/4/1 

   |       |           |-106^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1450}/0/7/1 

   |       |           |-106*[1.00]<6>{AD 1350}/5/7/1 

   |       |           |-106^mg[1.00]<6>{AD 1350}/2/7/1 

   |       |-Ex-282[0.97]<3>{AD 1186}/64/1/1 

   |           |-Ex-239[0.94]<4>{AD 1450}/131/6/1  Oa 

   |           |   |-411^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1650}/1/3/1 

   |           |   |-Ex-215[1.00]<5>{AD 1500}/4/3/1 

   |           |       |-411*[1.00]<6>{AD 1550}/0/21/1 

   |           |       |-411^mg[1.00]<6>{AD 1650}/2/21/1 

   |           |-Ex-259[0.96]<4>{AD 1200}/84/1/1  cIIa 

   |               |-Ex-227[0.99]<5>{AD 1500}/18/1/1 

   |               |   |-371*[1.00]<6>{AD 1550}/3/3/1 

   |               |   |-371^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1650}/0/3/1 

   |               |-Ex-258[1.00]<5>{AD 1202}/6/1/1 

   |                   |-295[0.99]<6>{AD 1450}/10/1/1 

   |                   |-561[0.99]<6>{AD 1250}/11/2/1 

   |                   |-Ex-219[0.96]<6>{AD 1500}/79/2/1 

   |                       |-752*[1.00]<7>{AD 1550}/1/5/1 

   |                       |-752^c[1.00]<7>{AD 1650}/1/5/1 

   |-Ex-315#[0.98]<1>{AD 250}/36/200/1 

   |   |-Ex-263[0.95]<2>{AD 275}/101/28/1 

   |   |   |-Ex-225[0.98]<3>{AD 350}/40/6/1  Bb 

   |   |   |   |-68*[1.00]<4>{AD 1450}/3/8/1 

   |   |   |   |-68^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1550}/0/8/1 

   |   |   |   |-357^s%[0.86]<4>{AD 1400}/4/0/1 

  a  b  c  d   
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  a  b  c  d 

   |   |   |   |-870%[0.90]<4>{AD 400}/5/0/1 

   |   |   |-Ex-221[0.99]<3>{AD 300}/24/9/1 

   |   |       |-B^1[1.00]<4>{AD 350}/1/1/1 

   |   |       |-B*[0.99]<4>{AD 350}/13/1/1 

   |   |       |-B^c[1.00]<4>{AD 600}/2/1/1 

   |   |       |-B^mg%[0.99]<4>{AD 350}/5/0/1 

   |   |-Ex-269[0.96]<2>{AD 750}/88/28/1 

   |   |   |-125^II[0.99]<3>{AD 1350}/22/4/1 

   |   |   |-Ex-228[0.99]<3>{AD 800}/17/3/1 

   |   |       |-542^tx[1.00]<4>{AD 850}/3/8/1 

   |   |       |-542^mg[1.00]<4>{AD 850}/0/8/1 

   |   |-Ex-305[0.96]<2>{AD 275}/80/25/1 

   |   |   |-998*[0.94]<3>{AD 300}/123/22/1 

   |   |   |-998^c[0.95]<3>{AD 400}/113/20/1 

   |   |   |-Sa^I[0.88]<3>{AD 950}/232/20/1 

   |   |   |-Ex-245[0.91]<3>{AD 1150}/186/10/1 

   |   |       |-543*[1.00]<4>{AD 1186}/6/3/1 

   |   |       |-543^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1286}/2/2/1 

   |   |-Ex-311[0.98]<2>{AD 275}/45/12/1 

   |       |-Dam[0.92]<3>{AD 700}/169/13/1 

   |       |-Did^lem[0.94]<3>{AD 350}/97/8/1 

   |       |-359%[0.95]<3>{AD 1300}/19/0/1 

   |       |-Ex-297[0.94]<3>{AD 914}/137/12/1 

   |       |   |-Met^lem[0.99]<4>{AD 950}/18/12/1 

   |       |   |-Met^com[0.99]<4>{AD 950}/22/16/1 

   |       |-Ex-310[0.97]<3>{AD 300}/54/8/1 

   |           |-698[0.92]<4>{AD 1000}/162/9/1 

   |           |-Did^com[0.90]<4>{AD 350}/151/15/1 

   |           |-Ex-306[0.91]<4>{AD 850}/199/24/1 

   |           |   |-OL^E[0.95]<5>{AD 900}/102/31/1  OLa 

   |           |   |-OL^Ecom[0.94]<5>{AD 900}/121/31/1 

   |           |   |-Ex-294[0.94]<5>{AD 914}/119/12/1  cIIb 

   |           |       |-260*[0.99]<6>{AD 1000}/15/4/1 

   |           |       |-Ex-286[1.00]<6>{AD 950}/6/6/1 

   |           |           |-260^c[1.00]<7>{AD 1100}/0/7/1 

   |           |           |-149[0.99]<7>{AD 1050}/17/17/1 

   |           |           |-260^mg[0.99]<7>{AD 1000}/11/8/1 

   |           |-Ex-302[0.93]<4>{AD 650}/157/18/1  Oa 

   |               |-Ex-229[0.93]<5>{AD 700}/140/40/1 

   |               |   |-V*[1.00]<6>{AD 750}/3/5/1 

   |               |   |-V^c[1.00]<6>{AD 850}/1/5/1 

   |               |-Ex-293[0.96]<5>{AD 950}/91/28/1 

   |                   |-475[0.95]<6>{AD 1300}/108/52/1 

   |                   |-Ex-292[0.99]<6>{AD 1000}/21/44/1 

   |                       |-Ex-232[0.96]<7>{AD 1023}/91/41/1 

   |                       |   |-253*[1.00]<8>{AD 1050}/4/16/1 

   |                       |   |-253^c[1.00]<8>{AD 1150}/0/16/1 

   |                       |-Ex-204[0.95]<7>{AD 1023}/110/46/1 

   |                           |-637^c[1.00]<8>{AD 1150}/0/25/1 

   |                           |-637*[1.00]<8>{AD 1050}/2/25/1 

   |                           |-637^mg[1.00]<8>{AD 1050}/0/25/1 

   |-Ex-316#[0.94]<1>{AD 50}/132/200/1 

       |-Ex-288[0.99]<2>{AD 1050}/13/131/1 

       |   |-Ex-250[0.94]<3>{AD 1500}/124/6/1  cIa 

      a  b  c   
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      a  b  c 

       |   |   |-609^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1650}/0/16/1 

       |   |   |-609*[1.00]<4>{AD 1550}/8/17/1 

       |   |-Ex-261[0.96]<3>{AD 1286}/80/8/1 

       |   |   |-797^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1400}/3/7/1 

       |   |   |-797*[1.00]<4>{AD 1300}/9/8/1 

       |   |-Ex-214[0.99]<3>{AD 1100}/22/2/1 

       |   |   |-157^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1250}/1/4/1 

       |   |   |-157*[1.00]<4>{AD 1150}/6/3/1 

       |   |   |-157^mg[1.00]<4>{AD 1150}/0/3/1 

       |   |-Ex-256[0.98]<3>{AD 1075}/42/3/1 

       |       |-571*[0.99]<4>{AD 1550}/28/4/1 

       |       |-Ex-251[0.99]<4>{AD 1500}/19/3/1 

       |       |   |-571^c[0.98]<5>{AD 1650}/36/5/1 

       |       |   |-571^mg[1.00]<5>{AD 1550}/5/2/1 

       |       |-Ex-246[0.99]<4>{AD 1100}/24/2/1 

       |           |-563*[1.00]<5>{AD 1150}/2/6/1 

       |           |-299[0.92]<5>{AD 1202}/114/5/1 

       |           |-563^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1250}/6/6/1 

       |-Ex-304[0.98]<2>{AD 650}/35/131/1 

       |   |-390[0.98]<3>{AD 1075}/47/4/1 

       |   |-Ex-206[0.99]<3>{AD 700}/18/1/1 

       |   |   |-522*[1.00]<4>{AD 750}/1/1/1 

       |   |   |-522^c[1.00]<4>{AD 850}/0/1/1 

       |   |-Ex-253[0.97]<3>{AD 1400}/60/5/1   cIb 

       |   |   |-601^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1550}/0/3/1 

       |   |   |-601*[0.99]<4>{AD 1450}/13/3/1 

       |   |-Ex-205[0.99]<3>{AD 1300}/27/2/1 

       |   |   |-425^1[1.00]<4>{AD 1450}/1/5/1 

       |   |   |-425*[0.99]<4>{AD 1350}/17/1/1 

       |   |   |-425^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1450}/7/1/1 

       |   |   |-425^2[1.00]<4>{AD 1550}/1/4/1 

       |   |   |-425^mg[0.99]<4>{AD 1350}/12/4/1 

       |   |-Ex-264[0.99]<3>{AD 914}/16/10/1 

       |       |-540^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1350}/0/3/1 

       |       |-540*[0.99]<4>{AD 1250}/11/4/1 

       |       |-Ex-255[0.99]<4>{AD 950}/20/1/1 

       |           |-415[0.99]<5>{AD 1500}/12/3/1 

       |           |-732[1.00]<5>{AD 1000}/9/1/1 

       |           |-Ex-220[1.00]<5>{AD 1500}/3/2/1 

       |               |-504*[1.00]<6>{AD 1550}/3/2/1 

       |               |-504^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1650}/0/2/1 

       |               |-574^tx%[0.97]<6>{AD 1550}/18/0/1 

       |               |-574^mg%[0.97]<6>{AD 1550}/16/0/1 

       |-Ex-301[0.98]<2>{AD 850}/43/130/1 

       |   |-Ex-244[0.99]<3>{AD 1202}/27/4/1 

       |   |   |-560*[1.00]<4>{AD 1250}/5/4/1 

       |   |   |-560^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1350}/2/3/1 

       |   |-Ex-300[1.00]<3>{AD 900}/2/5/1 

       |       |-Ex-243[0.99]<4>{AD 1100}/22/8/1 

       |       |   |-147*[1.00]<5>{AD 1150}/4/2/1 

       |       |   |-147^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1250}/4/2/1 

       |       |-Ex-299[1.00]<4>{AD 914}/4/5/1 

       |           |-Ex-208[0.99]<5>{AD 950}/22/4/1 

       |           |   |-159^tx[1.00]<6>{AD 1000}/0/2/1 

      a          b  c 
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      a          b  c 

       |           |   |-159^mg[1.00]<6>{AD 1000}/1/2/1 

       |           |-Ex-226[0.99]<5>{AD 1186}/28/2/1 

       |           |   |-503*[1.00]<6>{AD 1200}/3/1/1 

       |           |   |-503^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1300}/0/1/1 

       |           |-Ex-242[0.99]<5>{AD 950}/19/1/1 

       |               |-139^tx[1.00]<6>{AD 1000}/3/1/1 

       |               |-139^mg[1.00]<6>{AD 1000}/3/1/1 

       |               |-Ex-213[0.98]<6>{AD 1300}/51/3/1 

       |                   |-798*[1.00]<7>{AD 1350}/0/2/1 

       |                   |-798^c[1.00]<7>{AD 1450}/1/2/1 

       |-Ex-314[0.93]<2>{AD 100}/159/120/1 

           |-Ex-313[0.98]<3>{AD 150}/36/12/1 

           |   |-Ex-218[0.97]<4>{AD 300}/59/6/1 

           |   |   |-GregNy^lem[1.00]<5>{AD 350}/0/4/1 

           |   |   |-GregNy^com[1.00]<5>{AD 350}/2/4/1 

           |   |-Ex-233[1.00]<4>{AD 200}/8/3/1 

           |   |   |-Dion^lem[0.98]<5>{AD 250}/29/4/1 

           |   |   |-298[0.98]<5>{AD 1150}/35/1/1 

           |   |   |-Hi[0.82]<5>{AD 400}/398/19/1 

           |   |   |-Chr[0.98]<5>{AD 400}/53/4/1 

           |   |   |-Dion^com[0.98]<5>{AD 250}/31/4/1 

           |   |   |-969%[0.98]<5>{AD 600}/2/0/1 

           |   |-Ex-235[0.97]<4>{AD 1000}/70/10/1 

           |       |-539*[1.00]<5>{AD 1050}/3/3/1 

           |       |-Ex-234[1.00]<5>{AD 1023}/1/1/1 

           |           |-539^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1150}/3/12/1 

           |           |-539^com[1.00]<6>{AD 1050}/1/12/1 

           |-Ex-249[0.97]<3>{AD 300}/72/9/1 

           |   |-252^c[1.00]<4>{AD 1050}/3/5/1 

           |   |-252*[0.99]<4>{AD 950}/11/6/1 

           |   |-252^mg[1.00]<4>{AD 950}/6/5/1 

           |   |-Ex-223[0.98]<4>{AD 350}/51/1/1 

           |       |-549*[0.99]<5>{AD 1050}/26/3/1 

           |       |-339[0.97]<5>{AD 1050}/69/4/1 

           |       |-549^c[0.99]<5>{AD 1150}/27/3/1 

           |       |-788[0.97]<5>{AD 950}/72/1/1 

           |       |-155*%[0.92]<5>{AD 1050}/75/0/1 

           |       |-155^c%[0.92]<5>{AD 1150}/62/0/1 

           |       |-Ex-212[0.96]<5>{AD 400}/80/3/1 

           |           |-C*[1.00]<6>{AD 450}/1/3/1 

           |           |-C^c[1.00]<6>{AD 550}/0/3/1 

           |           |-705%[0.83]<6>{AD 1300}/22/0/1 

           |-Ex-308[0.97]<3>{AD 300}/54/14/1 

           |   |-Aeth[0.95]<4>{AD 800}/108/9/1 

           |   |-Syh^tx[0.93]<4>{AD 850}/146/18/1 

           |   |-Syh^mg[0.93]<4>{AD 850}/151/19/1 

           |   |-Ex-289[0.93]<4>{AD 914}/145/14/1 

           |   |   |-443^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1050}/9/15/1 

           |   |   |-443*[0.99]<5>{AD 950}/15/16/1 

           |   |-Ex-307[0.95]<4>{AD 350}/116/21/1 

           |       |-Sa^II[0.89]<5>{AD 600}/231/5/1 

           |       |-Ex-209[1.00]<5>{AD 400}/0/22/1 

           |           |-A*[1.00]<6>{AD 450}/1/4/1 

           |           |-A^c[1.00]<6>{AD 550}/0/4/1 

          a          b   
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          a  

           |-Ex-309[0.97]<3>{AD 550}/68/16/1 

               |-Arm[0.90]<4>{AD 600}/219/19/1 

               |-Ex-231[0.94]<4>{AD 1023}/127/12/1  Bc 

               |   |-534*[1.00]<5>{AD 1050}/1/4/1 

               |   |-534^c[1.00]<5>{AD 1150}/3/4/1 

               |-Ex-291[0.95]<4>{AD 900}/115/15/1  d 

               |   |-357[0.89]<5>{AD 1150}/239/39/1 

               |   |-Ex-278[0.99]<5>{AD 1023}/18/18/1 

               |   |   |-342[0.99]<6>{AD 1250}/16/11/1 

               |   |   |-754[0.99]<6>{AD 1050}/19/19/1 

               |   |-Ex-222[0.99]<5>{AD 914}/17/17/1 

               |       |-254*[1.00]<6>{AD 950}/3/4/1 

               |       |-254^c[1.00]<6>{AD 1050}/0/3/1 

               |-Ex-303[0.93]<4>{AD 900}/149/12/1  OL 

                   |-Ex-290[0.97]<5>{AD 1000}/56/5/1 

                   |   |-OL^M[1.00]<6>{AD 1023}/7/12/1 

                   |   |-OL^Mcom[0.99]<6>{AD 1023}/24/14/1 

                   |   |-Ex-281[0.97]<6>{AD 1186}/55/11/1 

                   |       |-Ex-252[0.97]<7>{AD 1550}/59/2/1 

                   |       |   |-OL^Q[1.00]<8>{AD 1600}/4/2/1 

                   |       |   |-OL^Qcom[0.99]<8>{AD 1600}/24/2/1 

                   |       |-Ex-275[1.00]<7>{AD 1200}/4/4/1 

                   |       |   |-OL^D[1.00]<8>{AD 1250}/10/1/1 

                   |       |   |-Ex-266[0.99]<8>{AD 1202}/16/1/1 

                   |       |       |-OL^I[0.99]<9>{AD 1350}/19/4/1 

                   |       |       |-OL^K[1.00]<9>{AD 1250}/8/2/1 

                   |       |-Ex-276[0.99]<7>{AD 1200}/26/3/1 

                   |           |-OL^Dcom[0.99]<8>{AD 1250}/12/3/1 

                   |           |-Ex-267[0.99]<8>{AD 1202}/15/2/1 

                   |               |-OL^Icom[0.99]<9>{AD 1350}/19/4/1 

                   |               |-OL^Kcom[1.00]<9>{AD 1250}/9/2/1 

                   |-Ex-298[0.99]<5>{AD 914}/30/2/1 

                       |-OL^N%[0.95]<6>{AD 1450}/18/0/1 

                       |-OL^Ncom%[0.94]<6>{AD 1450}/20/0/1 

                       |-Ex-296[0.97]<6>{AD 950}/57/7/1 

                       |   |-OL^B[1.00]<7>{AD 1000}/7/23/1 

                       |   |-OL^Bcom[0.99]<7>{AD 1000}/29/26/1 

                       |   |-Ex-268[0.97]<7>{AD 1300}/60/24/1 

                       |       |-OL^H[1.00]<8>{AD 1350}/5/2/1 

                       |       |-OL^Hcom[0.99]<8>{AD 1350}/25/1/1 

                       |-Ex-295[0.97]<6>{AD 950}/58/12/1 

                           |-OL^Z[1.00]<7>{AD 1000}/8/9/1 

                           |-OL^Zcom[0.99]<7>{AD 1000}/24/19/1 

                           |-Ex-287[0.97]<7>{AD 1075}/74/10/1 

                               |-OL^G[1.00]<8>{AD 1100}/6/9/1 

                               |-OL^Gcom[0.99]<8>{AD 1100}/23/8/1 

                               |-Ex-280[0.94]<8>{AD 1186}/122/15/1 

                                   |-OL^A[1.00]<9>{AD 1200}/9/9/1 

                                   |-OL^Acom[0.99]<9>{AD 1200}/22/9/1 
 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

 

List of Autographic Readings 

For Matthew 
 

 

 

 

 This appendix contains the list of autographic readings for the Greek text of the Gos-

pel of Matthew as determined by the genealogical method described in this book. The list 

contains the index of each place of variation (variation unit), the associated reference, the 

Greek reading at that place, and the probability that the reading is autographic. 

  



260  Appendix F   

 

 

 

VarUnit Reference Autographic Reading Prob. 

1.1 1:3,1.1 ÝZara 1 

2.2 1:5,1.2 Booz   0.67 

3.2 1:5,2.2 Booz   0.67 

4.2 1:6,1.2 o basileuj  0.67 

5.1 1:7,1.1 ÝVAbia 0.67 

6.1 1:7,2.1 ÝVAbia 0.67 

7.1 1:7,3.1 àVAsaf 1 

8.1 1:7,4.1 àVAsaf 1 

9.1 1:7,5.1 Þ omit 0.67 

10.1 1:9,1.1 ÝVAcaz 0.67 

11.1 1:9,2.1 ÝVAcaz 0.67 

12.1 1:10,1.1 ÝNanassh 1 

13.1 1:10,2.1 àNanasshj 1 

14.1 1:10,3.1 ÝVAmwj 0.67 

15.1 1:10,4.1 ÝVAmwj 0.67 

16.1 1:11,1.1 Þ omit 1 

17.1 1:16,1.1 äton andra Nariaj evx hj evgennhqh VIhsouj o legomenoj cristoj 0.67 

18.1 1:18,1.1 äVIhsou Cristou 1 

19.2 1:18,2.2 gennhsij  1 

20.2 1:19,1.2 paradð  1 

21.2 1:20,1.2 Mariam  1 

22.1 1:21,1.1 Þ omit 1 

23.1 1:21,2.1 älaon auvtou 1 

24.1 1:22,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

25.1 1:22,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

26.1 1:23,1.1 Ýkalesousin 0.67 

27.2 1:24,1.2 diegð  1 

28.1 1:24,2.1 êo 1 

29.1 1:25,1.1 èouvk evginwsken auvthn ewj êou 1 

30.1 1:25,2.1 êou 1 

31.2 1:25,3.2 ton u) authj  ton prwtotokon  0.67 

32.1 2:3,1.1 êpasa 0.67 

33.1 2:4,1.1 èparV auvtwn 0.67 

34.1 2:6,1.1 ä gh VIouda 0.67 

35.1 2:8,1.1 âevxetasate avkribwjß 0.67 

36.1 2:9,1.1 Ýevstaqh 0.67 

37.1 2:9,2.1 äou hn to paidion 0.67 

38.1 2:11,1.1 Ýeidon 1 
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VarUnit Reference Autographic Reading Prob. 

39.1 2:13,1.1 Þ omit 1 

40.1 2:13,2.1 äfainetai katV onar 1 

41.1 2:15,1.1 Þ omit 1 

42.1 2:16,1.1 ädietouj kai katwterw 1 

43.1 2:17,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

44.2 2:18,1.2 qrhnoj kai  0.67 

45.1 2:19,1.1 âfainetai katV onarß 0.67 

46.2 2:21,1.2 hlqen  1 

47.2 2:22,1.2 4 1 2 3   1 

48.1 2:23,1.1 ÝOazaret 0.67 

49.2 3:1,1.2 ê omit 0.67 

50.1 3:2,1.1 êkai 1 

51.1 3:3,1.1 èfwnh bowntoj evn th evrhmw 1 

52.1 3:3,2.1 èeuvqeiaj poieite taj tribouj auvtou 1 

53.2 3:6,1.2 ê omit 0.67 

54.1 3:7,1.1 êauvtou 1 

55.1 3:9,1.1 èevn eautoij 1 

56.1 3:10,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

57.1 3:10,2.1 êkalon 1 

58.1 3:11,1.1 èovpisw mou 1 

59.1 3:12,1.1 äauvtou eivj thn avpoqhkhn 1 

60.1 3:14,1.1 êVIwannhj 1 

61.1 3:15,1.1 äproj auvton 1 

62.1 3:15,2.1 Þ omit 1 

63.1 3:16,1.1 äeuvquj avnebh 0.67 

64.1 3:16,2.1 êauvtw 1 

65.1 3:16,3.1 êto 1 

66.1 3:16,4.1 êtou 1 

67.1 3:16,5.1 ækatabainon wsei 0.67 

68.1 3:16,6.1 êkai 1 

69.1 3:17,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

70.1 3:17,2.1 äoutoj evstin 0.67 

71.1 4:1,1.1 êo 1 

72.1 4:1,2.1 äeivj thn erhmon upo tou pneumatoj peirasqhnai upo tou diabolou 1 

73.1 4:2,1.1 äkai nuktaj tesserakonta 0.67 

74.1 4:3,1.1 äo peirazwn eipen auvtw 0.67 

75.1 4:4,1.1 Ýevpi 0.67 

76.1 4:4,2.1 èevkporeuomenw dia stomatoj 0.67 
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VarUnit Reference Autographic Reading Prob. 

77.1 4:5,1.1 Ýesthsen 0.67 

78.1 4:6,1.1 Þ omit 1 

79.1 4:7,1.1 äouvk evkpeiraseij 0.67 

80.1 4:9,1.1 Ýeipen 0.67 

81.1 4:10,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

82.1 4:12,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

83.3 4:13,1.3 ðreq  0.67 

84.1 4:13,2.1 àLafarnaoum 0.67 

85.1 4:16,1.1 Ýskotei 0.67 

86.1 4:17,1.1 êmetanoeite 1 

87.1 4:17,2.1 êgar 1 

88.1 4:18,1.1 ÝQeripatwn 0.67 

89.1 4:18,2.1 èton legomenon Qetron 1 

90.1 4:19,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

91.1 4:20,1.1 Þ omit 1 

92.1 4:21,1.1 
èkai probaj evkeiqen eiden allouj duo avdelfouj VIakwbon ton tou Zebedaiou kai VIwannhn ton 
avdelfon auvtou evn tw ploiw meta Zebedaiou tou patroj auvtwn katartizontaj ta diktua auvtwn kai 
evkalesen auvtouj  

1 

93.1 4:23,1.1 äevn olh th Galilaia 0.33 

94.1 4:24,1.1 èLai Ýavphlqen h avkoh auvtou eivj olhn thn Turian 1 

95.1 4:24,2.1 Ýavphlqen 1 

96.1 4:24,3.1 êkai 1 

97.1 4:24,4.1 èdaimonizomenouj kai selhniazomenouj kai paralutikouj 1 

98.1 5:1,1.1 êauvtw 1 

99.1 5:4,1.1 âmakarioi oi penqountejÞ oti auvtoi paraklhqhsontai 0.67 

100.1 5:4,2.1 Þ omit 1 

101.1 5:9,1.1 êauvtoi 0.67 

102.1 5:11,1.1 Þ omit 1 

103.1 5:11,2.1 âovneidiswsin umaj kai Ýdiwxwsinnß 0.67 

104.1 5:11,3.1 Ýdiwxwsin 0.67 

105.1 5:11,4.1 âpan ponhron ß kaqV umwnß 0.67 

106.1 5:11,5.1 ß omit 0.67 

107.1 5:11,6.1 êyeudomenoi 0.67 

108.1 5:11,7.1 àevmou 0.67 

109.1 5:12,1.1 ètouj pro umwn 1 

110.1 5:12,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

111.1 5:13,1.1 êeti 0.67 

112.2 5:13,2.2 ðqhnai exw kai  0.67 

113.1 5:16,1.1 êerga 1 

114.1 5:18,1.1 Þ omit 1 
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VarUnit Reference Autographic Reading Prob. 

115.1 5:18,2.1 êan 1 

116.1 5:18,3.1 ß omit 1 

117.1 5:19,1.1 èoj dV an poihsh kai didaxh outoj megaj klhqhsetai evn th basileia twn ouvranwn 0.67 

118.1 5:20,1.1 
èMegw gar umin oti evan mh perisseush umwn h dikaiosunh pleion twn grammatewn kai Fari-
saiwn ouv mh eivselqhte eivj thn basileian twn ouvranwn 0.67 

119.2 5:22,1.2 eikh   1 

120.1 5:22,2.1 Ýraka 0.67 

121.1 5:22,3.1 ß omit 1 

122.1 5:25,1.1 âmetV auvtou evn th odwß 0.67 

123.1 5:25,2.1 èkai o krithj Þ tw uphreth 1 

124.2 5:25,3.2 p% se paradw  0.67 

125.1 5:26,1.1 Ýan 1 

126.1 5:27,1.1 Þ omit 1 

127.1 5:28,1.1 Ýauvthn 1 

128.1 5:29,1.1 Ýblhqh 0.67 

129.1 5:30,1.1 
èkai eiv äh dexia sou ceir skandalizei se ekkoyon auvthn kai bale avpo sou sumferei gar soi ina 
avpolhtai en twn melwn sou kai mh olon to swma sou æeivj geennan avpelqh 0.67 

130.1 5:30,2.1 äh dexia sou ceir 1 

131.1 5:30,3.1 æeivj geennan avpelqh 0.67 

132.2 5:32,1.2 p% oj an apolush  0.67 

133.1 5:32,2.1 ækai oj evan avpolelumenhn gamhsh moicatai 0.67 

134.1 5:33,1.1 ètoij avrcaioij 1 

135.1 5:36,1.1 ämian trica leukhn poihsai h melainan 0.33 

136.1 5:37,1.1 Ýestw 1 

137.1 5:37,2.1 änai nai 1 

138.1 5:38,1.1 êkai 0.67 

139.2 5:39,1.2 ðsei  1 

140.2 5:39,2.2 p% epi  1 

141.1 5:39,3.1 ädexian siagona sou 0.33 

142.1 5:40,1.1 ätw qelonti 0.67 

143.1 5:40,2.1 Þ omit 1 

144.1 5:41,1.1 Ýavggareusei 1 

145.1 5:41,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

146.1 5:42,1.1 Ýdoj 0.67 

147.1 5:42,2.1 äton qelonta avpo sou danisasqai 0.67 

148.2 5:44,1.2 
p% eulogeite touj katarwmenouj umaj Ã kalwj poieite toij misousin umaj  kai  proseucesqe uper 
twn ephreazontwn umaj  kai  1 

149.1 5:45,1.1 Ýoti 1 

150.1 5:46,1.1 äto auvto 0.67 

151.1 5:47,1.1 
èkai evan avspashsqe touj Ýavdelfouj umwn monon ti perisson poieite ouvci kai oi àevqnikoi äto auvto 
poiousin 1 

152.1 5:47,2.1 Ýavdelfouj 0.67 
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VarUnit Reference Autographic Reading Prob. 

153.1 5:47,3.1 àevqnikoi 0.67 

154.1 5:47,4.1 äto auvto 0.67 

155.2 5:48,1.2 wsper  0.67 

156.1 5:48,2.1 àouvranioj 1 

157.2 6:1,1.2 ê omit 1 

158.1 6:1,2.1 Ýdikaiosunhn 0.67 

159.1 6:1,3.1 êtoij 0.67 

160.1 6:2,1.1 Þ omit 1 

161.1 6:4,1.1 âh sou h evlehmosunhß 0.67 

162.1 6:4,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

163.1 6:4,3.1 ß omit 0.67 

164.1 6:5,1.1 

èLai otan äproseuchsqe ouvk esesqe wj oi upokritai oti filousin Þ evn taij sunagwgaij kai evn 
taij gwniaij twn plateiwn estwtej proseucesqai opwj ß fanwsin toij avnqrwpoij avmhn legw umin 
Þ avpecousin ton misqon auvtwn 

1 

165.2 6:5,2.2 ðchÃ ouk esh  1 

166.1 6:5,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

167.1 6:5,4.1 ß omit 0.67 

168.1 6:5,5.1 Þ omit 0.67 

169.1 6:6,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

170.1 6:7,1.1 Ýevqnikoi 1 

171.1 6:8,1.1 äo pathr umwn 1 

172.1 6:8,2.1 æaivthsai auvton 0.67 

173.1 6:9,1.1 ätoij ouvranoij 1 

174.1 6:10,1.1 êwj 1 

175.2 6:10,2.2 thj  0.67 

176.1 6:11,1.1 Ýevpiousion 1 

177.1 6:12,1.1 äta ovfeilhmata 1 

178.1 6:12,2.1 Ýavfhkamen 0.33 

179.1 6:13,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

180.1 6:14,1.1 êgar 1 

181.1 6:14,2.1 Ýouvranioj 1 

182.1 6:15,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

183.1 6:15,2.1 äumwn avfhsei 0.67 

184.1 6:16,1.1 Ýwj 0.67 

185.1 6:16,2.1 àauvtwn 1 

186.1 6:16,3.1 Þ omit 1 

187.1 6:18,1.1 âtoij avnqrwpoij nhsteuwnß 1 

188.3 6:18,2.3 tw kruptw  0.67 

189.3 6:18,3.3 tw kruptw  0.67 

190.1 6:18,4.1 Þ omit 1 
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VarUnit Reference Autographic Reading Prob. 

191.1 6:20,1.1 äouvde kleptousin 1 

192.1 6:21,1.1 Ýsou 0.67 

193.1 6:21,2.1 êkai 1 

194.1 6:21,3.1 Ýsou 0.67 

195.1 6:22,1.1 êoun 1 

196.2 6:22,2.2 2 3 4 5 1   1 

197.1 6:23,1.1 âo ovfqalmoj sou ponhroj hß 1 

198.1 6:24,1.1 Þ omit 1 

199.1 6:25,1.1 äh ti pihte 0.67 

200.1 6:26,1.1 Þ omit 1 

201.4 6:28,1.4 auxanei\ ou kopia oude nhqei   1 

202.1 6:32,1.1 âpanta gar tautaß 1 

203.2 6:32,2.2 epizhtei  0.67 

204.1 6:33,1.1 äbasileian tou qeou kai thn dikaiosunhn 1 

205.3 6:34,1.3 ta eauð   0.67 

206.1 7:2,1.1 Ýmetrhqhsetai 1 

207.1 7:4,1.1 Ýevreij 1 

208.1 7:4,2.1 àevk 0.67 

209.2 7:5,1.2 5 6 1 2 3 4  1 

210.2 7:6,1.2 ðswsin  1 

211.1 7:8,1.1 Ýavnoighsetai 1 

212.1 7:9,1.1 êevstin 1 

213.1 7:9,2.1 Ýaivthsei 0.67 

214.2 7:10,1.2 h k) ean i) ðsh  0.67 

215.1 7:11,1.1 ädomata avgaqa 1 

216.1 7:12,1.1 êoun 1 

217.1 7:13,1.1 Ýoti 1 

218.1 7:13,2.1 èh pulh 1 

219.1 7:13,3.1 êeivsin 1 

220.1 7:14,1.1 Ýti 1 

221.1 7:14,2.1 èh pulh 1 

222.1 7:15,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

223.1 7:16,1.1 Ýstafulaj 0.67 

224.1 7:17,1.1 âkalouj poieiß 1 

225.1 7:18,1.1 Ýpoiein 1 

226.1 7:18,2.1 àpoiein 1 

227.1 7:19,1.1 Þ omit 1 

228.2 7:21,1.2 ê omit 0.67 
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229.1 7:21,2.1 Þ omit 1 

230.1 7:22,1.1 Þ omit 1 

231.1 7:22,2.1 ß omit 1 

232.1 7:23,1.1 Ýavpocwreite 1 

233.1 7:23,2.1 Þ omit 1 

234.1 7:24,1.1 êtoutouj 1 

235.1 7:24,2.1 Ýomoiwqhsetai 1 

236.1 7:25,1.1 Ýprosepesan 1 

237.1 7:26,1.1 äo avkouwn 1 

238.1 7:26,2.1 Ýpoiwn 1 

239.2 7:26,3.2 2 3 1  0.67 

240.1 7:27,1.1 èepneusan oi anemoi kai 1 

241.1 7:27,2.1 Ýprosekoyan 1 

242.1 7:27,3.1 Þ omit 1 

243.1 7:28,1.1 Ýevtelesen 0.67 

244.1 7:28,2.1 äoi ocloi 1 

245.1 7:29,1.1 êauvtwn 0.67 

246.1 7:29,2.1 Þ omit 1 

247.1 8:1,1.1 äLatabantoj de auvtou 0.67 

248.1 8:2,1.1 Ýproselqwn 0.67 

249.2 8:3,1.2 o Ihsouj  0.67 

250.1 8:5,1.1 äEivselqontoj de auvtou eivj Lafarnaoum 0.33 

251.1 8:5,2.1 Ýekatontarcoj 1 

252.1 8:6,1.1 êkurie 1 

253.1 8:7,1.1 êkai 0.67 

254.2 8:7,2.2 o Ihsouj  1 

255.1 8:8,1.1 äkai avpokriqeij 1 

256.1 8:8,2.1 Ýekatontarcoj 1 

257.1 8:8,3.1 èo paij mou 1 

258.1 8:9,1.1 Þ omit 1 

259.2 8:10,1.2 p% oude en tw I) tos) pis)  1 

260.1 8:12,1.1 Ýevkblhqhsontai 1 

261.1 8:13,1.1 Ýekatontarch 1 

262.2 8:13,2.2 kai  1 

263.2 8:13,3.2 ê omit 0.67 

264.1 8:13,4.1 äevn th wra evkeinh 1 

265.1 8:13,5.1 ß omit 1 

266.1 8:15,1.1 Ýauvtw 1 
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267.2 8:18,1.2 pollouj oclouj  1 

268.1 8:21,1.1 êauvtou 0.67 

269.1 8:22,1.1 êVIhsouj 1 

270.2 8:22,2.2 eipen  0.67 

271.1 8:23,1.1 êto 1 

272.1 8:25,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

273.2 8:25,2.2 hmaj  0.67 

274.1 8:27,1.1 Þ omit 1 

275.1 8:28,1.1 äevlqontoj auvtou 0.67 

276.1 8:28,2.1 ÝGadarhnwn 0.33 

277.2 8:29,1.2 p% Ihsou  0.67 

278.1 8:29,2.1 äpro kairou basanisai hmaj 1 

279.1 8:30,1.1 Þ omit 1 

280.1 8:30,2.1 êpollwn 1 

281.1 8:31,1.1 äavposteilon hmaj 0.67 

282.1 8:32,1.1 ätouj coirouj 0.67 

283.1 8:32,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

284.2 8:34,1.2 sunantð  0.67 

285.1 8:34,2.1 àtw 1 

286.1 8:34,3.1 äopwj metabh 1 

287.1 8:34,4.1 ètwn oriwn 1 

288.1 9:1,1.1 Þ omit 1 

289.1 9:1,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

290.1 9:2,1.1 Ýavfientai 0.67 

291.1 9:2,2.1 äsou ai amartiai 0.33 

292.1 9:4,1.1 Ýivdwn 0.67 

293.1 9:4,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

294.1 9:4,3.1 ß omit 0.67 

295.1 9:5,1.1 Ýavfientai 0.67 

296.1 9:6,1.1 Ýevgerqeij 0.67 

297.1 9:8,1.1 Ýevfobhqhsan 0.67 

298.1 9:9,1.1 äo VIhsouj evkeiqen 0.67 

299.1 9:9,2.1 Ýhvkolouqhsen 0.67 

300.1 9:10,1.1 êkai 0.67 

301.2 9:11,1.2 eipon  0.67 

302.1 9:11,2.1 äevsqiei o didaskaloj umwn 1 

303.1 9:12,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

304.1 9:12,2.1 ß omit 0.67 
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305.1 9:13,1.1 Þ omit 1 

306.1 9:14,1.1 Ýpolla 1 

307.1 9:15,1.1 Ýnumfwnoj 0.67 

308.1 9:15,2.1 àpenqein 0.67 

309.1 9:15,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

310.1 9:17,1.1 êge 1 

311.1 9:17,2.1 ärhgnuntai oi avskoi 0.67 

312.1 9:17,3.1 æevkceitai kai oi avskoi avpolluntai 0.67 

313.1 9:17,4.1 äavlla ballousin oinon neon eivj avskouj kainouj 1 

314.1 9:18,1.1 äeij evlqwn 0.67 

315.1 9:18,2.1 Ýoti 0.67 

316.1 9:19,1.1 Ýhvkolouqhsen 0.67 

317.1 9:20,1.1 Þ omit 1 

318.1 9:21,1.1 ämonon aywmai 0.67 

319.1 9:22,1.1 êVIhsouj 0.67 

320.1 9:22,2.1 Ýstrafeij 0.33 

321.1 9:22,3.1 àqugater 0.67 

322.1 9:24,1.1 Ýelegen 0.67 

323.1 9:25,1.1 Ýeivselqwn 0.67 

324.1 9:26,1.1 Ýauth 0.67 

325.1 9:27,1.1 êauvtw 0.67 

326.1 9:27,2.1 Ýuioj 0.67 

327.1 9:28,1.1 äevlqonti de 0.67 

328.1 9:28,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

329.1 9:28,3.1 ædunamai touto poihsai 1 

330.1 9:29,1.1 Ýovfqalmwn 0.67 

331.2 9:30,1.2 ðmhsato  0.67 

332.1 9:31,1.1 êolh 1 

333.1 9:32,1.1 êanqrwpon 1 

334.1 9:34,1.1 èoi de Farisaioi elegon evn tw arconti twn daimoniwn evkballei ta daimonia 0.67 

335.1 9:35,1.1 Þ omit 1 

336.1 9:36,1.1 Þ omit 1 

337.1 9:36,2.1 Ýevskulmenoi 1 

338.1 10:1,1.1 Þ omit 1 

339.1 10:1,2.1 ß omit 1 

340.1 10:2,1.1 êde 1 

341.2 10:2,2.2 ê omit 1 

342.3 10:3,1.3 L) o epiklhqeij Qadd)   0.67 
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343.1 10:4,1.1 ÝLananaioj 0.67 

344.1 10:4,2.1 Þ omit 1 

345.1 10:4,3.1 äo VIskariwthj 0.67 

346.1 10:5,1.1 Ýlegwn 0.67 

347.1 10:6,1.1 äporeuesqe de 0.67 

348.1 10:7,1.1 Ýoti 1 

349.1 10:8,1.1 änekrouj evgeirete leprouj kaqarizete daimonia evkballete 0.67 

350.1 10:10,1.1 Ýrabdon 0.67 

351.1 10:10,2.1 äthj trofhj 1 

352.1 10:11,1.1 äeivj hn dV an polin h kwmhn eivselqhte 0.67 

353.1 10:12,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

354.1 10:13,1.1 äevan de mh h avxia 0.67 

355.1 10:13,2.1 Ýproj 1 

356.1 10:14,1.1 èthj oivkiaj h 0.67 

357.1 10:14,2.1 Þ omit 1 

358.1 10:14,3.1 ß omit 1 

359.1 10:15,1.1 ÝGomorrwn 0.67 

360.1 10:16,1.1 äevn mesw 1 

361.1 10:16,2.1 æoi ofeij 1 

362.1 10:16,3.1 Ýavkeraioi 0.67 

363.1 10:17,1.1 êde 0.67 

364.1 10:17,2.1 äevn taij sunagwgaij auvtwn 0.67 

365.1 10:18,1.1 ähgemonaj de kai basileij avcqhsesqe 0.67 

366.2 10:19,1.2 ðdwsousin  0.67 

367.1 10:19,2.1 èdoqhsetai gar umin evn evkeinh th wra ti lalhshte 0.67 

368.1 10:21,1.1 Ýevpanasthsontai 1 

369.2 10:23,1.2 allhn 0.67 

370.1 10:23,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

371.1 10:23,3.1 êtou 0.67 

372.1 10:23,4.1 àan 1 

373.1 10:24,1.1 Þ omit 1 

374.1 10:25,1.1 äton oivkodespothn 1 

375.1 10:25,2.1 ÝBeelzeboul 1 

376.1 10:25,3.1 àevpekalesan 0.67 

377.1 10:25,4.1 ätouj oivkiakouj 1 

378.1 10:27,1.1 Ýkhruxate 0.67 

379.1 10:28,1.1 Ýfobeisqe 0.67 

380.2 10:28,2.2 fobhqhte  1 
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381.1 10:30,1.1 äumwn de 0.67 

382.1 10:30,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

383.1 10:31,1.1 Ýfobeisqe 0.67 

384.1 10:31,2.1 Þ omit 1 

385.2 10:32,1.2 ê omit 1 

386.1 10:33,1.1 äostij dV an 1 

387.1 10:33,2.1 âkavgw auvtonß 0.67 

388.2 10:33,3.2 ê omit 1 

389.1 10:34,1.1 Ýmacairan 1 

390.1 10:35,1.1 Ýanqrwpon 0.67 

391.1 10:37,1.1 èkai o filwn uion h qugatera uper evme ouvk estin mou axioj 0.67 

392.1 10:39,1.1 èo eurwn thn yuchn auvtou avpolesei auvthn kai 1 

393.1 10:41,1.1 èkai o decomenoj dikaion eivj onoma dikaiou misqon dikaiou lhmyetai 0.67 

394.1 10:42,1.1 ämikrwn toutwn 0.67 

395.1 10:42,2.1 Ýyucrou 0.67 

396.1 10:42,3.1 êmonon 0.67 

397.1 10:42,4.1 æavpolesh ton misqon 0.67 

398.1 11:2,1.1 ÝCristou 0.67 

399.1 11:2,2.1 àdia 0.67 

400.1 11:3,1.1 Ýevrcomenoj 1 

401.1 11:5,1.1 äkai cwloi peripatousin 0.67 

402.1 11:5,2.1 ænekroi evgeirontai kai ptwcoi euvaggelizontai 1 

403.1 11:6,1.1 êevan 1 

404.1 11:8,1.1 âivdein anqrwponß 1 

405.1 11:8,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

406.1 11:8,3.1 Ýbasilewn 1 

407.1 11:8,4.1 êeivsin 1 

408.1 11:9,1.1 âivdein profhthnß 1 

409.1 11:10,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

410.1 11:13,1.1 èkai o nomoj 1 

411.1 11:15,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

412.1 11:16,1.1 Ýeteroij 1 

413.1 11:16,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

414.1 11:17,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

415.1 11:18,1.1 Þ omit 1 

416.2 11:19,1.2 p% t) teknwn  1 

417.1 11:20,1.1 Þ omit 1 

418.1 11:21,1.1 ä ouvai soi 0.67 
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419.1 11:21,2.1 Þ omit 1 

420.1 11:23,1.1 ämh ewj ouvranou uywqhsh 0.67 

421.1 11:23,2.1 Ýkatabhsh 0.67 

422.1 11:23,3.1 àevgenhqhsan 0.67 

423.1 11:24,1.1 äh soi 0.67 

424.1 11:25,1.1 Ýekruyaj 0.67 

425.1 11:27,1.1 êmou 1 

426.1 11:27,2.1 äton uion eiv mh o pathr ouvde ton patera tij evpiginwskei eiv mh o uioj 1 

427.1 11:28,1.1 Þ omit 1 

428.1 11:29,1.1 èavpV evmou 1 

429.1 12:1,1.1 Þ omit 1 

430.1 12:1,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

431.1 12:1,3.1 Þ omit 1 

432.1 12:2,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

433.1 12:2,2.1 Ýivdou 1 

434.1 12:2,3.1 èevn sabbatw 1 

435.2 12:4,1.2 ðgen   1 

436.1 12:4,2.1 ào 0.67 

437.1 12:5,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

438.1 12:6,1.1 Ýmeizon 1 

439.1 12:9,1.1 Þ omit 1 

440.1 12:10,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

441.1 12:10,2.1 ètoij sabbasin Ýqerapeusaii 1 

442.1 12:10,3.1 Ýqerapeusai 0.67 

443.1 12:11,1.1 Ýestai 0.67 

444.1 12:11,2.1 àexei 0.67 

445.1 12:11,3.1 Ýevan 0.67 

446.1 12:11,4.1 êtouto 0.67 

447.1 12:11,5.1 äkrathsei auvto kai evgerei 0.67 

448.1 12:12,1.1 Þ omit 1 

449.1 12:13,1.1 èwj h allh 1 

450.1 12:14,1.1 äevxelqontej de oi Farisaioi 0.67 

451.1 12:15,1.1 äocloi polloi 1 

452.1 12:15,2.1 æpantaj  0.67 

453.1 12:17,1.1 Ýina 0.67 

454.1 12:18,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

455.2 12:18,2.2 †on  0.33 

456.1 12:20,1.1 èkalamon suntetrimmenon 1 
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457.1 12:20,2.1 Þ omit 1 

458.1 12:21,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

459.1 12:22,1.1 äproshnecqh auvtw daimonizomenoj tufloj kai kwfoj 1 

460.1 12:22,2.1 æton kwfon 0.67 

461.1 12:22,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

462.1 12:24,1.1 ÝBeelzeboul 1 

463.2 12:25,1.2 eidwj de o Ihsouj  0.67 

464.1 12:27,1.1 ÝBeelzeboul 1 

465.1 12:27,2.1 âauvtoi kritai esontai umwnß 0.67 

466.2 12:29,1.2 diarpasai  1 

467.2 12:29,2.2 iarpash  0.67 

468.1 12:30,1.1 Þ omit 1 

469.1 12:31,1.1 Þ omit 1 

470.2 12:31,2.2 toij anqrwpoij  0.67 

471.1 12:32,1.1 Þ omit 1 

472.1 12:32,2.1 äouvk avfeqhsetai 1 

473.1 12:34,1.1 Þ omit 1 

474.1 12:35,1.1 Þ omit 1 

475.1 12:35,2.1 ß omit 1 

476.1 12:35,3.1 Þ omit 1 

477.1 12:35,4.1 Þ omit 1 

478.3 12:36,1.3 ean lalhswsin   0.67 

479.1 12:38,1.1 êauvtw 0.67 

480.1 12:38,2.1 èkai Farisaiwn 1 

481.1 12:40,1.1 Ýhn 0.67 

482.1 12:40,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

483.1 12:44,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

484.1 12:44,2.1 ß omit 1 

485.1 12:46,1.1 äEti auvtou lalountoj 0.33 

486.1 12:46,2.1 æzhtountej auvtw lalhsai 0.67 

487.1 12:47,1.1 èeipen de tij Ýauvtw ivdou h mhthr sou kai oi avdelfoi sou exw esthkasin zhtountej soi lalhsai 0.67 

488.1 12:47,2.1 Ýauvtw 1 

489.1 12:48,1.1 ätw legonti auvtw 0.67 

490.1 12:48,2.1 Ýkai 0.67 

491.1 12:48,3.1 êeivsin 1 

492.1 12:48,4.1 êmou 1 

493.1 12:49,1.1 êauvtou 0.67 

494.1 12:50,1.1 äan poihsh 0.67 
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495.1 12:50,2.1 Þ omit 1 

496.2 13:1,1.2 de  0.67 

497.1 13:1,2.1 äthj oivkiaj 0.33 

498.2 13:2,1.2 to  0.67 

499.1 13:3,1.1 Ýspeirein 0.67 

500.2 13:4,1.2 hlqen   1 

501.1 13:4,2.1 Þ omit 1 

502.2 13:4,3.2 ai  1 

503.1 13:6,1.1 Ýevkaumatisqh 0.67 

504.1 13:6,2.1 àrizan 1 

505.1 13:6,3.1 Ýevxhranqh 0.67 

506.1 13:7,1.1 Ýepnixan 0.67 

507.2 13:9,1.2 p% akouein  0.67 

508.1 13:11,1.1 êauvtoij 1 

509.1 13:13,1.1 äauvtoij lalw 0.67 

510.1 13:13,2.1 æoti blepontej ouv blepousin kai avkouontej ouvk avkouousin ouvde suniousin 0.67 

511.1 13:14,1.1 Ýavnaplhroutai 0.67 

512.1 13:14,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

513.1 13:15,1.1 Þ omit 1 

514.1 13:16,1.1 êumwn 1 

515.1 13:16,2.1 Ýavkouousin 1 

516.1 13:17,1.1 êgar 1 

517.1 13:17,2.1 Ýeidan 0.67 

518.2 13:18,1.2 speirontoj   1 

519.1 13:19,1.1 äto evsparmenon 0.67 

520.1 13:22,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

521.1 13:23,1.1 Ýsunieij 0.67 

522.1 13:23,2.1 äoj dh 0.67 

523.2 13:24,1.2 speironti  0.67 

524.3 13:25,1.3 espeiren  0.67 

525.1 13:26,1.1 êkai 0.67 

526.1 13:27,1.1 Þ omit 1 

527.1 13:28,1.1 êdouloi 1 

528.1 13:28,2.1 älegousin auvtw 0.67 

529.1 13:29,1.1 Ýfhsin 0.33 

530.1 13:30,1.1 Ýewj 0.67 

531.1 13:30,2.1 Þ omit 1 

532.1 13:30,3.1 äauvta eivj desmaj 0.67 
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533.1 13:30,4.1 àsunagagete 0.67 

534.1 13:31,1.1 Ýpareqhken 0.67 

535.1 13:32,1.1 Ýauvxhqh 0.67 

536.1 13:33,1.1 äevlalhsen auvtoij 0.67 

537.2 13:34,1.2 p% ouk  1 

538.1 13:35,1.1 Þ omit 1 

539.1 13:35,2.1 êkosmou 1 

540.1 13:36,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

541.2 13:36,2.2 frason  1 

542.1 13:37,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

543.1 13:37,2.1 äo uioj tou avnqrwpou 1 

544.1 13:39,1.1 èo de qerismoj sunteleia Þ aivwnoj evstin 1 

545.1 13:39,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

546.1 13:40,1.1 Ýkatakaietai 0.33 

547.1 13:40,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

548.1 13:42,1.1 Ýbalousin 0.67 

549.1 13:43,1.1 ätou patroj auvtwn 1 

550.2 13:43,2.2 akouein  1 

551.1 13:44,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

552.1 13:44,2.1 êpanta 1 

553.1 13:45,1.1 êavnqrwpw 1 

554.1 13:46,1.1 äeurwn de 0.67 

555.1 13:46,2.1 êena 0.67 

556.1 13:48,1.1 ähn ote 0.67 

557.1 13:48,2.1 Ýavnabibasantej 0.67 

558.1 13:48,3.1 àkala 0.67 

559.2 13:48,4.2 aggeia  0.67 

560.1 13:49,1.1 Ýaivwnoj 0.67 

561.1 13:50,1.1 Ýbalousin 1 

562.1 13:51,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

563.1 13:51,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

564.1 13:52,1.1 äo de eipen 0.67 

565.1 13:52,2.1 æth basileia 0.67 

566.1 13:54,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

567.2 13:55,1.2 ouci  1 

568.1 13:55,2.1 àVIwshf 0.33 

569.1 13:57,1.1 Ýpatridi 0.67 

570.1 13:58,1.1 äthn avpistian 0.67 
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571.1 14:1,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

572.1 14:2,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

573.1 14:2,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

574.1 14:3,1.1 Þ omit 1 

575.1 14:3,2.1 êauvton 1 

576.1 14:3,3.1 äkai evn fulakh avpeqeto 0.33 

577.1 14:3,4.1 êFilippou 0.67 

578.6 14:4,1.6 3 1 2  0.67 

579.1 14:6,1.1 äGenesioij de genomenoij 0.67 

580.1 14:6,2.1 æthj Hrwdiadoj 0.67 

581.1 14:8,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

582.1 14:8,2.1 êfhsin 0.67 

583.1 14:8,3.1 èevpi pinaki 0.67 

584.1 14:9,1.1 äluphqeij o basileuj dia 0.67 

585.1 14:9,2.1 Þ omit 1 

586.1 14:10,1.1 êton 1 

587.1 14:11,1.1 Ýevpi 0.67 

588.1 14:12,1.1 Ýptwma 1 

589.1 14:12,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

590.2 14:12,3.2 auto   1 

591.1 14:13,1.1 äVAkousaj de 1 

592.1 14:13,2.1 èevn ploiw 1 

593.1 14:13,3.1 Ýpezh 1 

594.1 14:14,1.1 Ýevxelqwn 0.67 

595.1 14:14,2.1 äevpV auvtoij 0.67 

596.1 14:14,3.1 àavrrwstouj 0.67 

597.2 14:15,1.2 p% autou  0.67 

598.1 14:15,2.1 âhdh parhlqenß 1 

599.1 14:15,3.1 ß omit 1 

600.1 14:15,4.1 Þ omit 1 

601.1 14:16,1.1 êVIhsouj 0.67 

602.1 14:16,2.1 âauvtoij umeij fageinß 0.67 

603.1 14:18,1.1 äwde auvtouj 0.33 

604.1 14:19,1.1 Ýkeleusaj 1 

605.1 14:19,2.1 ätouj oclouj 0.67 

606.1 14:19,3.1 ætou cortou 0.33 

607.1 14:19,4.1 àlabwn 0.67 

608.1 14:21,1.1 Ýwsei 0.67 
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609.1 14:21,2.1 ägunaikwn kai paidiwn 0.67 

610.1 14:22,1.1 êeuvqewj 1 

611.1 14:22,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

612.1 14:22,3.1 êto 1 

613.1 14:22,4.1 êauvton 0.67 

614.1 14:24,1.1 êhdh 0.67 

615.3 14:24,2.3 meson thj qalasshj hn  0.67 

616.2 14:25,1.2 aphlqen  0.67 

617.1 14:25,2.1 äthn qalassan 0.67 

618.1 14:26,1.1 äoi de maqhtai ivdontej auvton 0.67 

619.1 14:26,2.1 æevpi thj qalasshj peripatounta 1 

620.2 14:27,1.2 3 1 2  0.67 

621.1 14:28,1.1 äauvtw o Qetroj eipen 0.67 

622.1 14:28,2.1 âevlqein proj seß 0.67 

623.1 14:29,1.1 êo 0.67 

624.2 14:29,2.2 elqein  1 

625.1 14:30,1.1 êivscuron 1 

626.1 14:32,1.1 äavnabantwn auvtwn 0.67 

627.2 14:33,1.2 elqontej  0.67 

628.1 14:34,1.1 äevpi thn ghn eivj 0.67 

629.1 14:34,2.1 ÝGennhsaret 0.67 

630.1 14:35,1.1 ätou topou evkeinou 1 

631.1 14:36,1.1 êauvton 1 

632.1 15:1,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

633.1 15:1,2.1 âFarisaioi kai grammateijß 0.67 

634.1 15:2,1.1 êauvtwn 0.67 

635.1 15:4,1.1 Ýeipen 0.67 

636.1 15:4,2.1 Þ omit 1 

637.1 15:4,3.1 ß omit 1 

638.1 15:5,1.1 Þ omit 1 

639.1 15:6,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

640.1 15:6,2.1 êauvtou 1 

641.1 15:6,3.1 ß omit 0.67 

642.1 15:6,4.1 äton logon 0.67 

643.1 15:8,1.1 äo laoj outoj 0.67 

644.1 15:8,2.1 Ýavpecei 0.67 

645.1 15:11,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

646.1 15:11,2.1 Ýkoinoi 0.67 
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647.1 15:11,3.1 àtouto 0.67 

648.1 15:11,4.1 Ýkoinoi 0.67 

649.1 15:12,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

650.1 15:12,2.1 Ýlegousin 0.67 

651.1 15:14,1.1 Ýauvtouj 0.67 

652.1 15:14,2.1 ätufloi eivsin odhgoi tuflwn 0.67 

653.1 15:14,3.1 æevan odhgh 1 

654.1 15:14,4.1 äeivj boqunon pesountai 0.67 

655.1 15:15,1.1 êtauthn 1 

656.1 15:16,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

657.1 15:17,1.1 Ýouv 1 

658.1 15:18,1.1 èevxercetai kavkeina koinoi ton anqrwpon  1 

659.1 15:22,1.1 Ýekrazen 1 

660.1 15:22,2.1 Þ omit 0.33 

661.1 15:22,3.1 àuioj 1 

662.1 15:23,1.1 Ýhvrwtoun 0.67 

663.1 15:24,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

664.1 15:25,1.1 Ýprosekunei 0.67 

665.1 15:26,1.1 äestin kalon 0.67 

666.1 15:27,1.1 êgar 1 

667.1 15:28,1.1 èo VIhsouj 0.67 

668.1 15:30,1.1 äcwlouj tuflouj kullouj kwfouj 0.33 

669.1 15:30,2.1 Ýauvtou 0.67 

670.1 15:30,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

671.1 15:31,1.1 äton oclon 0.67 

672.1 15:31,2.1 Ýlalountaj 1 

673.1 15:31,3.1 ækullouj ugieij 0.67 

674.1 15:31,4.1 àevdoxasan 1 

675.1 15:32,1.1 êauvtou 1 

676.1 15:32,2.1 êhdh 1 

677.1 15:32,3.1 Ýhmerai 1 

678.1 15:32,4.1 Þ omit 0.67 

679.1 15:32,5.1 èmhpote evkluqwsin evn th odw 1 

680.2 15:33,1.2 autou  0.67 

681.1 15:33,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

682.1 15:35,1.1 Ýparaggeilaj 0.67 

683.1 15:35,2.1 ätw oclw 0.67 

684.1 15:35,3.1 Ýelaben 0.67 
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685.1 15:35,4.1 êkai 1 

686.1 15:35,5.1 àevdidou 0.67 

687.1 15:35,6.1 Þ omit 0.67 

688.2 15:35,7.2 p% tw oclw  0.67 

689.1 15:37,1.1 âto perisseuon twn klasmatwn hranß 0.67 

690.1 15:38,1.1 Þ omit 1 

691.1 15:38,2.1 âgunaikwn kai paidiwnß 0.67 

692.1 15:39,1.1 ÝNagadan 0.67 

693.1 16:1,1.1 êoi 1 

694.1 16:1,2.1 Ýevphrwthsan 1 

695.1 16:2,1.1 èovyiaj genomenhj legete euvdia purrazei gar o ouvranoj  1 

696.1 16:2,2.1 Ýouvranoj 0.67 

697.1 16:2,3.1 àdunasqe 1 

698.1 16:4,1.1 èkai moicalij 0.67 

699.1 16:4,2.1 äshmeion evpizhtei kai 0.67 

700.1 16:4,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

701.1 16:5,1.1 äoi maqhtai 0.67 

702.1 16:5,2.1 âartouj labeinß 1 

703.1 16:7,1.1 äoi de 0.67 

704.1 16:8,1.1 Ýecete 0.67 

705.1 16:11,1.1 Ýartwn 0.67 

706.1 16:11,2.1 äeipon umin prosecete de 0.33 

707.1 16:11,3.1 âFarisaiwn kai Taddoukaiwnß 1 

708.1 16:12,1.1 ätwn artwn 0.33 

709.1 16:12,2.1 âFarisaiwn kai Taddoukaiwnß 1 

710.2 16:13,1.2 p% me  1 

711.1 16:13,2.1 âlegousin oi anqrwpoi einaiß 0.67 

712.1 16:13,3.1 êton 0.67 

713.1 16:14,1.1 èoi men 0.67 

714.1 16:15,1.1 Þ omit 1 

715.1 16:16,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

716.1 16:16,2.1 ätou zwntoj 1 

717.1 16:17,1.1 äavpokriqeij de 0.67 

718.1 16:17,2.1 ÝBariwna 1 

719.1 16:17,3.1 æevn toij ouvranoij 1 

720.1 16:19,1.1 ädwsw soi 0.33 

721.2 16:19,2.2 kleij  0.67 

722.1 16:19,3.1 æo evan 1 
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723.1 16:19,4.1 àdedemenon 1 

724.1 16:19,5.1 æo evan 1 

725.1 16:19,6.1 àlelumenon 1 

726.1 16:20,1.1 Ýdiesteilato 0.67 

727.1 16:20,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

728.1 16:20,3.1 àauvtoj 0.67 

729.2 16:20,4.2 Ihsouj  0.67 

730.1 16:21,1.1 äo VIhsouj 1 

731.1 16:21,2.1 âeivj Ierosoluma avpelqeinß 0.67 

732.1 16:21,3.1 Þ omit 1 

733.1 16:21,4.1 æth trith hmera evgerqhnai 0.67 

734.1 16:22,1.1 ährxato evpitiman auvtw legwn 0.67 

735.1 16:22,2.1 æsoi touto 0.67 

736.1 16:23,1.1 Ýstrafeij 0.67 

737.1 16:23,2.1 äei evmou 0.67 

738.1 16:23,3.1 æavlla ta twn avnqrwpwn 0.67 

739.1 16:24,1.1 äo VIhsouj 1 

740.2 16:26,1.2 wfeleitai  0.67 

741.1 16:27,1.1 äthn praxin 1 

742.2 16:28,1.2 ê omit 0.67 

743.1 16:28,2.1 ätwn wde estwtwn 1 

744.1 17:1,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

745.1 17:1,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

746.1 17:1,3.1 Ýavnaferei 0.67 

747.1 17:1,4.1 äkatV ivdian 0.67 

748.1 17:2,1.1 Ýmetemorfwqh 0.67 

749.1 17:2,2.1 êkai 0.67 

750.1 17:2,3.1 äto fwj 0.67 

751.1 17:3,1.1 Ýwfqh 0.67 

752.2 17:3,2.2 2 3 1  0.67 

753.1 17:4,1.1 äeiv qeleij 1 

754.2 17:4,2.2 ðswmen   1 

755.1 17:4,3.1 âtreij skhnajß 1 

756.1 17:4,4.1 âVHlia mianß 1 

757.1 17:5,1.1 âavkouete auvtouß 0.67 

758.3 17:7,1.3 pðelqwn o I) hyato a) kai eipen  0.67 

759.2 17:8,1.2 ton  1 

760.1 17:9,1.1 Ýevgerqh 0.67 
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761.2 17:10,1.2 autou  1 

762.1 17:11,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

763.1 17:11,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

764.1 17:11,3.1 äkai avpokatasthsei 0.67 

765.1 17:12,1.1 êevn 0.67 

766.1 17:12,2.1 âoutwj kai o uioj tou avnqrwpou mellei pascein upV auvtwn  0.67 

767.2 17:14,1.2 elqontwn autwn  0.67 

768.1 17:15,1.1 Ýpascei 0.67 

769.1 17:15,2.1 àpollakij 0.67 

770.1 17:17,1.1 äavpokriqeij de o VIhsouj 1 

771.1 17:17,2.1 Ýapistoj 1 

772.1 17:17,3.1 âmeqV umwn esomaiß 0.67 

773.1 17:20,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

774.1 17:20,2.1 Ýlegei 0.67 

775.2 17:20,3.2 apistian  0.67 

776.3 17:20,4.3 metabhqi enteuqen  0.67 

777.2 17:20,5.2 p% @21] touto de to genoj ouk ekporeuetai  ei mh en proseuch kai nhsteia  0.67 

778.2 17:22,1.2 anastrefomenwn  0.67 

779.1 17:23,1.1 äth trith hmera 0.67 

780.1 17:23,2.1 Ýevgerqhsetai 1 

781.1 17:23,3.1 èkai evluphqhsan sfodra 1 

782.1 17:24,1.1 Ýta 0.67 

783.1 17:25,1.1 Ýevlqonta 0.33 

784.1 17:25,2.1 àtinwn 1 

785.1 17:26,1.1 äeivpontoj de 0.33 

786.1 17:26,2.1 Þ omit 1 

787.1 17:27,1.1 Ýskandaliswmen 1 

788.1 17:27,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

789.1 17:27,3.1 ß omit 0.67 

790.1 18:1,1.1 Þ omit 1 

791.1 18:1,2.1 Ýwra 1 

792.2 18:2,1.2 o Ihsouj  0.67 

793.1 18:2,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

794.1 18:6,1.1 Ýperi 0.33 

795.2 18:7,1.2 estin  0.67 

796.1 18:7,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

797.1 18:8,1.1 Ýauvton 0.67 

798.2 18:8,2.2 3 2 1  1 
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799.1 18:9,1.1 äkai eiv 0.67 

800.1 18:10,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

801.1 18:10,2.1 äevn ouvranoij 1 

802.2 18:10,3.2 @11] hlqen gar o uioj tou anqrwpou  579) 892c al c syh bopt% swsai to apolwloj  0.67 

803.1 18:12,1.1 Ýavfhsei 0.67 

804.1 18:12,2.1 Þ omit 1 

805.1 18:12,3.1 èevpi ta orh 1 

806.1 18:12,4.1 êkai 0.67 

807.1 18:12,5.1 àzhtei 1 

808.1 18:14,1.1 êemprosqen 1 

809.1 18:14,2.1 Ýumwn 1 

810.1 18:14,3.1 àen 0.67 

811.1 18:15,1.1 èeivj se 1 

812.1 18:16,1.1 ämeta sou eti ena h duo 1 

813.1 18:16,2.1 æduo marturwn h triwn 0.67 

814.1 18:17,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

815.1 18:18,1.1 èestai dedemena evn Ýouvranw kai osa evan lushte evpi thj ghj 1 

816.2 18:18,2.2 toij ouranoij  0.67 

817.1 18:18,3.1 àouvranw 0.33 

818.1 18:19,1.1 Ýavmhn 0.67 

819.5 18:19,2.5 sumfwnhsousin ex umwn  0.67 

820.1 18:20,1.1 äou gar eivsin 1 

821.1 18:20,2.1 Ýevkei 1 

822.1 18:21,1.1 äo Qetroj eipen auvtw 0.67 

823.1 18:21,2.1 âeivj evme o avdelfoj mouß 1 

824.1 18:24,1.1 Ýproshnecqh 0.67 

825.1 18:24,2.1 âauvtw eijß 1 

826.1 18:24,3.1 àmuriwn 1 

827.1 18:25,1.1 äo kurioj 0.67 

828.2 18:25,2.2 autou  1 

829.2 18:25,3.2 eicen  1 

830.1 18:26,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

831.1 18:26,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

832.1 18:26,3.1 äkai panta avpodwsw soi 0.33 

833.1 18:27,1.1 äo kurioj tou doulou evkeinou 1 

834.1 18:28,1.1 êevkeinoj 1 

835.1 18:28,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

836.1 18:29,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 
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837.2 18:30,1.2 ou-  0.67 

838.1 18:31,1.1 Ýoun 0.67 

839.1 18:31,2.1 àgenomena 0.67 

840.1 18:31,3.1 Ýeautwn 0.67 

841.1 18:32,1.1 êauvtw 0.67 

842.1 18:32,2.1 âdoule ponhreß 1 

843.1 18:33,1.1 äkai se 0.67 

844.1 18:33,2.1 æse hvlehsa 1 

845.1 18:34,1.1 êou 1 

846.1 18:34,2.1 êpan 0.67 

847.1 18:34,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

848.1 18:35,1.1 Ýouvranioj 0.67 

849.1 18:35,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

850.1 19:1,1.1 Ýevtelesen 0.67 

851.1 19:2,1.1 êevkei 1 

852.1 19:3,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

853.1 19:3,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

854.1 19:3,3.1 Ýavnqrwpw 0.67 

855.1 19:4,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

856.2 19:4,2.2 poihsaj  1 

857.1 19:4,3.1 àkollhqhsetai 0.67 

858.1 19:6,1.1 âsarx miaß 0.67 

859.1 19:6,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

860.1 19:7,1.1 êauvthn 0.67 

861.1 19:8,1.1 Þ omit 1 

862.1 19:9,1.1 êoti 0.67 

863.1 19:9,2.1 ämh evpi porneia kai gamhsh allhn moicatai 0.67 

864.1 19:9,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

865.1 19:10,1.1 êauvtw 1 

866.1 19:10,2.1 êauvtou 1 

867.1 19:10,3.1 Ýavnqrwpou 0.67 

868.1 19:11,1.1 êtouton 1 

869.1 19:13,1.1 Ýproshnecqhsan 0.67 

870.1 19:14,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

871.1 19:14,2.1 Ýme 1 

872.2 19:16,1.2 2 1  1 

873.1 19:16,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

874.1 19:16,3.1 äpoihsw ina scw zwhn aivwnion 0.67 



 Autographic Readings for Matthew  

 

 

 

283 

VarUnit Reference Autographic Reading Prob. 

875.1 19:17,1.1 äti me evrwtaj peri tou avgaqou eij evstin o avgaqojÞ 0.67 

876.1 19:17,2.1 Þ omit 1 

877.1 19:17,3.1 âeivj thn zwhn eivselqeinß 0.67 

878.1 19:17,4.1 Ýthrhson 0.67 

879.1 19:18,1.1 älegei auvtw poiaj 1 

880.1 19:18,2.1 Ýeipen 1 

881.1 19:20,1.1 âpanta tautaß 0.67 

882.2 19:20,2.2 p% ek neothtoj mou   0.67 

883.1 19:21,1.1 Ýefh 1 

884.1 19:21,2.1 êtoij 0.67 

885.1 19:21,3.1 àouvranoij 0.67 

886.1 19:22,1.1 äton logon 1 

887.1 19:22,2.1 Ýkthmata 1 

888.1 19:24,1.1 Þ omit 1 

889.1 19:24,2.1 Ýkamhlon 1 

890.1 19:24,3.1 àtruphmatoj 0.67 

891.1 19:24,4.1 Ýdielqein 1 

892.1 19:24,5.1 äeivselqein eivj thn basileian tou qeou 1 

893.1 19:25,1.1 Þ omit 1 

894.1 19:25,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

895.1 19:26,1.1 âpanta dunataß 1 

896.2 19:28,1.2 kaqisesqe  0.67 

897.1 19:28,2.1 àumeij 0.67 

898.1 19:29,1.1 äoivkiaj h avdelfouj h avdelfaj h patera h mhtera h tekna h avgrouj 0.67 

899.1 19:29,2.1 æovnomatoj mou 1 

900.1 19:29,3.1 Ýekatontaplasiona 1 

901.1 20:3,1.1 Ýeiden 0.67 

902.1 20:4,1.1 Þ omit 1 

903.1 20:5,1.1 êde 0.67 

904.1 20:5,2.1 âekthn kai evnathn wranß 0.67 

905.1 20:6,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

906.1 20:6,2.1 ß omit 1 

907.1 20:7,1.1 Þ omit 0.33 

908.1 20:8,1.1 êauvtoij 1 

909.1 20:9,1.1 äkai evlqontej 0.67 

910.1 20:10,1.1 äkai evlqontej 0.67 

911.2 20:10,2.2 pleiona  0.67 

912.4 20:10,3.4 4 5 2 3  0.67 
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913.1 20:12,1.1 âhmin auvtoujß 0.67 

914.2 20:13,1.2 3 1 2   0.67 

915.1 20:13,2.1 äsunefwnhsaj moi 1 

916.1 20:14,1.1 Ýde 1 

917.1 20:15,1.1 êh 0.67 

918.1 20:15,2.1 âo qelw poihsaiß 0.67 

919.2 20:16,1.2 polloi gar eisin klhtoiÃ oligoi de eklektoi  0.67 

920.1 20:17,1.1 äLai avnabainwn o VIhsouj 1 

921.1 20:17,2.1 Ýmaqhtaj 0.67 

922.1 20:17,3.1 ækai evn th odw 0.67 

923.1 20:18,1.1 Ýqanatw 1 

924.2 20:19,1.2 p% anasthsetai  1 

925.1 20:20,1.1 äavpV auvtou 0.67 

926.1 20:21,1.1 älegei auvtw 1 

927.1 20:21,2.1 êsou 1 

928.1 20:21,3.1 êsou 0.67 

929.1 20:22,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

930.1 20:23,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

931.1 20:23,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

932.1 20:23,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

933.1 20:23,4.1 Ýkai 1 

934.1 20:23,5.1 Þ omit 1 

935.2 20:23,6.2 ê omit 0.67 

936.1 20:23,7.1 äavllV oij 1 

937.1 20:24,1.1 äLai avkousantej 1 

938.1 20:26,1.1 Ýestai 0.67 

939.1 20:26,2.1 äevn umin megaj genesqai 1 

940.1 20:26,3.1 àestai 1 

941.1 20:27,1.1 Ýan 0.67 

942.1 20:27,2.1 äevn umin einai prwtoj 1 

943.1 20:27,3.1 àestai 1 

944.1 20:28,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

945.1 20:29,1.1 ähvkolouqhsen auvtw ocloj poluj 0.67 

946.2 20:30,1.2 † 3 1 2  0.33 

947.1 20:30,2.1 Ýuioj 0.67 

948.1 20:31,1.1 Ýekraxan 0.67 

949.2 20:31,2.2 †  3 1 2  0.67 

950.1 20:31,3.1 àuioj 0.67 
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951.1 20:32,1.1 êo 1 

952.1 20:33,1.1 âoi ovfqalmoi hmwnß 0.67 

953.1 20:33,2.1 Þ omit 1 

954.1 20:33,3.1 ß omit 1 

955.4 20:34,1.4 p% twn ofqalmwn autwn  0.67 

956.1 20:34,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

957.1 21:1,1.1 Ýhggisan 1 

958.1 21:1,2.1 Ýhlqon 1 

959.2 21:1,3.2 p% proj  1 

960.1 21:1,4.1 Þ omit 0.67 

961.1 21:2,1.1 Ýporeuesqe 0.67 

962.1 21:2,2.1 àkatenanti 1 

963.1 21:2,3.1 êeuvqewj 1 

964.1 21:2,4.1 Ýavgagete 0.67 

965.1 21:3,1.1 Ýauvtwn 1 

966.1 21:3,2.1 äeuvquj de 0.33 

967.1 21:3,3.1 àavpostelei 0.67 

968.1 21:4,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

969.1 21:4,2.1 Ýdia 1 

970.2 21:5,1.2 ê omit 0.67 

971.1 21:5,2.1 êuion 1 

972.1 21:6,1.1 Ýsunetaxen 0.67 

973.1 21:7,1.1 ÝevpV 0.67 

974.1 21:7,2.1 àauvtwn 0.67 

975.1 21:7,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

976.1 21:8,1.1 Ýeautwn 0.67 

977.1 21:8,2.1 àevstrwnnuon 0.67 

978.1 21:9,1.1 êauvton 0.67 

979.1 21:9,2.1 Þ omit 1 

980.1 21:11,1.1 äo profhthj VIhsouj 0.67 

981.2 21:12,1.2 o   1 

982.2 21:12,2.2 tou qeou  0.67 

983.2 21:13,1.2 p% epoihsate  0.67 

984.1 21:14,1.1 âtufloi kai cwloiß 0.67 

985.1 21:15,1.1 êtouj 0.67 

986.1 21:16,1.1 êoti 0.67 

987.1 21:18,1.1 ÝQrwi 0.67 

988.2 21:18,2.2 † epanagagwn  0.33 
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989.1 21:19,1.1 Þ omit 1 

990.1 21:19,2.1 Ýgenhtai 1 

991.1 21:22,1.1 Ýan 0.67 

992.1 21:23,1.1 äevlqontoj auvtou 0.67 

993.1 21:24,1.1 êde 1 

994.1 21:24,2.1 âlogon enaß 0.67 

995.2 21:25,1.2 ê omit 0.67 

996.2 21:25,2.2 par  0.67 

997.1 21:25,3.1 êoun 0.67 

998.2 21:26,1.2 3 4 5 1 2  0.67 

999.1 21:27,1.1 äkai auvtoj 1 

1000.1 21:28,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1001.1 21:28,2.1 âtekna duoß 1 

1002.1 21:28,3.1 êkai 1 

1003.1 21:28,4.1 äevn tw avmpelwni 0.67 

1004.1 21:29,1.1 ß omit 1 

1005.1 21:29,2.1 äouv qelw usteron êde metamelhqeij avphlqen 0.67 

1006.1 21:29,3.1 êde 1 

1007.1 21:29,4.1 æproselqwn de 0.67 

1008.1 21:29,5.1 Ýeterw 0.67 

1009.1 21:29,6.1 äevgw kurie kai ouvk avphlqen 0.67 

1010.1 21:29,7.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1011.1 21:29,8.1 äo prwtoj 0.67 

1012.2 21:32,1.2 2 3 1  0.67 

1013.2 21:32,2.2 ou  0.67 

1014.1 21:36,1.1 Ýpalin 0.67 

1015.1 21:38,1.1 Ýscwmen 0.67 

1016.1 21:39,1.1 âauvton evxebalon exw tou avmpelwnoj kai avpekteinanß 0.67 

1017.1 21:42,1.1 Ýhmwn 1 

1018.1 21:43,1.1 êoti 1 

1019.1 21:44,1.1 èomit  0.67 

1020.1 21:45,1.1 äLai avkousantej 1 

1021.1 21:46,1.1 Ýevpei 0.67 

1022.2 21:46,2.2 wj  0.67 

1023.1 22:2,1.1 Ýevpoihsen 1 

1024.1 22:2,2.1 êkai 1 

1025.1 22:4,1.1 èto ariston mou Ýhtoimaka oi tauroi mou kai ta sitista tequmena kai 1 

1026.1 22:4,2.1 Ýhtoimaka 0.67 
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1027.2 22:7,1.2 kai akousaj o basileuj ekeinoj  0.67 

1028.1 22:7,2.1 æta strateumata 0.67 

1029.2 22:10,1.2 osouj  0.67 

1030.1 22:10,2.1 àgamoj 0.67 

1031.1 22:10,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1032.1 22:12,1.1 Ýeivshlqej 0.67 

1033.2 22:13,1.2 3 1 2   0.67 

1034.1 22:13,2.1 ädhsantej auvtou podaj kai ceiraj evkbalete auvton 0.33 

1035.1 22:14,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1036.1 22:14,2.1 Þ omit 1 

1037.1 22:16,1.1 Ýlegontej 0.67 

1038.1 22:17,1.1 èeivpe oun hmin 0.67 

1039.1 22:20,1.1 äkai legei auvtoij 0.67 

1040.1 22:21,1.1 êauvtw 1 

1041.1 22:21,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1042.1 22:23,1.1 ÝTaddoukaioi 1 

1043.1 22:24,1.1 èthn gunaika auvtou 0.67 

1044.2 22:25,1.2 gamhsaj  0.67 

1045.2 22:27,1.2 p% kai  0.67 

1046.1 22:28,1.1 äavnastasei oun 1 

1047.1 22:28,2.1 âtwn epta estaiß 0.67 

1048.1 22:30,1.1 Ýgamizontai 0.67 

1049.1 22:30,2.1 àaggeloi 0.67 

1050.2 22:30,3.2 2 0.67 

1051.1 22:32,1.1 êo 1 

1052.1 22:32,2.1 êo 1 

1053.1 22:32,3.1 äo qeoj 0.33 

1054.1 22:34,1.1 äevpi to auvto 0.67 

1055.1 22:35,1.1 Ýnomikoj 1 

1056.2 22:35,2.2 kai legwn  0.67 

1057.1 22:37,1.1 äo de efh auvtw 0.33 

1058.1 22:37,2.1 êth 1 

1059.1 22:37,3.1 êth 1 

1060.1 22:37,4.1 Ýdianoia 1 

1061.1 22:39,1.1 êde 1 

1062.1 22:39,2.1 äomoia auvth 0.33 

1063.1 22:40,1.1 êoloj 1 

1064.1 22:43,1.1 Þ omit 1 
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1065.1 22:43,2.1 âkalei auvton kurionß 0.67 

1066.1 22:44,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1067.1 22:44,2.1 Ýupokatw 0.67 

1068.1 22:45,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1069.1 22:46,1.1 Ýhmeraj 0.67 

1070.1 23:1,1.1 äo VIhsouj evlalhsen 0.67 

1071.1 23:2,1.1 âNwusewj kaqedrajß 0.67 

1072.1 23:3,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1073.1 23:3,2.1 äpoihsate kai threite 0.33 

1074.1 23:4,1.1 äbarea kai dusbastakta 1 

1075.1 23:4,2.1 æauvtoi de tw 0.67 

1076.1 23:5,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1077.1 23:6,1.1 äthn prwtoklisian 1 

1078.2 23:7,1.2 rabbi  0.67 

1079.1 23:8,1.1 ämh klhqhte 1 

1080.2 23:8,2.2 kaqhghthj  1 

1081.1 23:8,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1082.1 23:9,1.1 Ýumwn 0.67 

1083.2 23:9,2.2 2 3 1  0.67 

1084.2 23:9,3.2 en toij  ouranoij  0.67 

1085.1 23:10,1.1 äoti kaqhghthj umwn evstin eij 0.33 

1086.1 23:13,1.1 êde 0.67 

1087.1 23:13,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1088.1 23:15,1.1 Ýpoihsai 0.67 

1089.1 23:17,1.1 Ýagiasaj 0.67 

1090.1 23:19,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1091.2 23:21,1.2 katoikhsanti  0.67 

1092.1 23:23,1.1 äto eleoj 0.67 

1093.1 23:23,2.1 êde 0.67 

1094.1 23:23,3.1 Ýavfienai 0.67 

1095.1 23:24,1.1 êoi 1 

1096.1 23:25,1.1 Ýavkrasiaj 1 

1097.2 23:26,1.2 kai thj paroyidoj  0.67 

1098.2 23:26,2.2 autwn  0.67 

1099.1 23:27,1.1 Ýparomoiazete 1 

1100.1 23:27,2.1 äoitinej exwqen men fainontai wraioi eswqen de gemousin 0.67 

1101.1 23:30,1.1 äauvtwn koinwnoi 0.67 

1102.1 23:31,1.1 Ýplhrwsate 0.67 
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1103.1 23:34,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1104.1 23:34,2.1 èkai evx auvtwn mastigwsete evn taij sunagwgaij umwn 0.67 

1105.1 23:35,1.1 èuiou Baraciou 1 

1106.1 23:36,1.1 âtauta pantaß 1 

1107.1 23:37,1.1 Ýauvthn 0.67 

1108.1 23:37,2.1 âornij evpisunageiß 1 

1109.1 23:37,3.1 àauvthj 0.67 

1110.1 23:38,1.1 êerhmoj 1 

1111.1 24:1,1.1 äavpo tou ierou evporeueto 0.67 

1112.2 24:3,1.2 thj  0.67 

1113.1 24:6,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1114.1 24:7,1.1 älimoi kai seismoi 0.67 

1115.1 24:8,1.1 âpanta de tautaß 1 

1116.1 24:9,1.1 äpantwn twn evqnwn 1 

1117.1 24:10,1.1 äkai mishsousin avllhlouj 1 

1118.1 24:14,1.1 èthj basileiaj 1 

1119.1 24:15,1.1 èestoj evn topw agiw 1 

1120.1 24:16,1.1 Ýeivj 0.67 

1121.1 24:17,1.1 Ýkatabatw 0.67 

1122.1 24:17,2.1 àta 0.67 

1123.1 24:18,1.1 äto imation 1 

1124.1 24:19,1.1 Ýqhlazousaij 0.67 

1125.1 24:20,1.1 Ýsabbatw 0.67 

1126.1 24:21,1.1 äouv gegonen 0.67 

1127.1 24:21,2.1 æouvdV ouv 0.67 

1128.1 24:24,1.1 ämegala kai terata 1 

1129.1 24:24,2.1 Ýplanhsai 0.67 

1130.1 24:27,1.1 Ýfainetai 0.67 

1131.1 24:28,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1132.1 24:29,1.1 Ýavpo 0.67 

1133.1 24:30,1.1 äevn ouvranw 0.33 

1134.1 24:30,2.1 ætote koyontai 0.67 

1135.2 24:31,1.2 fwnhj  0.67 

1136.1 24:31,2.1 ß omit 1 

1137.2 24:31,3.2 ê omit 1 

1138.1 24:31,4.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1139.2 24:33,1.2 2 1  1 

1140.1 24:34,1.1 êoti 0.67 
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1141.1 24:34,2.1 êan 1 

1142.1 24:34,3.1 äpanta tauta 0.67 

1143.1 24:35,1.1 èo ouvranoj kai h gh Ýpareleusetai oi de logoi mou ouv mh parelqwsin 1 

1144.1 24:35,2.1 Ýpareleusetai 0.67 

1145.1 24:36,1.1 èouvde o uioj 0.67 

1146.1 24:36,2.1 Þ omit 1 

1147.1 24:37,1.1 Ýgar 0.67 

1148.2 24:37,2.2 kai  0.67 

1149.2 24:38,1.2 wsper  0.67 

1150.1 24:38,2.1 àevkeinaij 0.67 

1151.1 24:38,3.1 Ýgamizontej 0.67 

1152.1 24:39,1.1 êkai 0.67 

1153.1 24:40,1.1 âduo esontaiß 1 

1154.1 24:41,1.1 Ýmulw 0.67 

1155.1 24:41,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1156.1 24:42,1.1 Ýhmera 0.67 

1157.1 24:43,1.1 Ýdiorucqhnai 0.67 

1158.1 24:45,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1159.1 24:45,2.1 Ýoivketeiaj 0.67 

1160.1 24:46,1.1 âoutwj poiountaß 0.67 

1161.1 24:48,1.1 êevkeinoj 1 

1162.2 24:48,2.2 o kurioj mou elqein  0.67 

1163.1 25:1,1.1 Ýeautwn 0.67 

1164.2 25:1,2.2 apantð  0.67 

1165.1 25:1,3.1 ätou numfiou 0.67 

1166.1 25:3,1.1 Ýauvtwn 1 

1167.1 25:3,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1168.1 25:4,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1169.2 25:4,2.2 autwn  1 

1170.1 25:6,1.1 Ýevxercesqe 1 

1171.1 25:6,2.1 äavpanthsin auvtou 1 

1172.2 25:7,1.2 autwn  0.67 

1173.1 25:9,1.1 äouv mh 0.67 

1174.1 25:13,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1175.2 25:15,1.2 euqewj) poreuqeij de  1 

1176.1 25:15,2.1 Ýevkerdhsen 0.67 

1177.2 25:15,3.2 talanta  0.67 

1178.2 25:17,1.2 kai  1 
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1179.1 25:17,2.1 Ýevkerdhsen 0.33 

1180.2 25:18,1.2 en  th gh  0.67 

1181.1 25:18,2.1 àekruyen 0.67 

1182.1 25:20,1.1 Ýevkerdhsa 0.33 

1183.1 25:21,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1184.1 25:21,2.1 Ýevpi 0.67 

1185.1 25:22,1.1 êde 1 

1186.2 25:22,2.2 labwn  0.67 

1187.1 25:22,3.1 Ýevkerdhsa 0.33 

1188.1 25:23,1.1 Ýevpi 0.67 

1189.1 25:23,2.1 âhj pistojß 1 

1190.1 25:24,1.1 êse 0.67 

1191.1 25:24,2.1 Ýoqen 0.67 

1192.1 25:27,1.1 âse ounß 0.67 

1193.2 25:27,2.2 p% to argurion  1 

1194.1 25:28,1.1 Ýdeka 0.67 

1195.1 25:29,1.1 êpanti 0.67 

1196.1 25:29,2.1 Ýecei 1 

1197.1 25:29,3.1 Þ omit 1 

1198.1 25:31,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1199.1 25:32,1.1 Ýsunacqhsontai 1 

1200.1 25:33,1.1 ãauvtou ta de evrifia evx euvwnumwn  1 

1201.1 25:39,1.1 Ýavsqenounta 0.67 

1202.1 25:40,1.1 ètwn avdelfwn mou 1 

1203.1 25:41,1.1 êoi 0.67 

1204.1 25:41,2.1 äto htoimasmenon 0.67 

1205.1 25:42,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1206.1 25:43,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1207.1 25:43,2.1 ß omit 1 

1208.1 25:46,1.1 Ýkolasin 1 

1209.1 26:1,1.1 èauvtou  0.67 

1210.1 26:3,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1211.1 26:3,2.1 ètou laou 1 

1212.1 26:3,3.1 ÝLaiafa 0.67 

1213.1 26:4,1.1 èkai avpokteinwsin 1 

1214.1 26:7,1.1 âecousa avlabastron murouß 1 

1215.1 26:7,2.1 Ýbarutimou 0.67 

1216.1 26:7,3.1 äthj kefalhj 0.67 
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1217.1 26:8,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1218.1 26:9,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1219.1 26:9,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

1220.1 26:14,1.1 ÝVIskariwthj 0.67 

1221.1 26:15,1.1 Ýeipen 0.67 

1222.1 26:15,2.1 àavrguria 0.67 

1223.1 26:16,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1224.1 26:18,1.1 èo didaskaloj legei 1 

1225.1 26:20,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1226.1 26:21,1.1 êoti 1 

1227.1 26:22,1.1 êauvtw 0.67 

1228.1 26:22,2.1 äeij ekastoj 0.33 

1229.1 26:23,1.1 âmetV evmou thn ceira evn tw trubliwß 0.67 

1230.1 26:25,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1231.1 26:26,1.1 âVEsqiontwn de auvtwnß 0.67 

1232.1 26:26,2.1 Þ omit 1 

1233.1 26:26,3.1 äkai euvloghsaj 0.67 

1234.1 26:26,4.1 ædouj toij maqhtaij 1 

1235.1 26:27,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1236.1 26:27,2.1 êkai 1 

1237.1 26:28,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1238.2 26:28,2.2 p% kainhj  0.67 

1239.1 26:29,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1240.1 26:29,2.1 ätoutou tou 1 

1241.1 26:29,3.1 Ýpinw 0.67 

1242.1 26:29,4.1 âmeqV umwn kainonß 1 

1243.2 26:31,1.2 ðpisqhsetai  0.67 

1244.1 26:33,1.1 êauvtw 1 

1245.1 26:33,2.1 äevn soi evgw 1 

1246.1 26:34,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1247.1 26:34,2.1 êevn 0.67 

1248.1 26:34,3.1 äavlektora fwnhsai 1 

1249.1 26:34,4.1 ætrij avparnhsh me 1 

1250.1 26:35,1.1 Ýkai 0.67 

1251.1 26:36,1.1 âmetV auvtwn o VIhsoujß 0.67 

1252.1 26:36,2.1 ätoij maqhtaij 0.67 

1253.1 26:36,3.1 Ýauvtou 1 

1254.1 26:36,4.1 àou 0.67 
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1255.1 26:36,5.1 æevkei proseuxwmai 1 

1256.1 26:38,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1257.2 26:39,1.2 proselqwn  1 

1258.1 26:39,2.1 êmou 1 

1259.1 26:39,3.1 Þ omit 1 

1260.1 26:40,1.1 ätouj maqhtaj 1 

1261.1 26:42,1.1 êlegwn 1 

1262.1 26:42,2.1 êmou 1 

1263.2 26:42,3.2 touto to pothrion   0.67 

1264.1 26:42,4.1 Þ omit 1 

1265.1 26:43,1.1 äpalin euren auvtouj 1 

1266.1 26:44,1.1 äpalin avpelqwn proshuxato 0.67 

1267.1 26:44,2.1 èevk tritou 0.67 

1268.2 26:44,3.2 ê omit 0.67 

1269.2 26:45,1.2 autou  0.67 

1270.1 26:45,2.1 êto 1 

1271.1 26:45,3.1 äivdou hggiken 1 

1272.1 26:49,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1273.1 26:49,2.1 ècaire rabbi kai katefilhsen auvton  1 

1274.1 26:49,3.1 âetaire evfV o pareiß 0.67 

1275.1 26:52,1.1 äthn macairan sou 1 

1276.1 26:52,2.1 Ýavpolountai 1 

1277.1 26:53,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1278.2 26:53,2.2 p) dunamai  0.67 

1279.1 26:53,3.1 Ýpleiw 0.67 

1280.1 26:53,4.1 ß omit 0.67 

1281.1 26:53,5.1 älegiwnaj avggelwn 0.67 

1282.2 26:55,1.2 p% proj umaj  0.67 

1283.1 26:55,2.1 äevn tw ierw evkaqezomhn didaskwn 0.67 

1284.1 26:56,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1285.1 26:57,1.1 ÝLaiafan 0.67 

1286.1 26:58,1.1 êavpo 1 

1287.1 26:59,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1288.1 26:59,2.1 äauvton qanatwswsin 0.33 

1289.2 26:60,1.2 \kai  0.67 

1290.1 26:60,2.1 âproselqontwn yeudomarturwnß 0.67 

1291.2 26:60,3.2 uc euron  0.67 

1292.2 26:60,4.2 yeudomarturej  0.67 
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1293.3 26:61,1.3 oikod) auton  0.67 

1294.2 26:63,1.2 apokriqeij  0.67 

1295.1 26:63,2.1 Ýevxorkizw 0.67 

1296.1 26:63,3.1 ß omit 1 

1297.1 26:65,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1298.1 26:65,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

1299.1 26:66,1.1 Ýavpokriqentej 0.67 

1300.1 26:67,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1301.1 26:69,1.1 äevkaqhto exw 0.67 

1302.1 26:69,2.1 ÝGalilaiou 1 

1303.1 26:70,1.1 Ýpantwn 1 

1304.1 26:70,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1305.1 26:71,1.1 äevxelqonta de 0.33 

1306.1 26:71,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1307.1 26:71,3.1 Ýtoij 1 

1308.1 26:71,4.1 ß omit 0.67 

1309.1 26:72,1.1 Ýoti 0.67 

1310.1 26:73,1.1 èkai su 0.67 

1311.1 26:73,2.1 Þ omit 1 

1312.1 26:73,3.1 ädhlon se poiei 0.67 

1313.1 26:75,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1314.1 27:1,1.1 Ýelabon 0.67 

1315.1 27:2,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1316.2 27:2,2.2 Pontiw  0.67 

1317.1 27:3,1.1 Ýparadidouj 1 

1318.2 27:3,2.2 apestreyen  0.67 

1319.2 27:3,3.2 toij   0.67 

1320.1 27:4,1.1 Ýavqwon 1 

1321.1 27:5,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1322.2 27:5,2.2 en tw naw  0.67 

1323.1 27:6,1.1 Ýkorbanan 1 

1324.1 27:9,1.1 ÝVIeremiou 1 

1325.1 27:10,1.1 Ýedwkan 1 

1326.2 27:11,1.2 esth   0.67 

1327.1 27:11,2.1 èo hgemwn 1 

1328.1 27:11,3.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1329.2 27:16,1.2 ê omit 1 

1330.1 27:16,2.1 Þ omit 1 



 Autographic Readings for Matthew  

 

 

 

295 

VarUnit Reference Autographic Reading Prob. 

1331.1 27:17,1.1 Ýoun 0.67 

1332.3 27:17,2.3 Barabban  1 

1333.2 27:21,1.2 ê omit 0.67 

1334.1 27:22,1.1 Ýpoihsw 0.67 

1335.1 27:22,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1336.3 27:23,1.3 legei autoij o hgemwn  0.67 

1337.1 27:24,1.1 Ýavpenanti 0.67 

1338.1 27:24,2.1 àoclou 1 

1339.1 27:24,3.1 Ýtoutou 0.67 

1340.1 27:26,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1341.1 27:26,2.1 Ýstaurwqh 0.67 

1342.1 27:28,1.1 Ýevkdusantej 0.67 

1343.1 27:28,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1344.2 27:29,1.2 thn kefalhn  0.67 

1345.1 27:29,2.1 Ýevnepaixan 0.67 

1346.1 27:29,3.1 àbasileu 0.67 

1347.1 27:31,1.1 Ýevxedusan 1 

1348.1 27:31,2.1 êkai 1 

1349.1 27:32,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1350.1 27:33,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1351.1 27:33,2.1 Þ omit 1 

1352.1 27:33,3.1 äLraniou Uopoj legomenoj 0.67 

1353.1 27:34,1.1 Ýoinon 1 

1354.1 27:34,2.1 àhvqelhsen 0.67 

1355.1 27:35,1.1 Ýballontej 0.67 

1356.1 27:35,2.1 Þ omit 1 

1357.1 27:38,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1358.1 27:38,2.1 ß omit 1 

1359.1 27:40,1.1 äei tou qeou 1 

1360.2 27:40,2.2 ê omit 0.67 

1361.1 27:41,1.1 Ýkai 0.67 

1362.1 27:41,2.1 äkai presbuterwn 0.33 

1363.1 27:42,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1364.1 27:42,2.1 Ýpisteusomen 1 

1365.1 27:42,3.1 äevpV auvton 0.33 

1366.1 27:43,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1367.1 27:43,2.1 äton qeon 1 

1368.3 27:43,3.3 nun auton  0.67 
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1369.1 27:44,1.1 Ýsustaurwqentej 0.67 

1370.1 27:44,2.1 äsun auvtw 0.67 

1371.1 27:45,1.1 äevpi pasan thn ghn 1 

1372.1 27:46,1.1 Ýavnebohsen 1 

1373.1 27:46,2.1 ähli hli 1 

1374.1 27:46,3.1 ælema sabacqani 0.33 

1375.2 27:47,1.2 estwtwn  0.67 

1376.1 27:47,2.1 êoti 0.67 

1377.1 27:48,1.1 èevx auvtwn 1 

1378.1 27:49,1.1 Ýelegon 0.67 

1379.1 27:49,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1380.1 27:51,1.1 äavpV anwqen ewj katw eivj duo 0.33 

1381.1 27:52,1.1 Ýhvgerqhsan 0.67 

1382.1 27:54,1.1 Ýgenomena 0.67 

1383.1 27:54,2.1 äqeou uioj hn 0.67 

1384.1 27:56,1.1 ÝNaria 1 

1385.1 27:56,2.1 ÝNaria 1 

1386.2 27:56,3.2 Iwsh  2 3 4 5  0.67 

1387.1 27:57,1.1 Ýevmaqhteuqh 0.67 

1388.2 27:58,1.2 to swma  0.67 

1389.1 27:59,1.1 êevn 0.67 

1390.1 27:60,1.1 êauvto 1 

1391.2 27:61,1.2 Maria  0.67 

1392.1 27:64,1.1 êauvtou 1 

1393.1 27:64,2.1 äkleywsin auvton 1 

1394.1 27:65,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1395.1 27:65,2.1 Ýkoustwdian 1 

1396.1 27:65,3.1 àavsfalisasqe 0.67 

1397.1 27:66,1.1 äthj koustwdiaj 1 

1398.1 28:1,1.1 êde 1 

1399.2 28:1,2.2 Maria  1 

1400.1 28:1,3.1 àNaria 1 

1401.2 28:2,1.2 ê omit 0.67 

1402.1 28:2,2.1 Þ omit 1 

1403.1 28:3,1.1 Ýeivdea 0.67 

1404.1 28:3,2.1 àwj 0.67 

1405.1 28:4,1.1 Ýevgenhqhsan 0.67 

1406.1 28:4,2.1 àwj 0.67 
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1407.2 28:6,1.2 o kurioj  0.67 

1408.1 28:7,1.1 èavpo twn nekrwn 0.67 

1409.2 28:8,1.2 p% exelqð  0.67 

1410.1 28:9,1.1 Þ omit 1 

1411.1 28:9,2.1 ß omit 0.67 

1412.1 28:9,3.1 Ýuphnthsen 0.67 

1413.1 28:10,1.1 äavdelfoij mou 1 

1414.1 28:10,2.1 Ýoyontai 0.67 

1415.1 28:11,1.1 Ýavphggeilan 0.67 

1416.1 28:14,1.1 Ýevpi 0.67 

1417.1 28:14,2.1 êauvton 1 

1418.1 28:15,1.1 êta 1 

1419.1 28:15,2.1 Ýdiefhmisqh 1 

1420.1 28:15,3.1 êhmeraj 0.67 

1421.1 28:17,1.1 Þ omit 0.67 

1422.1 28:18,1.1 Ýouvranw 0.67 

1423.1 28:18,2.1 êthj 0.67 

1424.1 28:18,3.1 Þ omit 1 

1425.1 28:19,1.1 Ýoun 0.33 

1426.1 28:19,2.1 àbaptizontej 0.67 

1427.1 28:20,1.1 âmeqV umwn eivmiß 0.67 

1428.1 28:20,2.1 Þ omit 0.67 
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Ref.  NA-27 Text  Lachmann-10 Text Prob. 

1:5,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  ÝBoej with → Booz   [0.67] 

1:5,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  ÝBoej with → Booz   [0.67] 

1:6,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → o basileuj  [0.67] 

1:18,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýgenesij with → gennhsij  [1.00] 

1:19,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýdeigmatisai with → paradð  [1.00] 

1:20,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  ÝNarian with → Mariam  [1.00] 

1:24,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevgerqeij with → diegð  [1.00] 

1:25,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýuion with → ton u) authj  ton prwtotokon  [0.67] 

2:18,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → qrhnoj kai  [0.67] 

2:21,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýeivshlqen with → hlqen  [1.00] 

2:22,1.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âtou patroj auvtou Hrwdouß to → 4 1 2 3   [1.00] 

3:1,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êde     [0.67] 

3:6,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êpotamw     [0.67] 

4:13,1.3 Replace NA-27 →  ÝOazara with → ðreq  [0.67] 

5:13,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  äblhqen exw with → ðqhnai exw kai  [0.67] 

5:22,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → eikh   [1.00] 

5:25,3.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → p% se paradw  [0.67] 

5:32,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  äpaj o avpoluwn with → p% oj an apolush  [0.67] 

5:39,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýrapizei with → ðsei  [1.00] 

5:39,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  àeivj with → p% epi  [1.00] 

5:44,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  äkai proseucesqe uper twn with → 

p% eulogeite touj katarwmenouj umaj 
Ã kalwj poieite toij misousin umaj  
kai  proseucesqe uper twn 
ephreazontwn umaj  kai  

[1.00] 

5:48,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýwj with → wsper  [0.67] 

6:1,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êde     [1.00] 

6:5,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  äproseuchsqe ouvk esesqe with → ðchÃ ouk esh  [1.00] 

6:10,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → thj  [0.67] 

6:18,2.3 Replace NA-27 →  ätw krufaiw with → tw kruptw  [0.67] 

6:18,3.3 Replace NA-27 →  ätw krufaiw with → tw kruptw  [0.67] 

6:22,2.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âh o ovfqalmoj sou aploujß to → 2 3 4 5 1   [1.00] 

6:28,1.4 Replace NA-27 →  
äauvxanousin ouv kopiwsin ouvde 
nhqousin with → auxanei\ ou kopia oude nhqei   [1.00] 

6:32,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevpizhtousin with → epizhtei  [0.67] 

6:34,1.3 Replace NA-27 →  Ýeauthj with → ta eauð   [0.67] 

7:5,1.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âevk tou ovfqalmou sou thn dokonß to → 5 6 1 2 3 4  [1.00] 

7:6,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýkatapathsousin with → ðswsin  [1.00] 

7:10,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  äh kai ivcqun aivthsei with → h k) ean i) ðsh  [0.67] 

7:21,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êtoij     [0.67] 

7:26,3.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âauvtou thn oivkianß to → 2 3 1  [0.67] 

8:3,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → o Ihsouj  [0.67] 
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8:7,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → o Ihsouj  [1.00] 

8:10,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  
äparV ouvdeni tosauthn pistin evn 
tw VIsrahl with → p% oude en tw I) tos) pis)  [1.00] 

8:13,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → kai  [1.00] 

8:13,3.2 Omit NA-27 →  êauvtou     [0.67] 

8:18,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýoclon with → pollouj oclouj  [1.00] 

8:22,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýlegei with → eipen  [0.67] 

8:25,2.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → hmaj  [0.67] 

8:29,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → p% Ihsou  [0.67] 

8:34,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýupanthsin with → sunantð  [0.67] 

9:11,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýelegon with → eipon  [0.67] 

9:30,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevnebrimhqh with → ðmhsato  [0.67] 

10:2,2.2 Omit NA-27 →  êkai     [1.00] 

10:3,1.3 Replace NA-27 →  ÝRaddaioj with → L) o epiklhqeij Qadd)   [0.67] 

10:19,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýparadwsin with → ðdwsousin  [0.67] 

10:23,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýeteran with → allhn [0.67] 

10:28,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  àfobeisqe with → fobhqhte  [1.00] 

10:32,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êtoij     [1.00] 

10:33,3.2 Omit NA-27 →  êtoij     [1.00] 

11:19,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  ätwn ergwn with → p% t) teknwn  [1.00] 

12:4,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýefagon with → ðgen   [1.00] 

12:18,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  äeivj on with → †on  [0.33] 

12:25,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  äeivdwj de with → eidwj de o Ihsouj  [0.67] 

12:29,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýarpasai with → diarpasai  [1.00] 

12:29,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  àdiarpasei with → iarpash  [0.67] 

12:31,2.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → toij anqrwpoij  [0.67] 

12:36,1.3 Replace NA-27 →  Ýlalhsousin with → ean lalhswsin   [0.67] 

13:1,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → de  [0.67] 

13:2,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → to  [0.67] 

13:4,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevlqonta with → hlqen   [1.00] 

13:4,3.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → ai  [1.00] 

13:9,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → p% akouein  [0.67] 

13:18,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýspeirantoj with → speirontoj   [1.00] 

13:24,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýspeiranti with → speironti  [0.67] 

13:25,1.3 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevpespeiren with → espeiren  [0.67] 

13:34,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýouvden with → p% ouk  [1.00] 

13:36,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýdiasafhson with → frason  [1.00] 

13:43,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → akouein  [1.00] 

13:48,4.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýaggh with → aggeia  [0.67] 
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13:55,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýouvc with → ouci  [1.00] 

14:4,1.6 Replace NA-27 →  äo VIwannhj auvtw with → 3 1 2  [0.67] 

14:12,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  àauvton with → auto   [1.00] 

14:15,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → p% autou  [0.67] 

14:24,2.3 Replace NA-27 →  
ästadiouj pollouj avpo thj ghj 
avpeicen with → meson thj qalasshj hn  [0.67] 

14:25,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýhlqen with → aphlqen  [0.67] 

14:27,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  äov VIhsouj auvtoij with → 3 1 2  [0.67] 

14:29,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  äkai hlqen with → elqein  [1.00] 

14:33,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → elqontej  [0.67] 

15:33,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → autou  [0.67] 

15:35,7.2 Replace NA-27 →  ætoij ocloij with → p% tw oclw  [0.67] 

16:13,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → p% me  [1.00] 

16:19,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýkleidaj with → kleij  [0.67] 

16:20,4.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → Ihsouj  [0.67] 

16:26,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýwvfelhqhsetai with → wfeleitai  [0.67] 

16:28,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êoti     [0.67] 

17:3,2.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âsullalountej metV auvtouß to → 2 3 1  [0.67] 

17:4,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýpoihsw with → ðswmen   [1.00] 

17:7,1.3 Replace NA-27 →  
äproshlqen o VIhsouj kai aya-
menoj auvtwn eipen with → pðelqwn o I) hyato a) kai eipen  [0.67] 

17:8,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýauvton with → ton  [1.00] 

17:10,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → autou  [1.00] 

17:14,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevlqontwn with → elqontwn autwn  [0.67] 

17:20,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  àovligopistian with → apistian  [0.67] 

17:20,4.3 Replace NA-27 →  ämetaba enqen with → metabhqi enteuqen  [0.67] 

17:20,5.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → 
p% @21] touto de to genoj ouk ekporeu-
etai  ei mh en proseuch kai nhsteia  [0.67] 

17:22,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  ÝTustrefomenwn with → anastrefomenwn  [0.67] 

18:2,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → o Ihsouj  [0.67] 

18:7,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → estin  [0.67] 

18:8,2.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âkullon h cwlonß to → 3 2 1  [1.00] 

18:10,3.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → 
@11] hlqen gar o uioj tou anqrwpou  
579) 892c al c syh bopt% swsai to 
apolwloj  

[0.67] 

18:18,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýouvranw with → toij ouranoij  [0.67] 

18:19,2.5 Replace NA-27 →  äsumfwnhswsin evx umwn with → sumfwnhsousin ex umwn  [0.67] 

18:25,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → autou  [1.00] 

18:25,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýecei with → eicen  [1.00] 

18:30,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → ou-  [0.67] 

19:4,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýktisaj with → poihsaj  [1.00] 

19:16,1.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âauvtw eipenß to → 2 1  [1.00] 
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19:20,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → p% ek neothtoj mou   [0.67] 

19:28,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýkaqhsesqe with → kaqisesqe  [0.67] 

20:10,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýpleion with → pleiona  [0.67] 

20:10,3.4 Replace NA-27 →  æto avna dhnarion kai auvtoi with → 4 5 2 3  [0.67] 

20:13,1.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âeni auvtwn eipenß to → 3 1 2   [0.67] 

20:16,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → 
polloi gar eisin klhtoiÃ oligoi de 
eklektoi  [0.67] 

20:19,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevgerqhsetai with → p% anasthsetai  [1.00] 

20:23,6.2 Omit NA-27 →  êtouto     [0.67] 

20:30,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  äevlehson hmaj kurie with → † 3 1 2  [0.33] 

20:31,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  äevlehson hmaj kurie with → †  3 1 2  [0.67] 

20:34,1.4 Replace NA-27 →  ätwn ovmmatwn auvtwn with → p% twn ofqalmwn autwn  [0.67] 

21:1,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  àeivj with → p% proj  [1.00] 

21:5,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êevpi     [0.67] 

21:12,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → o   [1.00] 

21:12,2.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → tou qeou  [0.67] 

21:13,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýpoieite with → p% epoihsate  [0.67] 

21:18,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  àevpanagwn with → † epanagagwn  [0.33] 

21:25,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êto     [0.67] 

21:25,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevn with → par  [0.67] 

21:26,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  
äwj profhthn ecousin ton VI-
wannhn with → 3 4 5 1 2  [0.67] 

21:32,1.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âVIwannhj proj umajß to → 2 3 1  [0.67] 

21:32,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýouvde with → ou  [0.67] 

21:46,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  àeivj with → wj  [0.67] 

22:7,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  äo de basileuj with → kai akousaj o basileuj ekeinoj  [0.67] 

22:10,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýouj with → osouj  [0.67] 

22:13,1.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âo basileuj eipenß to → 3 1 2   [0.67] 

22:25,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýghmaj with → gamhsaj  [0.67] 

22:27,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → p% kai  [0.67] 

22:30,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  ätw ouvranw with → 2 [0.67] 

22:35,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → kai legwn  [0.67] 

23:7,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → rabbi  [0.67] 

23:8,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýdidaskaloj with → kaqhghthj  [1.00] 

23:9,2.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âumwn o pathrß to → 2 3 1  [0.67] 

23:9,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  àouvranioj with → en toij  ouranoij  [0.67] 

23:21,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýkatoikounti with → katoikhsanti  [0.67] 

23:26,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → kai thj paroyidoj  [0.67] 

23:26,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýauvtou with → autwn  [0.67] 

24:3,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → thj  [0.67] 
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24:31,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → fwnhj  [0.67] 

24:31,3.2 Omit NA-27 →  êtwn     [1.00] 

24:33,1.2 Transpose NA-27 →  âpanta tautaß to → 2 1  [1.00] 

24:37,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → kai  [0.67] 

24:38,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýwj with → wsper  [0.67] 

24:48,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  ämou o kurioj with → o kurioj mou elqein  [0.67] 

25:1,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  àupanthsin with → apantð  [0.67] 

25:4,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýeautwn with → autwn  [1.00] 

25:7,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýeautwn with → autwn  [0.67] 

25:15,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  ä euvqewj  with → euqewj) poreuqeij de  [1.00] 

25:15,3.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → talanta  [0.67] 

25:17,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → kai  [1.00] 

25:18,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýghn with → en  th gh  [0.67] 

25:22,2.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → labwn  [0.67] 

25:27,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  äta avrguria with → p% to argurion  [1.00] 

26:28,2.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → p% kainhj  [0.67] 

26:31,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýdiaskorpisqhsontai with → ðpisqhsetai  [0.67] 

26:39,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýproelqwn with → proselqwn  [1.00] 

26:42,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýtouto with → touto to pothrion   [0.67] 

26:44,3.2 Omit NA-27 →  êpalin     [0.67] 

26:45,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → autou  [0.67] 

26:53,2.2 Transpose NA-27 →  
ãarti Ýpleiw ß dwdeka älegiwnaj 
avggelwn  to → p) dunamai  [0.67] 

26:55,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → p% proj umaj  [0.67] 

26:60,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → \kai  [0.67] 

26:60,3.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → uc euron  [0.67] 

26:60,4.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → yeudomarturej  [0.67] 

26:61,1.3 Replace NA-27 →  Ýoivkodomhsai with → oikod) auton  [0.67] 

26:63,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → apokriqeij  [0.67] 

27:2,2.2 At NA-27 →  ß omit insert → Pontiw  [0.67] 

27:3,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  àestreyen with → apestreyen  [0.67] 

27:3,3.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → toij   [0.67] 

27:5,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  äeivj ton naon with → en tw naw  [0.67] 

27:11,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýevstaqh with → esth   [0.67] 

27:16,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êVIhsoun     [1.00] 

27:17,2.3 Replace NA-27 →  äVIhsoun ton Barabban with → Barabban  [1.00] 

27:21,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êton     [0.67] 

27:23,1.3 Replace NA-27 →  äo de efh with → legei autoij o hgemwn  [0.67] 

27:29,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  äthj kefalhj with → thn kefalhn  [0.67] 
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27:40,2.2 Omit NA-27 →  êkai     [0.67] 

27:43,3.3 Replace NA-27 →  Ýnun with → nun auton  [0.67] 

27:47,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýesthkotwn with → estwtwn  [0.67] 

27:56,3.2 Replace NA-27 →  äVIwshf mhthr kai h mhthr with → Iwsh  2 3 4 5  [0.67] 

27:58,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → to swma  [0.67] 

27:61,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  ÝNariam with → Maria  [0.67] 

28:1,2.2 Replace NA-27 →  ÝNariam with → Maria  [1.00] 

28:2,1.2 Omit NA-27 →  êkai     [0.67] 

28:6,1.2 At NA-27 →  Þ omit insert → o kurioj  [0.67] 

28:8,1.2 Replace NA-27 →  Ýavpelqousai with → p% exelqð  [0.67] 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
 

 Boldfaced words in the following definitions refer to other terms defined in this glos-

sary. 

 

Affinity: the degree to which two witnesses to a text have the same readings. Affinity con-

sists of two components: Quantative Affinity and Genetic Affinity. 

 

Autograph: The original document written by the hand of its author or by his secretary to 

whom he dictated its text. 

 

Autographic Text: The words originally written in an original document. 

 

Commonness: A measure of the degree to which witnesses to a given text share the same 

value of a genetic characteristic of the text. See Commonness of Place of Variation 

and Commonness of Reading. 

 

Commonness of Place of Variation: The degree to which two witnesses to a given text 

have the same places of variation regardless of the readings at those places—that is, 

they share a common portion of the text. The Commonness of Place of Variation of A 

with B = the number of places of variation where both A and B have a reading, 

where A and B are witnesses to the same text. This measure is important for dealing 

with fragmentary witnesses. Two witnesses that both have a complete text have 

100% Commonness of Place of Variation. 

 

Commonness of Readings: A measure of the degree to which two witnesses to a text have 

the same readings. It is calculated as follows: The Commonness of Readings of A 

with B = the number of places of variation where both A and B have the same read-

ing, where A and B are witnesses to the same text.  

 

Completeness: A measure of how much of a text a particular witness contains. It is cal-

culated as follows: The Completeness of A = (the number of places of variation A 

has of the text) ÷ (the total number of places of variation in the text), where A is a 

witness to the text. This measure is important for dealing with fragmentary witnesses. 

 

Content: A list of the places of variation a witness contains, expressed in terms of refer-

ences (chapter and verse)—that is, that portion of the text the witness contains. 

 

Deferred Ambiguity: The principle of deferred ambiguity states that when consensus fails to 

recover a reading of an exemplar being reconstructed, the sister of that exemplar will 

have the inherited reading in the next prior generation. 

 

Exemplar: A witness from which other witnesses have been copied. The software creates 

exemplars in the process of reconstructing the genealogical history of a text. 
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Fragment: A witness that is missing part of its text due to damage or deterioration. 

 

Genetic Affinity: see Quantitative Affinity. 

 

Genetic Dominance: A reading has genetic dominance as long as it is inherited by the de-

scendants of the exemplar in which it first occurs. It loses genetic dominance at any 

place in the genetic history of the exemplar in which it occurs where an alternate 

reading replaces it. 

 

Heredity: That characteristic of a reading correctly copied into a daughter witness of the 

exemplar in which the reading is found.  

 

Inheritable Variant: A variant initiated by one of the ancestor exemplars of a witness. 

 

Inheritance: That characteristic of a reading correctly copied from the parent exemplar of 

the witness in which the reading is found.  

 

Inheritance Persistence: The inheritance persistence of a witness is the ratio of the number 

inheritable variants to the number of actually inherited ones. 

 

Lectionary: A manuscript edited and arranged in sections assigned for reading in the 

Church at specified times in the liturgical calendar—something like a hymnbook. 

 

Majuscule: A manuscript written in all capital letters. 

 

Manuscript: A handwritten copy of a text made from an earlier copy (exemplar). The term 

is sometimes used as a synonym of witness. 

 

Minimal Reading: The reading of a witness that occurs least often in the working database. 

 

Minuscule: A manuscript written in lower case characters. 

 

Papyri: Manuscripts copied on paper made from papyrus. They are usually rather early, but 

mostly fragmentary. 

 

Parent Exemplar: The manuscript from which another manuscript was directly copied. 

 

Place of Variation: A place in a text where the witnesses to the text have different readings. 

In the data base, each place of variation is assigned a sequential index number in or-

der to distinguish them from one another; each one also has assigned to it the chapter 

and verse where it occurs in the text. 
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Primary Parent: The parent exemplar of a witness from which it derives most of its read-

ings, and its place in the tree diagram that maps the genealogical history of the text. A 

witness has only one primary parent exemplar. 

 

Quantitative Affinity: A measure of the degree to which witnesses to a given text are genet-

ically related. The mutual quantitative affinity between two witnesses is the inverse 

ratio of the number of places the two witnesses have the same readings to the number 

of places their readings are different. 

 

Reading: At each place of variation in a text, the witnesses have different words. The 

words contained in a given witness at a particular place of variation constitute the 

reading of that witness at that place. The reading may be a word, phrase, sentence, 

verse, etc., or nothing at all (an omission). 

 

Recension: A recension is understood to be a witness derived from multiple sources and 

having a significant number of variations from its primary parent exemplar. A re-

cension was a deliberate alteration of a text tradition for the purpose of correction or 

improvement. A recension occurred when a Christian community noted that their Bi-

bles (manuscripts) had different readings, and there was an attempt to recover the 

readings of the autograph. This likely took place under the authority of the leader-

ship of the community and was carried out by competent scribes. It is possible that in 

some recensions some of the corrections were made to strengthen the doctrines of the 

community. 

 

Secondary Descendant: A descendant of a secondary parent functioning as a source of 

mixture for the given descendant. 

 

Secondary Parent: A parent exemplar of a witness other than the Primary Parent Exem-

plar. Secondary parents are the sources of mixture for their secondary descendants. 

 

Siblings: Sisters, first generation descendants (copies) of the same exemplar. 

 

Sibling Gene: The collection of minimal readings a witness has that occur only in it and its 

sibling sisters. These are the readings where the text of the parent exemplar of the 

siblings differs from the text of its genealogical ancestors. 

 

Stemma: A tree diagram of the genealogical relationships of the witnesses to the text of an 

ancient literary composition. 

 

Stematics: Stematics is the method used for recovering the original text of the ancient Greek 

and Latin classics, also known as the family-tree method. 

 

Uncial: A manuscript written in all capital letters. 
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Variant Heredity: The characteristic of variant readings that provides a measure of the like-

lihood that a given reading in a particular witness A has been inherited from another 

witness B in an earlier generation. It is quantified as the genetic distance between 

witness A containing the given reading and another witness B in an earlier generation 

containing the same reading. The witness B having the least genetic distance from 

witness A is the closest near relative of A with respect to the given reading.  A read-

ing has no variant heredity until after it is first initiated somewhere in the genealogi-

cal history of the text. 

 

Variant Reading: See Reading. 

 

Variation Unit: See Place of Variation. 

 

Version: A translation of a document into a language other than that of the original docu-

ment itself. 

 

Virtual Exemplar: An exemplar created by the software to account for same-generation 

mixture. These exemplars do not contribute to the primary structure of the tree dia-

gram. 

 

Witness: A manuscript of a document in its original language, or a translation of that doc-

ument into another language, or a quotation of the text of a manuscript or translation. 
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