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Title: “The Gospel According to Matthew” (TR) {A}
stylized by adding “St.” before “Matthew” in the KJV to read,
“The Gospel According to St. Matthew” (AV).

The TR’s Greek title, “Euaggelion (The Gospel) kata (according to) Mathaion
(Matthew),” is supported by the majority Byzantine Text, e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is
Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53, “Matthew” is here spelt with two thetas {6 =th} i.e.,
“thth” {00}, and it is repeated at the end of the Gospel as “Fuaggelion kata Maththeon™), and
Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th century). It is further supported as Latin, “Euangelium (Gospel)
secundum (according to) Mattheum (Matthew),” by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old
Latin Versions q (6th / 7th century, “Matthew” is here spelt with one “t”) and gl (8th / 9th
century); and as Latin, “Euangelium (Gospel) cata (according to, i.e., a Latinized form of the
Greek katal) Matheum (Matthew),” by old Latin , k (4th / 5th centuries).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine Text, which must
therefore stand as correct. With support from the Latin Vulgate, we cannot doubt the accuracy
of this title. On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the TR’s reading,
“Gospel (or ‘The Gospel’) according to Matthew” an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct
reading and has a high level of certainty.

Of course, Bible translators may to some extent stylise such titles, providing they are not
thereby unfaithful to the basic meaning of the original. In all likelihood, this was the intent of
the Clementine Vulgate (1592), which changes the title to, “Sanctum (Holy) lesu (Jesus) Christi
(Christ) Evangelium (Gospel) secundum (according to) Matthaeum (Matthew),” i.e., “The Holy
Gospel of Jesus Christ according to Matthew.”

! This Latinization of kata is also found in e.g. the Latin Catholica for the Greek
Katholike, in, for instance, the Vulgate’s title of the General (Catholic) Epistle of James.
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Anglicans sometimes use the honourific titular title “St.” before the name of any NT
saint; together with prominent “saints” from the second to five centuries (or less commonly till
the sixth century,) in general, and for “saints” after this time only in a localized context, for
instance, a church dedicated to the glory of God and in memory of a saint (Philp. 3:17; I Thess.
1:7; Il Thess. 3:9; Heb. 11; 12:1; James 5:10,11; I Peter 3:6). Here “saint” means any Christian
in the universal sainthood of all believers (e.g., Eph. 1:1; Rev. 14:12). E.g., St. John’s Church of
England (Continuing), London, UK (South Wimbledon), is named in memory of the Apostle
John. Or the Anglican regional Cathedral, St. John’s, Parramatta (Diocese of Sydney), Australia,
was named in memory of the early (Presbyterian) New South Wales Governor, John Hunter
(1737-1821); though Hunter would not be called generally “St. John” in this Anglican tradition.
Or the Book of Common Prayer (1662) Calendar places at 5 Feb., the martyr “Agatha.” Though
from the first five centuries, she is not sufficiently prominent to be generally called “Saint
Agatha,” however one would refer to 5 Feb. as “St. Agatha’s day.” Lutherans also sometimes
follow this tradition. E.g., St. Martin’s Evangelical Lutheran Church and School, Watertown,
South Dakota, USA, is so named in reference to Martin Luther, although Luther would not
generally be called “St. Martin” in the Lutheran tradition”.

So too, Presbyterian sometimes use the honourific titular prefix, “Saint,” e.g., the “St.
Andrew’s Cross” (derived from the martyrdom of the Apostle Andrew, traditionally said to have
been in Patra, Greece, on an X-shaped cross), on the Flag of Scotland; and usage of “Saint
Andrew” the national (motif) saint of Scotland. While the greater number of Presbyterian
churches of different Presbyterian denominations are not named in honour of a “Saint,” a
relatively small percentage historically are. For example, St. Jude’s Free Presbyterian Church
of Scotland, Glasgow, Scotland (a Free Presbyterian Church), is named in honour of “St. Jude”
(first century A.D.), the writer of the second last Book of the New Testament. Or in the City of
Sydney, St. George’s Presbyterian Church of Eastern Australia (a Free Presbyterian Church), is
named in honour of “Saint George” (died c. 303), the national (motif) saint of England; and in
memory of St. George’s Church, Edinburgh, Scotland (which at the time was a Free Presbyterian
Church in the Free Church of Scotland known as Free St. George’s Church, but which later left
the Free Presbyterian Church and joined the Presbyterian Church, then becoming known as St.
George’s West Church of Scotland). Or John Knox (c. 1514-1572) preached at, and is now
buried behind, St. Giles’ Church of Scotland Cathedral, Edinburgh (a Presbyterian Cathedral),
named after a seventh century figure.

Against this backdrop of Protestants using the honourific titular title “St.” or “Saint”
before a name, we cannot doubt that stylizing the Greek reading, “The Gospel according to
Matthew,” to the AV’s “The Gospel according to St. Matthew,” is perfectly reasonable. It
should also be remembered, that the AV is not just a first class Bible translation. Itis also a first
class piece of English literature. When one says the names of the books of the NT in English,
there would naturally be no assonance between “Luke” and “John,” or “John” and “Acts.” But
by using the honourific titular title “St.”, not only is alliteration formed between the “St.” of the
four gospels, but assonance is formed between the “S” and “t” of “Saint,” and the “t” and “s” of

2 Bladen, F.M. (Editor), Historical Records of New South Wales, Printed by Authority,
Charles Potter, Government Printer, Sydney, N.S.W., Australia, 1896, Vol. 4, p. 802; Letter from
Rev. D.A. Hayes, Pastor, St. Martin’s, Watertown, 30 Oct. 1990 in reply to my letter of 3 Sept.
1990.
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“Acts i.e., saying, “St. Matthew, St. Mark., St. Luke, St. John, Acts,” etc. .

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading, “The Gospel according to
Matthew,” is also found in e.g., the leading representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (5th
century), and (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). It is also found in Minuscules 33
(9th century, mixed text type in the Gospels), 565 (9th century, independent text type), and 700
(11th century, independent text type); as well as the Family 13 Manuscripts, which contain
Minuscules 788 (11th century, independent text), 346 (12th century, independent), 543 (12th
century, independent), 826 (12th century, independent), 828 (12th century, independent), 983
(12th century, independent), 13 (13th century, independent), et al. It is further found in the
Egyptian Coptic Bohairic Version (3rd century). It was also followed by the NKJV.

Variant 1, which adds Greek, “agion (holy),” i.e., “The Holy Gospel,” is found in the
Family 1 Manuscripts, which contain Minuscules 1 (12th century, independent text in the
Gospels, Byzantine elsewhere), 1582 (12th century, independent Matt.-Jude), 209 (14th century,
independent in the Gospels and Revelation, Byzantine elsewhere), ef al.

Another reading (Variant 2), “According to (Kata) Matthew (Matthaion),” is found in the
two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th
century)’. This looks like a typical Alexandrian pruning, also found in the other Gospels.
Because people were familiar with fact that these were the Gospels, the Alexandrian scribes
evidently took it upon themselves to make a “more concise and succinct” text, by reducing this to
simply, “According to Matthew,” and people would have still known what they meant. This
reading of kata (“according to,” a preposition), followed by the object of the sentence, Matthaion
(“Matthew,” a second declension masculine in the singular accusative, which is used for the
direct object of a sentence), is uncharacteristic of Matthean Greek, which generally has a subject
in a sentence (e.g., “The Book,” Greek Biblos in Matt. 1:1, a second declension masculine
nominative, which is used for the subject of a sentence). This textual defect is remedied by the
representative Byzantine reading, which includes the subject, Euaggelion (“The Gospel,” a
second declension neuter in the singular nominative, which is used for the subject of a sentence).

Thus the representative Byzantine reading is clearly better Matthean Greek.

Moreover, it should be remembered that the Four Gospels are the Four Evangelists.
These were originally told orally by an evangelist, that people might be brought under conviction
by “the Holy Ghost” (Matt. 3:11), recognize their sinfulness and inability to keep God’s law to
the required standard (Matt. 19:1-22), “repent” (Matt. 4:17), have their “sins” “forgiven” (Matt.
9:2,5), and “be converted” (Matt. 13:15; 18:3), confessing Jesus as “the Son of God” (Matt.
27:54) and “Lord” (Matt. 8:6,8); that is, the virgin born (Matt. 1:18-25) God incarnate Lord
(Matt. 3:3; 19:17), who died in their place and for their sins (Matt. 20:28; 26:26-28), rose again

3 According to the textual apparatus of Tischendorf’s 8th edition (1869-72) and Swanson
(1995), this is the reading of these two Alexandrian manuscripts; whereas according to the textual
apparatus of Nestle-Aland’s 27th edition (1993) this is, with minor differences, the reading of
these two manuscripts.
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the third day (Matt. 28), and was returning to judge the living and dead (Matt. 25). Under these
circumstances, clearly it would make no sense for a man to stand up before unchurched people,
and simply say, “According to Matthew.” Rather, for such people to understand him, he would
have to say, “The Gospel according to Matthew.”

The incorrect Variant 2 entered the neo-Alexandrian NU Text ef al. Making this simply
“Matthew” (ESV), appears to be a stylized form of Variant 2; and the NIV has the same reading.
However, this erroneous reading was not followed in the NASB, RSV, or NRSV, all of which
perhaps influence by the strength of support for it outside the Byzantine Text, on this occasion,
uncharacteristically followed the representative Byzantine reading, found earlier in the parent
ASV’s, “The Gospel According to Matthew” (ASV). Or better still, is the RV’s “The Gospel
According to S. Matthew.” Probably influenced by its support in the Western Text, the correct
reading was also followed by Moffatt as, “The Gospel According to S. Matthew” (Moffatt Bible).

Matt. 1:6 “the king” (second occurrence after “David”) (TR & AV) {A}

The second occurrence of the TR’s Greek words, “o (the) basileus (king),” in the words,
“David the king begat Solomon” etc., are supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., W 032
(5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th
century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century) and 1968 (1544 A.D.). Itis further supported as
Latin, “rex (king),” by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions a (4th
century), f (6th century), q (6th / 7th century), aur (7th century), ff1 (10th/ 11th century), c (12th
/ 13th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine
Vulgate (1592).

However, “the king,” is omitted in old Latin Versions k (4th / 5th centuries), g1 (8th/9th
century), and g2 (10th century).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine reading, which is
therefore the correct reading. Stylistically, this genealogy repeats information in the preceding
clause at the end of the fourteen generations marker, but not elsewhere. Thus on the one hand,
since “Solomon of her that had been the wife of Urias” (Matt. 1:6) is not at a fourteen generation
marker, this clause is not repeated, but we simply then read, “And Solomon begat Roboam”
(Matt. 1:7). But on the other hand, when we go to the fourteen generations markers, we find
information from the last clause, is carried over to the next clause. Thus we first read at the end
of the second fourteen generations, “And Josias begat Jechonias and his brethren, about the time
they were carried away to Babylon” (Matt. 1:11), and then some of this information is repeated in
the next verse, “And after they were brought to Babylon, Jechonias begat Salathiel” etc. (Matt. 1:
12).

This same format is found in Matt. 1:17, where of the fourteen significant generations
here selected, we first read, “from Abraham to David are fourteen generations,” then part of the
last clause is repeated with respect to the name “David,” since that is all that is first said in the
preceding clause, i.e., “from David until the carrying away into Babylon are fourteen
generations,” and then information from the last clause is repeated again at the start of the next
clause, “and from the carrying away into Babylon unto Christ are fourteen generations.” Since
the words, “Jesse begat David the king” (Matt. 1:6) come at the end of one of these fourteen
prominent generation markers, stylistic comparative analysis with Matt. 1:11,17 would lead us to



5
expect that the next clause would repeat this information, which indeed it does, saying, “and
David the king begat Solomon” etc. .

The reason for the omission is necessarily in the realm of speculation. Was this an
accidental loss due to a paper fade / loss of “o basileus (the king),” in which the passage still
made prima facie sense without these words, and so a subsequent scribe took the break to simply
be a “stylistic space gap”? Or was this omission a deliberate stylistic “improvement”? If so, the
scribe responsible does not appear to have understood the distinction made in the genealogy with
the repetition of the longer information of the last clause in the next clause only at the fourteen
generation markers. Thus noting this style is not used for Solomon in the part immediately after
David, i.e., “And Jesse begat David the king; and David the king begat Solomon of her that had
been the wife of Urias; and Solomon begat Roboam” (Matt. 1:6,7); did the copyist seek to
assimilate the style of not repeating the longer information used for Solomon from the previous
clause evident in “Solomon begat Roboam,” by likewise omitting the words, “the king” in their
second occurrence after “David”? If so, the scribe’s “improvement” left behind it the fatal
evidence of its removal though the incongruity it creates in stylistic analysis of Matt.
1:6,7,11,12,17.

The TR’s reading has clear support from the three witnesses i.e., the Byzantine Greek, the
Latin, and an ancient church Latin writer in Jerome (d. 420) via the Vulgate. Since the reading,
“the king” after “David” the second time in Matt. 1:6 is supported by the representative
Byzantine Text, and there is no good textual argument against it, it is correct. Taking into
account its support in the three witnesses, together with the textual analysis, supra, the reading of
the TR and AV is sure with a high level of certainty. On the system of rating textual readings A
to E, [ would give the second occurrence of reading, “the king” after “David” in Matt. 1:6 an “A”
i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading at Matt. 1:6, “the king” after
“David” the second time in Matt. 1:6, was preserved by (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (Codex
Paris Ephraemi Rescriptus, Sth century); the Syriac Harclean Version (616); and Ethiopic
Version (Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries).

But the incorrect reading, omitting “the king,” is found in the two leading Alexandrian
texts, Rome Vaticanus (Codex B 03, 4th century) and London: Sinaiticus (Codex Aleph 01, 4th
century); as well as the two manuscript traditions of the Syriac Versions Vetus Syra (3rd / 4th
century) in Syrus Sinaiticus and Syrus Curentonianus; all Egyptian Coptic Versions (beginning in
the 3rd century); and the Armenian Version (5th century). These words have also been omitted
in the NU Text et al; and hence they are not found in the NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV, or NIV. So
too, the ASV reads simply, “And David begat Solomon” (ASV).

Matt. 1:7,8 “Asa” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s reading, “Asa (Greek, Asa),” is supported by the majority Byzantine Texte.g.,
W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late 5th /
6th century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century) and 1968 (1544 A.D.). Itis further supported
as, “Asa (Latin, Asa),” by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions f (6th
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century) and ff1 (10th/ 11th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in
the Clementine Vulgate (1592). It is also supported by the ancient church Greek writers,

Pseudo-Eustathius of Antioch (before 337), and with minor differences of sentence segmentation
by Epiphanius (d. 403).

However, an alternative reading, “Asaph,” is found as Latin, “Asaph,” in old Latin
Versions q (6th / 7th centuries), g1 (8th / 9th century), and c (12th / 13th century); and as Latin,
“Asaf,” in old Latin Versions k (4th / 5th centuries) and aur (7th century). Itis also followed by
the ancient church Greek writers, with minor differences of sentence segmentation in Epiphanius
(d. 403); and ancient church Latin writer, Ambrose (d. 397).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine reading, which
must therefore stand as the correct reading. Context strongly supports this reading, since the
genealogy of Matt. 1 is clearly cross-referrable to OT genealogies in a number of places, and
where this is so, the names carefully correlate with the names from these OT genealogies. “Asa”
is found in I Kgs 15:8ff. Even if one did not, like myself, believe in verbal inspiration, it would
still beggar belief to suggest that a writer with such an evidently good knowledge of the OT, as
St. Matthew, who on the uninspired view of Scripture, would have had to go through OT
genealogies at this point to find Asa (I Kgs 15:8ff), could then have gotten it wrong. By contrast,
it is well within reason to consider that a later scribe may have sought to stylistically improve the
text. Was his motive “practical”? Le., especially in times of continuous script, did the reading
“ACAACA” strike a scribe as “confusing” due to its shortness, and did the fear of loss due to
ellipsis then prompt him to make this “Asaph”? If so, did he further think that “Asa” was an
abbreviated form of “Asaph,” and finding value in the form, “Asaph” (e.g. I Kgs 18:18,37; Pss.
50; 73-83), then alter the text? Or was the scribe working from a copy of the genealogies given
to him, and wrongly think the name here was “Asaph,” and so sought to “correct” the text? Or
was there a paper loss / fade with “ACAACA” coming at the end of a line, so that it looked
something like “ACA...,” and did a careless scribe then “reconstruct” this through reference to the
OT name of “Asaph,” and so change the reading by inadvertence? We cannot be certain as to
the variant’s origins, we can only be certain that it is a deviation from the original.

On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the reading of “Asa” at
Matt. 1:7,8 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Though outside the closed class of three reputable sources, the correct reading at Matt.
1:7,8, “Asa,” was preserved in the Syriac: Curetonian (3rd / 4th century), Sinaitic (3rd / 4th
century), much celebrated Pesitto (first half Sth century), Palestinian (c. 6th century), and
Harclean h (616) Versions. By contrast, the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th
century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century), read, “Asaph” not Asa. This variant was also
followed in (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (Sth century); Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd
century), Middle Egyptian (3rd century), and Bohairic (3rd century) Versions; Armenian Version
(5th century), Ethiopic Versions (c. 500 & Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries), and Syriac
Harclean’s marginal reading (616). The two variants were clearly known by the time of
Epiphanius (403) who refers to both with minor differences. It is found in the main text of the
NU Text et al.
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Following on from earlier neo-Alexandrian texts such as Westcott-Hort (1881), on the
first page of the NT text, we find the textual critics of the NU Text et al, use the erroneous
reading “Asaph” here in Matt. 1:7,8. It is difficult to find a better example, of how religious
liberals have fabricated and fantasized so called, “Bible blunders,” than here in the NU Text’s
claim that Matt. 1:7,8 should read, “Asaph” not “Asa.” The ASV footnote wrongly claims that
the “Grleek]” reads “‘Asaph’.” This footnote was continued in the NASB’s 1st ed. and 2nd
editions, and some, though not all, NASB 3rd editions. Both the NRSV and ESV have the
variant in the main text, with a footnote referring to the TR’s reading. The RSV and NIV main
text is the same as that of the ASV i.e., “Asa” (ASV), but while this means that prima facie the
RSV and NIV have the correct reading, to this we must make the qualification that “Asa” (ASV)
may have been used by one or both of these versions, for what the RSV and / or NIV regard as a
dynamic equivalent for Greek Asaph.

Matt. 1:10 “Amon” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s reading, “Amon (Greek, Amon),” is supported by the majority Byzantine Text
e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late
5th / 6th century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century) and 1968 (1544 A.D.). It is further
supported as, “Amon (Latin, Amon),” by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (Sth century), and old Latin
Version a (4th century); and as Latin, “Ammon,” in old Latin Versions f (6th century) and aur (7th
century). From the Latin support for this former reading, Latin, “Amon,” it is manifested in the
Clementine Vulgate (1592). It is also supported by the ancient church Greek writer, Pseudo-
Eustathius with minor differences of sentence segmentation (4th / 5th century), and the ancient
church Latin writer, Augustine (d. 430).

However, an alternative reading, “Amos (Greek Amos; Latin, Amos),” is found in old
Latin Versions k (4th / 5th centuries), q (6th / 7th century), gl (8th / 9th century), g2 (10th
century), ff1 (10th / 11th century), and c (12th / 13th century). It is further followed by the
ancient church Greek writer, Epiphanius (d. 403).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine Text, which must
therefore stand. Context strongly supports this reading, since the genealogy of Matt. 1 is clearly
cross-referrable to OT genealogies in a number of places, and where this is so, the names
carefully correlate with the names from these OT genealogies. “Amon” is found in e.g., Zeph.
1:1, where we read of “Josiah, the son of Amon, king of Judah.”

The origins of the variant are speculative. Did a paper fade / loss, make the original “...
AMONAMON...” look something like, “... AMO:::MQ::...”? Was this then “reconstructed” by a
scribe as, “... AMOCAMOC...”?

It seems the similarity of the names of the OT king, “Amon” and the OT prophet,
“Amos,” evidently led to some confusion. Notably, some Septuagint versions first made this
mistake, erroneously substituting “Amos” for “Amon.” In Brenton’s Septuagint, Il Kgs (or IV
Kgs in the LXX) 21:18,19,23,24,25 reads Amos rather than Amon. This same error is found in
Brenton’s Septuagint for Jer. 1:2; 25:3, where we read of “Amos (Amos) king of Juda,” rather
than “Amon king of Judah” (AV). After consulting one of the corrupted Septuagint readings of
“Amos” for “Amon” the king of Judah, was the text of Matt. 1:10 either “reconstructed” to
“Amos” following a paper fade / loss supra; or deliberately changed as a scribal “correction,” by
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a scribe with too high a view of the Septuagint? We cannot be sure of the variant’s origins, we
can only know for sure that it is not the original reading.

The TR’s reading, “Amon,” has good support from the three witnesses i.e., the Byzantine
Greek, the Latin, and church writers in e.g., the Western church doctors, St. Jerome and St.
Augustine. The fact that St. Matthew’s genealogy shows general correlation with the Hebrew
OT; and the fact that the alteration can be adequately and reasonably explained on the basis that
in post NT times the Greek Septuagint came to replace the Hebrew as the OT for a number of
copyists, who if following a corrupt Septuagint would have wrongly thought this king’s name
was “Amos;” means that the reading “Amon” is undoubtedly correct. On the system of rating
textual readings A to E, I would give the TR’s reading at Matt. 1:10 an “A” i.e., the text of the
TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Though outside the closed class of three witnesses, the correct reading at Matt. 1:10,
“Amon,” is also found in the Syriac: Curetonian (3rd / 4th century), Sinaitic (3rd / 4th century),
Pesitto (first half 5th century), Palestinian (c. 6th century), and Harclean h (616) Versions. Itis
also found with minor differences in the Coptic Middle Egyptian Version (3rd century).

The incorrect reading, “Amos” at Matt. 1:10, was adopted by the two chief Alexandrian
texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century); as well as (the mixed
text type) Codex C 04 (Sth century). It is also found in the Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd
century), Bohairic (3rd century), and Fayyumic (3rd century) Versions; Ethiopic Versions (c. 500
& Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries); and Georgian Version (5th century) (from Transcauscasia,
i.e., the region of the traditional line diving Europe from Asia around the Caucasus Mountains).
This incorrect reading of “Amos” at Matt. 1:10 in these manuscripts and versions appears to be a
testimony to the ever widening view that the Septuagint in its corrupted readings was to
uncritically preferred over the Hebrew OT, and that in this context some copyists thought
themselves to be at liberty to make “corrections” to the NT text.

A footnote at Matt. 1:10 in the ASV wrongly claims the “Gr.” or Greek reading is
“Amos,” but gives the correct reading in the main text as “Amon” (ASV). This spurious reading
of “Amos,” is also found in the main text of the NU Text ef al. The NASB’s 1st ed. and 2nd
edition continue the parent ASV’s format with footnote, and the footnote is found in some,
though not all, NASB 3rd editions. The NRSV and ESV follow their RSV father in reversing the
ASV order i.e., making “Amos” (ASV ftn) the main reading, with a footnote giving the
alternative. The NIV main text is the same as that of the ASV i.e., “Amon” (ASV), but while
this means that prima facie the NIV has the correct reading, to this we must make the
qualification that “Amon” (ASV) may have been used by the NIV translators, for what they
regarded as a dynamic equivalent for Greek Amos.

Matt. 1:11 “begat” (in “Josias begat Jechonias™) (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek reading of “egennese (begat)” in “Josias begat (egennese) Jechonias”
(AV), is supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine
in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53); and Lectionaries 185 (11th century), 70 (12th century), 333
(13th century), 1761 (15th century), and 1968 (1544 A.D.). It is further supported as Latin,
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“genuit (begat),” by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions a (4th century),
k (4th / 5th centuries), f (6th century), q (6th / 7th century), aur (7th century), gl (8th / 9th
century), ff1 (10th / 11th century), and ¢ (12th / 13th century). From the Latin support for this
reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592). It is also supported by the ancient
church Greek writers Hippolytus in a similar reading (d. 235) and Pseudo-Eustathius (4th / 5th
century); and the ancient church Latin writers Ambrose (d. 397), Jerome (d. 420), and Augustine
(d. 430).

But another reading, Variant 1, in which to the TR’s “Josias begat Jechonias,” is added
after “losias (Josias) egennese (begat),” the additional words “ton Joakim (Joakim), Joakim
(Joakim) de (and) egennesen (begat),” i.e., “Josias begat Joakim and Joakim begat Jechonias.”
This is a minority Byzantine reading found in e.g., Sigma 042 (late S5th / 6th century), M 021 (9th
century), U 030 (9th century), and Minuscule 1006 (11th century, Byzantine in Matthew to Jude).

It is also found in a similar form to this in the ancient church Greek writers, Irenaeus (2nd
century) in a Latin translation (c. 395), and Epiphanius (d. 403).

Another reading, Variant 2, omits the words, “losias (Josias) de (And) egennese (begat)
ton (-) lechonian (Jechonias),” i.e., “And Josias begat Jechonias” (AV). This is a minority
Byzantine reading found in Lectionary 2378 (11th century).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine reading, which is
thus correct. The Hebrew genealogies sometimes omit names, and make a selection of names
deemed important or significant for the purposes of the genealogy. The reason for this selection
may contextually vary. E.g., in Matt. 1:1 we read, “Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of
Abraham,” a trilogy of names that requires many generations between Christ and David, and
between David and Abraham are omitted. Here the raison d’etre for the genealogical omissions
is simply to make the point that Christ is a descendant of both David and Abraham.

Likewise, Nashon the son of Amminadab dates from the pre-Conquest period (Num. 1:7;
2:3; 7:12,17; 10:14), Rahab from the Conquest period (Josh. 2:1,3; 6:17,23,25), and Boaz and
Ruth from the period of the Judges. God says he will cut short the life of miscegenationists
(Prov. 2:16,18,19; 5:3-5; 5:20,23), in this context setting an upper limit of 120 years (Gen. 6:3)
but no lower limit. That the Moabitess Ruth’s first husband, an Israelite, died young, may thus
be regarded as a manifestation of this judgement (Ruth 1:4,5). But another penalty is bastardy
generations. Le., with regard to Matt. 1:5, there would have been many more generations
between Nahshon and Amminadab in the pre-Conquest period, and David in the post Judges
period of the monarchy, than those here given. Since the genealogy of Matt. 1:5 spans the period
of the judges i.e., about 350-400 years from the time of the Conquest to King David, Matt. 1:5
therefore omits 3 or 4 generations of bastardy for Rahab (see Gen. 24:2-4; 28:1,2; Deut. 5:9), and
about 10 generations of bastardy for Ruth between Boaz and Jesse (Deut. 23:2,3). Moreover,
Joram married Athaliah, the daughter of Ahab and Jezebel (Il Kgs 8:16,18,26, n.b., “daughter of
Omri” in II Kgs 8:26 means a female descendant, and is rendered “granddaughter” in an ASV
footnote), and Jezebel was of “the Zidonians” (Sidonians) (I Kgs 16:31)i.e., of “Sidon” (cf. Matt.
15:21; Mark 7:24) and so “a Syrophenician” (cf. Mark 7:26) “woman of Canaan” (cf. Matt.
15:22). She was a Canaanitish idolater (I Kgs 16:31) and between “Joram” and “Ozias” /
“Uzziah” (St. Matt. 1:8), we know of three extra generations here omitted in Matt. 1:8 since II
Kgs 8-15 and I Chron. 21-26 tell us the order was Joram / Jehoram, then Ahaziah, then Jehoash /
Joash, then Amaziah, and then Ozias / Azariah / Uzziah.
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In the Matthew 1 the women’s name is only mentioned inside the genealogy if it raises a
bastardy issue. Hence ‘“Thamar” (Tamar) is mentioned (Gen. 1:3) because she was a prostitute
that Judah adulterously went unto (Gen. 38). It teaches us of God’s justice which says of
“Tamar” who “played the harlot” and was “with child by whoredom,” that she should “be burnt”
to death (Gen. 38:24); and also of God’s mercy which pardons and remits this sentence. Itis a
cutting story against self-righteousness, for it also reminds us that Judah himself was guilty of the
sin of adultery and so he had to then admit, “she hath been more righteous than I’ (Gen. 38:26).
These type of words are echoed by our Lord in the Gospel story of the Woman Caught in
Adultery, when Christ says, “He that is without sin among you, let him first cast a stone at her”
(John 8:7). Likewise reference is made to Solomon marrying “her that had been the wife of
Urias” (Matt. 1:6), because this union with Bathsheba had been adulterous. It thus shows the
Jjustice of God which for David’s sin of murdering Uriah and committing adultery with Bathsheba
decreed, “the sword shall never depart from thine house” (Il Sam. 12:9,10); and the immediate
son of this union died shortly after birth (Il Sam.12:18-24); and also the mercy of God in that of
her, another son was born, “Solomon: and the Lord loved him” (Il Sam. 12:24).

Three Gentile women are focused on, two by name, in this genealogy, Rahab, Ruth (Matt.
1:5), and Athaliah (Matt. 1:8). These genealogical references teach the justice of God, since for
the sin of miscegenation, 3 or 4 generations of bastardy are omitted for Rahab, and 10
generations of bastardy are omitted for Ruth; for though these unions were not religiously mixed
marriages in that both women worshipped the true God (Ruth 1:16; Heb. 11:31), nevertheless,
they were racially mixed marriages. And God so greatly abhors this sin that the penalty decreed
at the time of the unions between Seth’s race and Cain’s race, (whose generalized continuation
was one of the reasons for the Flood of Noah,4) namely, a reduction of age to those accustomed

*  Unlike Cain’s race (Gen. 4:16-24), Seth’s race (Gen. 6-5:32) enjoyed God’s racial
election, and thus are called “sons of God.” These same Hebrew words, “sons (ben) of God
(Elohim)” are used of Israel in Deut. 14:1,2, rendered in the AV as “children (ben) of God
(Elohim),” though they might also be translated here, “sons of God” (as e.g., in the NASB). On
the one hand, racial election as God’s “sons” (Exod. 4:22,23) remains even when the racial group
is in apostasy (Hosea 11:1,2; 13:12,13). But on the other hand, “they are not all Israel, which are
of Israel” (Rom. 9:6; cf. 2:29), for the covenant of grace was always made on an individual basis
with the redeemed, and should not be confused with racial election (even though in OT times
most of those with whom the covenant of grace was made were inside the elect race). Thus
though Seth’s race was religiously apostate and generally most in it in Gen. 6 were damned to
hell, nevertheless, on the basis of racial election rather than spiritual election, they are called “the
sons of God” (Gen. 6:2). Thus the emphasis on the passage is on the preservation of the racial
groups God created. (The marriages between “the sons of God” and ‘“daughters of men”
contextually occurs immediately after the genealogies of Cain’s race and Seth’s race, thus
identifying them as the two groups in question. The claim of some that Gen. 6:2 refers to angel-
human unions is not sustainable. God said he would destroy “man” in Gen. 6:7, i.e., Hebrew
‘adam, if these were angel-human hybrids they would not be Adamites but half-men or half-
"adam. Objections also exist to angel-human hybrids based on genetics in sexual reproduction.)
The story of the Flood manifests God’s hostility towards inter-racial unions and violence, and
commends “Noah” who was “perfect in his” racial “generations” by begetting full-blooded
Sethites (Gen. 6:9,10). Homily 11, Book 1, Article 35 of the Anglican Thirty-Nine Articles says,
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to living many hundreds of years down to just “an hundred and twenty years” (Gen. 6:3); was
also applied by God to Moses. For on the one hand, God insisted than he alone, and no man, be
judge over Israel’s leader of Moses (Num. 12:1-15); but on the other hand, he imposed this
penalty of 120 years on Moses. For having married “Zipporah” of “Midian” (Exod. 2:15,21),
also known as “the Ethiopian woman” (Num. 12:1), since Midian was on a joint Hamite-Semite
strip on the western side of the Arabian Peninsula (see Sheba, Gen. 10:7b,21,28; “Cushan” and
“Midian” which are placed in Hebraic poetical parallel, Hab. 3:7; and Havilah, Gen. 10:7a,21,29;
25:18), though Moses’ father “Amran” lived “an hundred and thirty and seven years” (Exod.
6:20); and though at the age of 120 Moses’ “eye was not dim, nor his natural force abated,”
nevertheless, “Moses was an hundred and twenty years old when he died” (Deut. 34:7).

And when the Council of Jerusalem met they said of “the Gentiles” who “are turned to
God,” that “they abstain from pollutions of idols, and from fornication, and from things
strangled, and from blood” (Acts 15:20,29; 21:25). Did this mean that contrary to wider NT
teaching, Gentiles were e.g., free to blaspheme (I Tim. 1:20; 6:1) and steal (Eph. 4:28) which are
not here itemized? Did this mean that contrary to the wider NT teaching (Rom. 14; I Cor. 8),
Gentiles had to abstain from food offered to idols even if they were stronger brethren eating away
from weaker brethren? Did this mean that contrary to the wider NT teaching (Col. 2:16; I Tim.
4:3-5), Gentiles had to follow Jewish dietary laws against the eating of blood (Lev. 3:17)?
Broader NT context precludes such a view. And so these were evidently table-rules, used to
govern fellowship meals between Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians. What then does
“fornication” (Acts 15:20) here mean? Since there is only one type of “fornication” that can
occur when Jewish and Gentile Christians come together, but not when they are apart, this was
evidently a prohibition on inter-racial dating and marriage between Jewish and Gentile
Christians. And little wonder, for at his Second Advent Christ will judge miscegenationists
(Dan. 2:43,44; Matt. 24:37-39).  But though the justice of God is seen in the bastardy
generations applied to Rahab and Ruth for their mixed marriages here in Matt. 1:5; yet also the
mercy of God is here seen, in that being Gentiles, they signify to us that Christ came not only to
save the Jews, but also the Gentiles.

Indeed, in the case of Ruth we have a contrast given between Ruth who chose to worship
the true God, and Orpah who chose to worship idols (Ruth 1:4,8-18).  This is broadly
comparable to the contrast between Abel worshipping God as he ought, and Cain engaging in
impure worship (Gen. 4:2-5; Prov. 15:8; 21:27; Heb. 11:4). But the mercy of God unto Ruth’s
salvation does not remove the judgement of God against miscegenation with ten generations of
bastardy (Deut. 23:2,3). For this is stated as an absolute rule with no contingency. There is
nothing which e.g., says, “if at some point along these ten generations one of these bastards turns
to worship the true God then his bastardy is removed and his offspring will be legitimate.” That
is because he who created the races wants them to maintain a basic level of racial purity. Itisan
autonomous concern to that of religious purity, even though the two concerns sometimes exist
simultaneously, so that with e.g., the mixed marriages of Ezra 9 & 10 reference is made to issues
of both religious purity against “abominations” (Ezra 9:1) and racial purity with regard to Israel’s
“seed” (Ezra 9:3). Hence this passage may still be used to show God’s prohibition of racially

“to show how greatly he abhorred adultery, whoredom, fornication, and all uncleanness,” “God”
“destroyed the whole world and all mankind, eight persons only excepted.”
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mixed marriages, even where there is no religious impurity i.e., among Christians. This
autonomous concern to that of religious purity, i.e., the concern for racial purity, is part of a
corporate concern with regard to keeping the planet segregated into nations that are largely race
and cultural identifying (Gen. 6:1-14; 10), being among other things God’s way of inhibiting
man’s sinful push for “a one world government.” To try and personalize such matters, and say
e.g., “Ruth was a wonderful godly person and so these bastardy generations just couldn’t apply to
her,” is to thus miss the point, and fail to declare the whole counsel of God. But Deut. 23:2,3
also reminds us that there was a limit set. It was ten generations, not eleven, or twelve, or more.

And so once the hot displeasure of a holy God against such miscegenation was finally expired, it
happened that in the fullness of time first King David, and later the Messiah, King Christ, were
born on this line. And so we see that the mercy and the judgement of God are intermingled.
And this indeed is a much wider Attribute of God, for “He ... spared not his own Son” (Rom.
8:32), but “set” him “forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood,” “to declare, I say, at
this time his righteousness: that he might be just” (God’s judgment) “and the justifier of him
which believeth in Jesus” (God’s mercy) (Rom. 3:25,26).

As for the third Gentile woman, not specifically named, Athaliah, and for whose mixed
marriage three generations of bastardy are omitted in Matt. 1:8; she was a Canaanite, an
unrepentant idolater (I Kgs 16:31), and a murderess (Il Kgs 11:1). Matt. 1:8 here teaches us
about the judgement of God in that “they slew Athaliah with the sword” (Il Kgs 11:20), for God
has decreed the death penalty for murder (Gen. 9:6), saying, “he that killeth with the sword must
be killed with the sword” (Rev. 13:10). But Matt. 1:8 also here teaches us about the mercy of
God, in that Athaliah was a Gentile, and so the Scripture here teaches us that Christ came not
only to call the Jews to repentance, but also the Gentiles.

What an amazing genealogy we thus find in Matthew 1! It refers to two prostitutes,
Tamar (Matt. 1:3) and Rahab (Matt. 1:5). It reminds us of the judgment of God against such sins
as prostitution or adultery, whether adultery by Judah with “Thamar” (Matt. 1:3) or David with
“her that had been the wife of Urias” (Matt. 1:6); or miscegenation, whether by Salmon or Boaz
(Matt. 1:5); or idolatry by Athaliah (Matt. 1:8); or murder, whether by David (Matt. 1:6) or
Athaliah (Matt. 1:8). These sins of idolatry, adultery, miscegenation, and murder, are so great
that an unsaved man could, by the common grace of God which is not unto salvation, perceive
them to be wrong. He could perceive that there is a Creator and so idolatry is wrong. He could
perceive that God has instituted the family unit with marriage between a man and his wife from
whom children are born, and so adultery is wrong. He could perceive that Good God made the
white man and, Good God made the coloured man; but then man’s sinful sexual deeds, made the
half-castes and quarter breeds. He could tell from race and culture that God separated the races
into broad cultural, racial, and linguistic groups. He could perceive that man is made in the
image of God, and that murder is not only wrong, but that equal justice requires “life for life” of
the murderer. Good Christian reader, these are most heinous and terrible sins that have here
been isolated for us here in Matthew 1, and the judgment of God against them is here clearly
taught.

And yet this same genealogy of Matt. 1 teaches us the mercy of God. For “we know that
all things work together for good to them that love God” (Rom. 8:28). We here see the mercy of
God to the Gentiles, for Rahab, Boaz, and Athaliah were all Gentiles, and so the Scriptures here
signify to us that Christ came not only to save the Jews, but also the Gentiles. We here see the
mercy of God to those who repent of adultery and murder, for Judah repented (Gen. 38:26), and
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unto him was born Pharez (Phares) (Gen. 39:29), and the Lord did not slay Pharez, so that Judah
did “raise up seed” through Tamar (Gen. 38:8). And so too, unto David and Bathsheba was born
Solomon, who was loved of the Lord and made a king of Israel. For what saith the Christ of this
amazing genealogy? He saith, “I am not come to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance”
(Matt. 9:13). And what saith he to the self-righteous? “Verily, I say unto you, That the
publicans and the harlots go into the kingdom of God before you” (Matt. 21:31).

But wait one moment more, good Christian reader. For Christ doth not end there. But
he further saith, “For John came unto you in the way of righteousness, and ye believed him not;
but the publicans and the harlots believed him: and ye, when ye had seen it, repented not
afterward, that ye might believe him” (Matt. 21:32). For Christ taught that men must “Repent”
(Matt. 4:17). For he upheld and maintained the Biblical teaching of the Hamitic curse, such as
found upon the Canaanites (Gen. 9:22,25,26), not healing the Canaanitish woman’s daughter till
she too accepted her place as a servant race (Matt. 15:25-28); and in this regard, spoke to her
quite differently compared to how he addressed the white supremacist army officer of the
Japhethite Roman Empire (Gen. 9:27; Matt. 8:5-13). He taught the immorality of miscegenation
(Gen. 6:1-4,9-11; Matt. 24:37-39), adultery (Matt. 19:9), impure worship (Matt. 15:9), murder,
and many other sins (Matt. 15:19,20; 19:17-19). Yet he proclaimed the gospel of grace, saying
he would have “mercy and not sacrifice” (Matt. 9:13; 12:7), calling upon men to have to have
“faith” (Matt. 23:23) in the one who was “to give his life a ransom for many” (Matt. 20:28), even
the one whom Isaiah calls “the Lord,” that is, God (Matt. 3:3; quoting Isa. 40:3 where “the Lord”
is Jehovah); and the saved also call, “the Son of God” (Matt. 27:54). He who “shed” his “blood”
on Calvary’s cross “for the remission of sins” (Matt. 26:28). Good Christian, our Lord spake of
“judgement, mercy, and faith” (Matt. 23:23), for his mercy is not “‘cheap grace,” but requires that
his “judgement” be also satisfied, and that men have “faith” in him. This is not just the teaching
of the Matt. 1 genealogy, but of the Gospel According to St. Matthew more widely; and of the
Scriptures in general more widely again.

So good Christian reader, with this better understanding of how the genealogy of Matt. 1
works, let us now return to a more specific focus on the immediate point, here relevant to textual
analysis in Matt. 1:11. Specifically, while it is true that Hebrew genealogies sometimes omit
names for reasons of emphasis without any particular reference to a sin of those so omitted (Matt.
1:1; Luke 3:36), it is clear that St. Matthew’s general methodology is motivated by a desire to
achieve the number of 14 generations thrice (Matt. 1:17), and show both God’s judgement and
mercy through reference to those names omitted. With this methodology in mind, we now come
to a particular omission that here gave rise to Variant 1.

In the chronology at Matt. 1:11, the name of “Jehoiakim” is omitted between “Josias”
(Josiah) and “Jechonias.” For first came “Josiah” (Il Kgs 22:1); then “the son of Josiah” who
became “king” was “Eliakim,” also known as “Jehoiakim™ (II Kgs 23:34) or “Joakim” (Il Kgs
23:34, LXX); and he was followed by “Jehoiachin his son” (Il Kgs 24:6; Il Chron. 36:9), also
known as “Jechoniah” (I Chron. 3:16) or “Jechonias” (I Chron. 3:16, LXX) or “Coniah” (Jer.
22:24,28; 37:1).

The Bible teaches that we should be buried and not cremated (Amos 2:1). But to this are
made some small number of exceptions, such as when a Christian martyr is burnt at the stake,
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and so is unable to do anything about the fact that he is burnt to death’. Indeed, many Protestant
martyrs have died for their faith this way at the hands of Papists, e.g., the Marian Martyrs under
Bloody Mary (Regnal Years: 1553-1558). The Bible also makes an exception for God’s Divine
Jjudgment, since he has sometimes destroyed the evil ones by fire (Gen. 19; Num. 11:1-3; 16:35).

Thus heinous crime may also be punished by burning (Gen. 38:24; Lev. 20:14; Josh. 7:25,26; 1
Kgs 12:28; 13:1-3). In like manner, burial has some times been denied evildoers (Jer. 25:33 cf.
Num. 25:4). This was evidently a symbol of the fact that they had no part in the resurrection of
the just. E.g., Oliver Cromwell was guilty of “seditions” and “murders” (Gal. 5:20,21), having
murdered King Charles I in 1649; and thus with all “murderers” Cromwell has his “part in the
lake which burneth with fire and brimstone” (Rev. 21:8). Hence in 1661, King Charles II
ordered that Oliver Cromwell’s body be exhumed, and his skull placed on a public gazing pole at
Westminster Hall, next to the Westminster Parliament, where Cromwell’s skull remained
throughout the further 24 year duration of this Caroline reign. The remainder of Cromwell’s
body was hung in chains at Tyburn in Hyde Park.

In this context in is to be noted that like a number of other kings, Jehoiakim “did that
which evil in the sight of the Lord” (Il Kgs 23:37). But his sins evidently went beyond even that
which bad kings normally did, for the Old Testament prophet, Jeremiah, prophesied of him, “thus
saith the Lord concerning Jehoiakim the son of Josiah king of Judah; They shall not lament for
him, saying, Ah my brother! Or, Ahsister! They shall not lament for him, saying, Ah lord! Or
Ah his glory! He shall be buried with the burial of an ass, drawn and cast forth beyond the gates
of Jerusalem” (Jer. 22:18,19). This meant that when he was slain in Babylon’s second siege (I
Kgs 24:1,2), he died like a donkey i.e., his body was to rot on the ground; and thus of his death
we do not read he was “buried” (Il Kgs 21:26; 23:30). Rather, in contrast to the normative
formulae of words in which a king “was buried” with “his fathers” (Il Kgs 8:24; 9:28; 10:35;
12:21; 13:9,13; 14:16,20; 15:7,38; 16:20; 21:18), we read of “Jehoiakim” simply that he “slept
with his fathers” (I Kgs 24:6) i.e., he did not receive a burial. We thus see the judgment of God
on “Jehoiakim” who was denied a burial, and whose name is here omitted at Matt. 1:11. But we
also see the mercy of God in that God came to save sinners, and through his son, “Jechonias”
who is mentioned in this genealogy (Matt. 1:11), the Messiah’s line is here reckoned.

These selections are made in Matt. 1, in part, for the stated reason of reckoning
generations” three times in succession (Matt. 1:17); and for the purposes of showing God’s
judgment and mercy. Therefore, the fact that the genealogy goes from Josias to Jechonias in
Matt. 1:11 is consistent with these wider stylistic features, both with respect to the omission of a
name, and also with keeping the count at fourteen generations. Variant I i.e., the insertion of the
missing name of “fon Joakim,” i.e., Jehoiakim in the Septuagint form, “Joakim™ (Il Kgs 23:34,
LXX; I Chron. 3:16, LXX), is clearly an assimilation to I Chron. 3:15,16 which has “Josiah”

5 . . . .
For a more general discussion on cremation, see my work, The Roman Pope is the

Antichrist (2006) (http://www.gavinmcgrathbooks.com), “Part 2: The Antichrist revealed,”
chapter 16, “The Antichrist’s sin: ‘the mystery of iniquity doth already work with all
deceivableness’ (I Thess. 2:3,7,10): the sin of cremation.” Howard, D., Burial or Cremation,
Does it Matter? Banner of Truth Trust, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK, 2001 (see my qualifications
about this work at Ibid., chapter 16); Levell, A.J., Cremation Not For Christians, Gospel
Standard Trust Publications, Harpenden, Hertfordshire, England, UK, 1981, 4th edition, 2000.
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(Josias) begat “Jehoiakim” (Joakim) (I Chron. 3:15), and “Jehoiakim” (Joakim) begat “Jeconiah”
(Jechonias) (I Chron. 3:16). This therefore “corrected” the reading of Matt. 1:11 which omits
Joakim (Jehoiakim), and goes from grandfather “Josias” (AV) / Josiah to grandson “Jechonias”
(AV) / Jechoniah, saying simply, “And Josias begat Jechonias™ etc. . But both the incongruity
this creates with the count of fourteen generations (Matt. 1:17), raising it to fifteen generations,
and the fact that such omissions are a stylistic feature of Hebrew genealogies in general, and for
sin as God’s judgement in Matt. 1:1-17 in particular, acts as witnesses against the “correction” of
Variant 1.

Was Variant I a gratuitous “correction’ by a scribe, who on the basis of I Chron. 3:15,16
(LXX) simply added in “the missing name” of “Jehoiakim”?  Was this an accidental
“correction”? Given the possible confusion created by the similar types of names, and indeed
different names of some of the same kings, supra, did e.g., one scribe first abbreviate “lechonian
(Ieyoviav / ‘Jechonias’ in AV),” to something like, “Ichin (Iytv/ ‘Jchin’),” and then a subsequent
scribe wrongly unravel this abbreviation to something like “Ichin (Ioyw / ‘Jochin’)”? Did
another scribe in this same line of manuscripts then “correct” this through reference to e.g., |
Chron. 3:16 (LXX) to “loachim (Imaxy / Joakim)”? Did yet another scribe, in possession of
both a manuscript with the correct reading, “Josias begat Jechonias” (TR), and this corrupt
reading, “Josias begat Joakim,” then conflate these two readings, which on the basis of e.g., |
Chron. 3:15,16 (LXX) he deduced “had to have been the original reading” which “was lost in
different ways from both these manuscripts” he had? Or was there a paper fade / loss; and a
scribe seeking to fill in the missing words then wrongly thought that these were “the original
words” on the basis of e.g., I Chron. 3:15,16 (LXX)?

Or was Variant 1 a deliberate scribal “correction” due to a miscount of the “fourteen
generations” selections (Matt. 1:17)? Le., the correct count is “all the generations from Abraham
to David are fourteen generations” (Matt. 1:17): 1) Abraham 2) Isaac 3) Jacob 4) Judas 5) Phares
of Thamar 6) Esrom 7) Aram 8) Aminadab 9) Naason 10) Salmon 11) Booz of Rachab 12) Obed
of Ruth 13) Jesse and 14) David. Then “from David until the carrying away into Babylon are
fourteen generations” (Matt. 1:17): 1) David 2) Solomon 3) Roboam 4) Abia 5) Asa 6) Josaphat
7) Joram 8) Ozias 9) Joatham 10) Achaz 11) Ezekias 12) Manasses 13) Amon and 14) Josias who
“begat Jechonias and his brethren about the time they were carried away to Babylon” (Matt.
1:11). Josias (Josiah) is dated at c. 640-637 B.C. and the first fall of Jerusalem and deportation
from Jerusalem to Babylon under Joakim (Jehoiakim) (Il Kgs 24:1-6; Dan. 1:1-6) at ¢. 605/604
B.C.. (This should not be confused with the second fall of Jerusalem and deportation from
Jerusalem to Babylon under Zedekiah in 586 B.C., Il Kgs 24:18-25:21.) Hence this second lot of
fourteen generations ends “about the time they were carried away to Babylon” the first time i.e.,
about 30-35 years before this event. Then “from the carrying away into Babylon unto Christ are
fourteen generations” (Matt. 1:17): 1) Jechonias (Jehoiachin, II Kgs 24:6) 2) Salathiel 3)
Zorobabel 4) Abiud 5) Eliakim 6) Azor 7) Sadoc 8) Achim 9) Eliud 10) Eleazar 11) Matthan 12)
Jacob 13) Joseph, the husband of Mary, and foster father of Jesus, and 14) Jesus (by marital law).

But did a scribe, missing the fact that Matt. 1:17 requires that David both end the first 14
generations and start the second 14 generations, count the second 14 generations as: 1) Solomon
2) Roboam 3) Abia 4) Asa 5) Josaphat 6) Joram 7) Ozias 8) Joatham 9) Achaz 10) Ezekias 11)
Manasses 12) Amon and 13) Josias, and then wrongly conclude, “A name is missing from this
list”? Did this OT Septuagint using scribe then refer back to e.g., I Chron. 3:15,16, to “discover
that the missing name is ‘Joakim’” (LXX), and then deliberately insert Variant 1 as a
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“correction” to Matt. 1:11?

There is so much lost in the unrecorded history of textual transmission, that we can only
guess at such things, and perhaps guess wrongly. But we do not have to guess about this basic
fact. The correct reading has been here preserved for us in the Received text, and so Variant 1 is
most assuredly incorrect.

Variant 2 omits “And Josias begat Jechonias.” Was Variant 2 an accidental omission?
Did the eye of the scribe copying out this section jump by ellipsis from the “ian” ending of
“losian (Josias)” at the end of Matt. 1:10, to the “ian” ending of “lechonian (Jechonias),” thus
accidentally omitting, “losias (Josias) de (And) egennese (begat) ton (-) lechonian (Jechonias)?”

Was Variant 2 a deliberate omission? The name of “Jechonias” at Matt. 1:11, also
known as “Coniah,” is significant because of the Lord’s decree pronounced upon him by the Old
Testament prophet, Jeremiah. Of “Coniah the son of Jehoikim king of Judah” it was decreed,
“Thus saith the Lord, Write ye this man childless, a man that shall not prosper in his days: for no
man of his seed shall prosper, sitting upon the throne of David, and ruling any more in Judah”
(Jer.22:24,30). Since God’s decree here forbids any of Jechonias’s descendants sitting upon the
throne of David, it follows that this genealogy of Matt. 1 is that of Jesus’ foster father, Joseph. It
thus shows one of Jesus’ royal lines by law since he was the legal foster son of Joseph.
Nevertheless, Jesus’ claim to the royal throne of David as a biological descendant of David is not
made on the basis of this genealogy.

Rather, Christ’s biological claim to the royal throne of David is based on the fact that
“being (as was supposed) the son of Joseph” (Luke 3:23), he was in fact the biological son of
Mary whose genealogy is found in Luke 3:21-38. Joseph was the son-in-law of Heli, Mary’s
biological father (Luke 3:23), and Christ’s biological descent from King David through Mary is
genealogically different from that of Joseph’s descent from King David. Christ through Mary
was a descendant of David via “Nathan” (Il Sam. 5:13,14; I Chron. 3:1,5; 14:3,4; Zech. 12:12;
Luke 3:31), whereas Joseph was a descendant of David via “Solomon” (Matt. 1:6). Thus unlike
Joseph, Mary and Christ were not biological descendants of Jechonias. The Matt. 1 genealogy
thus here reminds us of the judgment of God against sin in excluding the line of Jechonias from
sitting on David’s throne (Jer. 22:30); and also the mercy of God in allowing one of Jechonias’
descendants to be the legal foster father of the Messiah, and thus provide a legal basis (though
not the only such legal basis,) for the claim of the Messiah to be a descendant of David and
Abraham (Matt. 1:1). Let the reader note how God’s justice in judgement is repeatedly mingled
with his mercy here in the Matthew [ genealogy!

Did a scribe who was aware of the Lord’s decree in Jer. 22:30; and who wrongly thought
that the Matt. 1 genealogy was that of Mary’s rather than that of Joseph’s, then wrongly conclude
that “the words ‘And Josias begat Jechonias,” could not possibly be correct, and so must have
been added in by a later scribe”? Did such a scribe then deliberately remove the words, “And
Josias begat Jechonias,” in order to “correct this scribal alteration”? If so, he either did not pay
attention to the issue of “fourteen generations” (Matt. 1:17), or left a paper space as he did not
know what “the correct wording” was. If the latter, then possibly a later scribe copying this out,
misunderstood the paper gap for an overly generous paper space, and omitted it in his copy.

As far as we know Variant 2 is a late scribal error originating in the 11th century. Was
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Variant 2 an accidental or deliberate omission? In my opinion most probably the former, though
possibly the latter, but in either instance it is certainly incorrect.

The shorter reading of the TR, “begat,” is the representative Byzantine Greek reading,
against which there is no good textual argument. It has strong support from the three witnesses
i.e., the Byzantine Greek, the Latin, and church writers (especially ancient writers, although also
including mediaeval church writers, especially early mediaeval church writers); and it also has
contextual stylistic support in the omission of other names to create a trilogy of fourteen
significant generations (Matt. 1:17). The TR reading is thus sure. On the system of rating textual
readings A to E, I would give the reading of “begat” (in “Josias begat Jechonias™) at Matt. 1:11
an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of three witnesses, the correct reading at Matt. 1:11, “begat,” is
found in the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus
(4th century); as well as (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). It was also followed by
the Syriac: Curetonian (3rd / 4th century), Sinaitic (3rd / 4th century), and Pesitto (first half Sth
century) Versions; Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd century), Middle Egyptian (3rd century),
Bohairic (3rd century), and Fayyumic (3rd century) Versions; Armenian Version (5th century);
Ethiopic Version (c. 500); Georgian Version (5th century); and Slavic Version (9th century).

The incorrect Variant 1, “Josias begat Joakim and Joakim begat Jechonias,” was followed
by (the mixed text type) Codex Theta 038 (9th century), and Minuscule 33 (9th century, mixed
text type). It is also found in the Syriac Harclean Version (616) in an asterisk marked out text
(indicating it is not the representative reading of the Harclean Version), and the Palestinian Syriac
Version (c. 6th century).

With the TR’s reading followed in the two main Alexandrian texts, for mainly the wrong
reasons, the correct reading was followed in the NU Text et al; and so entered the NASB, RSV,
NRSV,ESV, and NIV. Itis found in the ASV (based on the earlier Westcott-Hort text) as, “and
Josiah begat Jechoniah” (ASV).

Matt. 1:16 “the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus,
who is called Christ” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek reading at Matt. 1:16, “ton loseph (Joseph) fon (the) andra (husband)
Marias (of Mary), ex (of / from) es (whom) egennethe (was born) lesous (Jesus) o (‘the [one]’)
legomenos (called) Christos (Christ),” i.e., “the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus, who
is called Christ;” is supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is
Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th century); and Lectionaries
2378 (11th century) and 1968 (1544 A.D.)6. It is further supported as Latin, “loseph (Joseph)

® For “egennethe” Lectionary 2378 reads, “egennethei;” but at Matt. 26:24 (p. 72b) it
reads “egennethe.” At for instance, Matt. 1:22; 2:15; 4:15 the “e” suffix of “plerothe (might be
fulfilled),” is likewise changed in Lectionary 2378 to, “plerothei.” This multiplicity tends to
indicate that they are not transcriptional errors in which the “H” (e) suffix was confused for an
“EI” suffix by a somewhat careless scribe; but rather a deliberate localised spelling, albeit one
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virum (the man / husband) Mariae (of Mary), de (of / from) qua (where) natus (born) est (‘is,’
literally, ‘he is’) lesus (Jesus), qui (who) vocatur (‘is called,’ literally, ‘he is called’) Christus
(Christ),” i.e., “the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus, who is called Christ;” by Jerome’s
Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions f (6th century, which only varies from the
Vulgate in using “dicitur” rather than “vocatur” for “called,”), aur (7th century), and ff1 (10th /
11th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine
Vulgate (1592). Itis also supported by the ancient church Greek writers Pseudo-Eustathius (4th
/ 5th centuries) and Nestorius (d. after 451); ancient church Latin writer Augustine (d. 430); and
with slight variation by both the ancient church Greek writers Didymus (d. 398) and Cyril (d.
444), and also the ancient church Latin writers Tertullian (after 220) and Jerome (d. 420).

But an alternative reading, “to whom being betrothed the virgin Mary bore Jesus, who is
called Christ” (Variant 1), is found in old Latin Versions a (4th century), q (6th / 7th century), c
(7th / 8th century), gl (8th / 9th century); and with minor difference in old Latin Versions k (4th /
5th centuries), d (Cambridge Sth century and Paris 5th / 6th century), and b (Verona 5th century
& Budapest 8th / 9th centuries). The alternative is also supported with minor difference by the
ancient church Latin writer, Ambrosiaster (after 384).

One only moves away from a representative Byzantine reading, to another reading inside
the closed class of sources, reluctantly and for a good textual reason. There is no such good
textual argument against the representative Byzantine text, which must therefore stand as correct.

The alternative reading of Ambroisiaster et al, clearly acts to increase the emphasis on
Mary’s virginity, evident in the terminology, “the virgin Mary.” Taking this into account and
given that stress is laid on the fact it was Joseph “to whom she was betrothed,” rather than the
TR’s “Joseph the husband of Mary,” does this indicate that it was altered to read, “‘to whom being
betrothed the virgin Mary bore Jesus,” out of a concern that the terminology, “the husband of
Mary” might be taken as a denial of the virgin birth? If so, then in fact a more careful reading of
Matt. 1 makes it very clear that this was a virgin birth (Matt. 1:18-25). Hence the fact that we
read, “Jacob begat Joseph the husband of Mary” is a wording focusing on the fact that this is
Joseph’s genealogy. Thus as Mary’s son, by affinity Christ has a legal claim to this genealogy of
“Joseph,” who is “the husband of Mary.” Conversely, if the alternative reading of Ambroisiaster
et al was original, there seems no good reason as to why it would be changed to the TR’s reading.

Therefore, the TR preserves the original reading of Matt. 1:16.

that was not consistently followed.
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On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the reading of, “the husband
of Mary, of whom was born Jesus, who is called Christ” at Matt. 1:16 an “A” i.e., the text of the
TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Though outside the closed class of the three sources which preserved the text and had
reasonable access over the centuries, the correct reading, “the husband of Mary, of whom was
born Jesus, who is called Christ” in Matt. 1:16 was also preserved by the two leading
Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century); as well as
(the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). It was also preserved in some of the Syriac
Versions: the Syriac Pesitto (first half 5th century), Syriac Harclean h (616), and Palestinian
Syriac (c. 6th century). It is further found in the Coptic Sahidic Version (3rd century) and
Georgian Version (5th century). Similar readings are found with slight variation in the
Armenian Version (5th century) and Ethiopic Version (¢. 500). Though I agree with some key
elements of Metzger’s textual analysis of this verse (Textual Commentary on the Greek New
Testament, 1994, pp. 2-6), it is nevertheless ultimately in connection with the wrong reasons of
its wide attestation in such “external sources” beyond the Alexandrian texts, that the NU Text et
al adopted the correct reading. Hence it is found in the ASV, NASB, NRSV, ESV, and NIV.

The incorrect reading Variant 1, as Greek “o mnesteutheisa parthenos Mariam egennesen
lesoun ton legeomenon Christon,” i.e., “to whom being betrothed the virgin Mary bore Jesus,
who is called Christ,” is found in the (mixed text type) Codex Theta (9th century), and the Family
13 Manuscripts, which contain Minuscules 788 (11th century, independent text), 346 (12th
century, independent), 543 (12th century, independent), 826 (12th century, independent), 828
(12th century, independent), 983 (12th century, independent), 13 (13th century, independent), et
al. Another reading is found in the Syriac Sinaitic Version (3rd / 4th century), “Joseph to whom
was betrothed Mary the virgin, begot Jesus who is called the Christ” (Variant 2). Yet another
reading is found in the Syriac Curetonian (3rd / 4th century), “to whom was betrothed Mary the
virgin, she bore Jesus the Christ” (Variant 3). Another reading again, is found in the Coptic
Middle Egyptian (from the 3rd century) and Coptic Bohairic (3rd century), “the husband of Mary,
who bore Jesus who is called Christ” (Variant 4). Variants 2 and 3 fall upon the same rock as
Variant 1. Variant 4 is an attempted stylistic improvement.

Variant 2 appears in an RSV (2nd ed. 1971) footnote. This promotion of Variant 2, in
combination with its mistranslation of Isa. 7:14, found in the RSV like in Moffatt’s Isa. 7:14 as
“young woman” (Moffatt), means the RSV seeks to legitimize the denial of the virgin birth.

So too, great distortion of Matt. 1:16 is found in the religiously liberal Moffatt Bible.
The apostate “Protestant” Bible “translator,” James Moffatt, says “nearly every page” of his
version ‘“‘contains some emendation of the text.” Drawing on a Greek “reconstruction”
seemingly influenced by, though not identical with, Variant 2 i.e., the Syriac Sinaitic Version
(“Joseph to whom was betrothed Mary the virgin, begot Jesus who is called the Christ”), he
added parentheses and denied the virgin birth. Moffatt translated Matt. 1:16 as “Joseph (to
whom the virgin Mary was betrothed) the father of Jesus, who is called ‘Christ’.” Thus like the
RSV footnote, Moffatt tried to relegate the description of Mary as a “virgin,” to the period after
she became “betrothed” to Joseph, but before she conceived Christ. To help complete his
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deception, Moffatt also changes Greek parthenos at Matt. 1:23, which means ‘“virgin,” to
“maiden.” Thus his translation claims, “Joseph” was “the father of Jesus;” and the prophesy
quoted in Matt. 1:23 is, “The maiden will conceive.” This has no justifiable textual basis in
Matt. 1:16; and is also incongruous with the immediate context of Matt. 1:18-25 which clearly
affirms the virgin birth.

The virgin birth is strongly supported in Scripture. It was prophesied by Isaiah, as
testified by Greek parthenos (virgin) in the Septuagint translation of Isa. 7:14 and Matt. 1:23.
This prophetic fulfilment was recorded by St. Matthew (Matt. 1:18-25). The virgin birth of
Christ was also recorded by St. Luke (Luke 1:26,27,31,34,35,37,38). Article 3 of the Apostles’
Creed, says Christ, “was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary.” In either
allowing for a denial of the virgin birth such as occurs in the RSV (2nd ed.), i.e., on the basis of
some “contradiction” between Matt. 1:16 (footnote reading) and the “virgin” of Matt. 1:23,
which “we religious liberals just know is a fraudulent claim” since “Isa. 7:14 really says, ‘young
woman,’;” or like Moffatt specifically denying the prophesy of Isa. 7:14 and its fulfilment in
Matt. 1:23 by a “virgin” (parthenos), both the RSV and Moffatt also here attack the doctrine of
Divine inspiration of Scripture (Il Tim. 3:16; II Peter 1:20,21). This is a denial of Article 9 of
the Apostles’ Creed, “1 believe in the Holy Ghost;” and Section 3 of the Reformation Motto,
“sola Scriptura” (Latin, “Scripture alone”).

The RSV and Moffatt further attack the Christian morality safeguarded in the 7th precept
of the Ten Commandments, “Thou shalt not commit adultery” (Exod. 20:14; Matt. 19: 18; James
2:11). In the first instance, this commandment prohibits extra-marital sex by a married person;
but in its wider orbit, this commandment condemns any sexual acts between persons outside of
marriage. Thus e.g., St. Paul uses “the law” of the Decalogue to condemn “whoremongers” and
homosexuals (I Tim. 1:7,10); or the Catechism in the Anglican Book of Common Prayer (1662)
interprets this precept as meaning, “To keep my body in” “chastity.” But instead of upholding
Mary’s godly example of lady-like virtue as a virgin before marriage (I Cor. 7:25,28,34,37), or in
her instance, before the birth of Christ (Matt. 1:25); the RSV allows for the violation, and Moffatt
specifically violates, the 9th precept of the Ten Commandments, “Thou shalt not bear false
witness” (Exod. 20:16; Matt. 19:18; Rom. 13:9), by falsely portraying Mary as an example of
those “fornicators” (I Cor. 6:9) whose sin is condemned in Holy Writ.

Those who like the RSV (2nd ed. 1971) and Moffatt, deny these fundamentals of the
Christian faith, are guilty of what St. Peter calls, “damnable heresies” (Il Peter 2:1). Since on the
first page of the New Testament, the RSV and Moffatt pervert Scripture so as to deny Articles 3
& 9 of the Apostles’ Creed, and Section 3 of the Reformation Motto, as well as to violate the 7th
and 9th precepts of the Ten Commandments, we ought not to be surprised that the rest of these
translations are so unsatisfactory also.

Matt. 1:18 “Jesus Christ” (TR & AV) {B}
The TR’s Greek reading “lesou (Jesus, word 1) Christou (Christ, word 2),” at Matt. 1:18

is supported by the majority Byzantine text, e.g., Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th century), E 07 (8th
century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century) and 1968 (1544 A.D.)". Ttis further supported by

e 9

" In both Lectionaries this is abbreviated as “iu xu”, and in Lectionary 2378 the “x” is
illuminated in red ink (in contrast to the normal brown ink of the manuscript).
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the ancient church Greek writers, Irenaeus (2nd century), Origen (d. 254), Eusebius (d. 339),
Epiphanius (d. 403), Chrysostom (d. 407), Theodotus-Ancyra (d. Sth century), and Nestorius (d.
after 451). Itis also followed in word order, 2,1, by the ancient church Greek writer, Origen (d.
254) in a Latin translation; and the ancient church Latin writer, Jerome (d. 420); and the reversal
of the order of the words here seems to simply have been an element in its original translation
from Greek to Latin.

But in a minority Byzantine reading, Manuscript Washington or W 032 (5th century,
which is Byzantine in St. Matthew’s Gospel and parts of St. Luke’s Gospel), reads simply “IY
(Jesus);” as does the early mediaeval church writer Pseudo-Athanasius (6th century) whose
writings are preserved in Greek and / or Latin works (Variant 1).

The Latin reading, “Christi (Christ),” (Variant 2), is found in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th
century); and old Latin Versions k (4th / 5th centuries), b (Verona 5th century & Budapest 8th /
9th centuries), d (5th / 6th centuries), f (6th century), q (Munich 6th / 7th centuries & Munich 7th
century), aur (7th century), 1 (7th/ 8th century), g1 (8th/9th century), ff1 (10th / 11th century), ¢
(12th/ 13th century); as well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century). From the Latin
support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592). This reading is also
followed by the ancient church Greek writer, Irenaeus (2nd century) in a Latin translation (c.
395); and the ancient church Latin writers, Chromatius (d. 407), Jerome (d. 420), and Augustine
(d. 430).

On the basis that one starts with the representative Byzantine text, and only moves away

from it to another reading within the closed class of three witnesses with reluctance if there is a

good textual reason to do so; it follows that the reading, “Jesus Christ,” must stand as the correct

reading, unless textual analysis within the closed class of three reputable sources can disprove it.

Textual analysis of Matt. 1:18, can provide no satisfactory reason as to why the representative
Byzantine reading should be moved away from in this instance.

The clear tendency of various scribes was to remove “Jesus” (Matt. 4:12,23; 8:3, et al).
Was this a deliberate stylistic pruning of the text by removing either “Jesus” or “Christ,” in order
to make a shorter, and what from their superficial sense of elegance would be a “more succinct”
reading? Or was accidental this accidental due to an undetected paper fade? We know from
e.g., W 032 that “Jesus” and “Christ” were usually abbreviated to their first and last letters (with
a bar placed on top to show an abbreviation had been made). This was written in capital letters
and continuous script i.e., generally without spacing between the words. Thus “Jesus (/ECOY)
Christ (XPICTOY)” here at Matt. 1:18 would have looked something like, “IYXY.” Was a scribe
moving his finger along the page, and being momentarily distracted jump from the last “Y” letter
of “IECOY (Jesus)” to the last “Y” letter of “XPICTOY (Christ),” and thus accidentally omit
“Jesus” here? Or was it for reasons of subjective stylistic preferment, or because they first made
the mistake of omitting “Jesus,” supra, and then realizing their error, added “Jesus” back in after
“Christ,” that some manuscripts changed the word order from “Jesus Christ” to “Christ Jesus”?

There being no good textual reason against it, the reading “Jesus Christ” (TR & AV) is
correct. On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the reading of “Jesus
Christ” in the TR of Matt. 1:18 a “B” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a
middling level of certainty.
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Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The correct reading at Matt. 1:18, “Jesus Christ,” is found in one of the two leading
Alexandrian texts, London Sinaiticus (4th century); as well as (the mixed text type) Codex C 04
(5th century). It is also followed in a number of Syriac Versions, with the Syriac Pesitto (first
half 5th century), Syriac Harclean h (616), and Palestinian Syriac (c. 6th century). It is further
followed in the Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd century), Middle Egyptian (3rd century), and
Bohairic (3rd century) Versions. It is also found in the Armenian Version (5th century);
Georgian Version (5th century); Ethiopic Versions (c. 500 & Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries);
and Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century). For the
wrong reasons, the correct reading is found in the NU Text et al (although Westcott-Hort placed
“Jesus” in square brackets as optional); and so also, the NASB and NIV.

But the word order was reversed in one of the two leading Alexandrian Texts, Rome
Vaticanus (4th century), to “Christ Jesus.” The incorrect pruned reading of “Christ” is also
found in the Syriac Sinaiticus and Curentonian versions. Do such changes act to further exhibit
the tendency of such scribes to alter the text in what they would superficially regard as “stylistic
improvements”? The Word of God is perfect, it needs no such “improvements.”

The ASV, based on the Westcott-Hort text, puts the correct reading in the main text, but
gives the incorrect shorter reading, “of the Christ,” in a footnote, and the father ASV is here
followed by the RSV, and in turn one of the RSV’s son, the ESV. However, the correct reading,
with no such footnote, is found in the RSV’s other son, the NRSV. The footnote reading of the
RSV and ESV is not warranted for so sure a reading as “Jesus Christ” (AV & TR) has here at
Matt. 1:18.

Matt. 1:22 “the prophet” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek reading of “tou prophetou (the prophet)” in Matt. 1:22 is supported by
the majority Byzantine Text e.g., Codex Freeranus (W 032, 5th century, which is Byzantine in
Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), the purple parchment, Codex Rossanensis (Sigma 042, late Sth /
6th century); and the two Sydney University Lectionaries written in brown ink with colourful
bright red illumination of key letters and section markers, to wit, Sidneiensis Universitatis
Lectionary 2378 (11th century) and Sidneiensis Universitatis Lectionary 1968 (1544 A.D.). Itis
also found as Latin, “prophetam (the prophet)” in Versio Vulgata Hieronymi (Jerome’s Vulgate
Version, 4th / S5th centuries), and Codex Corbeiensis (old Latin Version ff1, 10th / 11th century);
and with minor spelling variation in Codex Bobiensis (old Latin Version k, 4th / 5th centuries,
“profetam”); as well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century). From the Latin support
for this reading, it is manifested in the Vulgata Clementina (Clementine Vulgate, 1592). Itis
further supported by the ancient church Latin writer, Jerome (d. 420) (Letter 57:8)8.

However, in an alternative reading, Greek, “Essiou (Isaiah),” is added, i.e., “the prophet,
Isaiah.” This is found as Latin, “Esaiam (Isaiah) prophetam (the prophet)” in old Latin Versions

8 St. Jerome in: Migne (Latin Writers Series) (1845 Paris Edition), PATROLOGIA, Vol.
22, p. 574 (Letter 57:8, To Pammachius) (Latin). Schaff, P. & Wace, H. (Editors), Nicene &
Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, Vol. 6, p. 116 (Letter 57:8) (English).
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d (5th century), f (6th century), q (6th/ 7th century, “profetam”), aur (7th century), g1 (8th/9th
century); and with minor spelling variations in old Latin Versions b (5th century, “Eseiam’) and
¢ (12th/ 13th century, “Ysaiam”). Itis further found in a Latin translation (c. 395) of the ancient
church Greek writer, Iraneneus (2nd century).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine reading, which
must therefore stand as correct. I.e., if original, there is no good reason why “Isaiah” would have
been removed. The variant was evidently a scribal addition, possibly influenced by the usage of
“the prophet” with “Esais” / Isaiah at Matt. 3:13; 4:14, et al.

On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the reading of “the prophet”
at Matt. 1:22 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading at Matt. 1:22, “the prophet,” is
found in the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus
(4th century); and (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). It is also found in Ciasca’s
Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century).

However, the incorrect reading, “the prophet, Isaiah,” is found in the leading
representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (5th century); It is also found in the Armenian
Version (5th century); the Syriac Sinaitic (3rd / 4th centuries) and Syriac Harclean h (616)
Versions, and with slight variation in the Syriac Curetonian Version (3rd / 4th century).

With strong support from the Alexandrian text, for the wrong reasons, the correct reading
entered the NU Text et al, and is found in the ASV, NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV, and NIV.

Matt. 1:23 “they shall call” (TR & AV) {A}
Preliminary Textual Discussion.

The First Matter. Manuscript Washington (Codex Freerianus, W 032), is difficult to
read at Matt. 1:23; and like others, e.g., Swanson gives no reading for this manuscript at Matt.
1:23.  Yet one can clearly read the “KALECOYC” (kalesous). The last letter on this line is
clearly “O” and the next line clearly starts, “NO” then becomes unclear for 2 letters, before the
top of an “A” appears; and this, as confirmed by the rest of the line (some of which is also
difficult to read,) is clearly “ONOMA” (onoma) (“name,” AV). Before the “o” of “onoma,”
there is a rounded letter with a marking coming off its right, which is evidently the “O” of “TO”
(to), for what in Greek, is literally, “fo (the) onoma (name),” although “fo (the)” is not translated
in English. Before this “O” is what looks to be the top bar of a “T” with an “A” underneath it,
but which by deduction is a left tilted “T” with a marking coming off the right, since it must be
the “T” or “TO” (t0).

At this point i.e., between “KALECOYC” (kalesous) and “TO” (to), the text is unclear,
and prima facie looks like “NNN” in which the middle “N” is finer and lighter than the first and
last “N.” But stylistic analysis with the preceding “IN” of “INA” (“that,” Matt. 1:22, AV) and
“IN” (an abbreviation for IHCON / leson, “Jesus,” AV), shows that the 45 degree bar between
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the two upright columns of the “N” is lighter and finer in shade. Moreover, the bar on the “N”
does not start at the top of the left bar, but approximately a third of the way down. This fact
results in the conclusion that the markings on the section in question, could be a heavy “I”
followed by the lighter 45 degree angle downward stoke of the typical “N.” Le., the first heavy
line is an “I” and the second heavy line is the first heavy bar of an “N.” Notably, the 45 degree
angle bar down from it, starts about a third of the way down, as one would expect.

One can then see, the top half of the right bar on the “N” only, but on the basis that the
scribe’s bar joins the bottom right bar on the two above “N’s” in consideration, it follows that
this was a poorly formed “N,” in which the bottom right of the “N” was not as low as it should
have been. A bit of a blotch then follows. The reason for this is speculative, but the
combination of the higher than normal ending to the “N,” followed by the blotch, indicates to me
that either the scribe was, in all probability, either dozing off due to fatigue, or was suddenly
interrupted, and this led to the combination of the poorly formed “N” followed by the ink blotch.

Thus we have here a “snapshot” of a scribal incident, in which we can still deduce that the
correct reading of Codex Freerianus is “KALECOYCIN” (kalesousin) i.e., “they shall call.”

That in fact this is the correct interpretation, is confirmed by the fact, that the other
possible declensions, which either make no contextual sense can be ruled out, i.e., “KALECQO”
(kaleso) (“I shall call”), or “KALECOYMEN?” (kalesoumen) (“‘we shall call”); as well as those
that might make contextual sense i.e., “KALECEIC” (kaleseis) “thou (i.e., “you” singular) shalt
call” (Variant 1); “KALECEI” (kalesei) (“she shall call”) (Variant 2); and “KALECEITE”
(kaleseite) “ye shall call” (Variant 3). That is because the beginning of the “OYCIN” (ousin)
stem, is very clear as “OYC” (ous).

Thus both on the positive basis that the reading “KALECOYCIN” (kalesousin) i.e., “they
shall call,” seems the most likely construction of the difficult to read section; and the negative
basis that the other likely alternatives can be ruled out; it follows that the correct reading for W
032 is kalesousin (which includes the optional “n” at the end of kalesousi).

The Second Matter: Part A — The Hebrew of Isa. 7:14. 'What does the Hebrew read at
Isa. 7:14 with regard to the verb, QaRA’ (¥77) meaning, “call”’? My own views on the Hebrew
have been the subject of some fluctuation over time, and presently remain unsettled, so that at
this point in time, I only wish to raise certain questions of a sufficient level of depth which relate
to a better understanding of issues of relevance to my textual analysis of the Greek here at Matt.
1:23.

The AV’s translation of Isa. 7:14 reads at the relevant part, “Behold, a virgin shall
conceive, and bear a son, and shall call (Hebrew QaRA’T / 7877) his name Immanuel” (AV).
The meaning here of Hebrew QaRA’T (n877) is of some importance for the purposes of
considering the Greek and Latin readings at Matt. 1:23, infra.

Prima facie the Hebrew QaRA’T (n877) here is an active perfect, 2nd person singular,
feminine kal verb, from QaRA’ i.e., addressing the “virgin” of Isa. 7:14, “thou shalt call his name
Immanuel.” At Matt. 1:23, this is the Variant 1, infra, and in this context notably it is the
reading of Isa. 7:14 in Brenton’s Greek Septuagint, infra.

On general principles of the Divine Preservation of OT Scripture, we accept the Masoretic
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Text, such as printed in the early 16th century in the Bomberg Text, unless there is a good textual
argument against it. Le., the OT Hebrew and Aramaic Textus Receptus is not the Masoretic
Text, although it must be said that it is very close to it, and the differences between the OT’s TR
and Masoretic Text are very few relative to the differences between the NT’s TR and the
representative Byzantine Text. In this context, it does not matter that the Masorites added the
pointings or vowels well after New Testament times, (depending on whose dates one follows,) in
a process starting around the sixth or seventh centuries A.D. and ending around the tenth or
eleventh centuries A.D.. The Masorites work was part of the ongoing process of the Divine
Preservation of the Old Testament Oracles, and dependant on God’s power rather than man’s
(Rom. 3:1,2; 11:29), with the consequence that it does not matter that these Jews were in deep
religious apostasy, having shamefully rejected the Messiah (Il Cor. 3:13-16). Thus the Masoretic
pointings or vowels are authoritative, and may only be set aside if there is a good textual reason
for doing so (and support for this inside the closed class of OT sources).

The question may thus be asked, “Does the prima facie meaning of Isa. 7:14 as found in
the Masoretic Text present any semantic or textual problem, and if so, what is the remedy?” Is
the fact that Isa. 7:14 changes from the indirect speech of, “Therefore the Lord himself shall give
you a sign: Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son,” to the direct speech of the virgin,
“and thou shalt call his name Immanuel,” somewhat odd? If so, is it odd to the point of
representing a semantic or textual problem?

The issue of a possible textual problem may only be raised if the issue of a possible
semantic problem has first been found in the negative. Hence we must first ask, “Does the
prima facie meaning of Isa. 7:14 as found in the Masoretic Text present a semantic problem, and
if so, what is the remedy?”

This view does not consider that the Masorites here “made an error,” but rather presents
a different interpretation of what the Hebrew of the Masoretic text means at Isa. 7:14.
Specifically, is the view that the feminine ending with the letter “h” (;7 / He) is either a
development of an original ending from the letter “t” (27 / tau), or simply a rarer form sometimes
used instead of the letter “t” (7 / tau), relevant here? (See ‘“Preliminary Textual Discussion,”
“The Second Matter: Part C,” infra.) lLe., is the idea correct here at Isa. 7:14 that a “t” (7 / tau)
ending is an alternative form of a “h” (;7/ He) ending, in which instance, the Isa. 7:14 Hebrew
QaRA’T (n877) might be read as the active perfect, 3rd person singular, feminine kal verb, from
QaRA’ i.e., as QaRA’H (77877) meaning, “she shall call”’? If so, one finds such a reading in the
3rd person singular inside the closed class of OT sources with Latin, “vocabit (‘“she shall call,”
indicate active future, 3rd person singular verb, from voco),” in old Latin d & ff1 (Variant 2,
infra). The traditional classic Hebrew lexicon work is Gesenius, and he takes the view that at

Isa. 7:14, QaRA’T (n877?) is a 3rd person singular feminine’.

The AV’s translation of Isa. 7:14 reads at the relevant part, “Behold, a virgin shall
conceive, and bear a son, and shall call (Hebrew QaRA’T / n&7?) his name Immanuel” (AV). Of

? Brown, Driver, & Briggs, p. 895, citing Gesenius’s Hebrew Grammar (Kautzsch ed.)
74g. This is also here given by Gesenius as a “consecutive” verb, but I shall not now discuss
Hebrew grammarian debates with regard to the validity or non-validity of a “consecutive” verb
category of thought.
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these two possibilities, the AV’s usage of “shall” indicates it is rendering the Hebrew as “she
shall call,” since if it was rendering it as “thou shalt call” this would read here “and shalt call” not
“and shall call.” In the Geneva Bible (1560) Isa. 7:14 reads, “and she shall call his name
Immanuel;” and while the main text of Matt. 1:23 reads, “and they shall call his name
Emmanuel,” a footnote (sidenote) at “they” reads, “Or, thou.” The argument in favour of “thou”
in the Greek at Matt. 1:23 (Variant 1, infra) relates to a view of the Hebrew that regards QaRA’T
as a 2nd person singular verb. It might thus be reasonably concluded that this diversity within
the Geneva Bible of 1560 between the readings of Isa. 7:14 and the footnote of Matt. 1:23
bespeaks of scholastic differences of opinion among the Geneva Bible translators on this issue.

I'shall not now further consider the merits of the issue as to what the Hebrew reads here at
Isa. 7:14 i.e., “thou (the virgin) shalt call” (QaRA’T as a 2nd person singular feminine verb),
found in the Greek (kaleseis'®) or Latin (vocabis'") of Variant 1, infra; or “she (the virgin) shall
call” (QaRA’T as a 3rd person singular feminine verb), found in the Greek (kalesei'?) or Latin
(vocabit") of Variant 2, infra. Either way, the salient point for my purposes is that the Hebrew
applies QaRA’T to the virgin, whether as, “Thou, [O virgin], shalt call,” or “she shall call,” and
so I shall refer to this point of unity in the meaning of the Hebrew as “the virgin names the
child;” whereas the Greek of Matt. 1:23 reads, “they shall call (kalesousi, indicative active future,
3rd person plural verb, from kaleo).” This then is relevant as a starting point for one element of
the textual analysis of the Greek in the “Principal Textual Discussion,” infra.

The Second Matter: Part B — The Hebrew of Isa. 7:14 in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

As discussed in “The Second Matter: Part A,” any matters of meaning are resolvable
within the Masoretic Text, and hence there is no textual problem with the Masoretic Text here at
Isa. 7:14. Nevertheless, in seeking to reconstruct the thinking of the “many which corrupt the
Word of God” (Il Cor. 2:17), one must sometimes explore certain erroneous perspectives in order
to better understand the rise of certain variant readings. This is just one such case in point.

Did a scribe, noting the change at Isa. 7:14 from the indirect speech of, “Therefore the
Lord himself shall give you a sign: Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son,” to what he
took to be the direct speech of the virgin, “and thou shalt call his name Immanuel,” first conclude
that this was somewhat odd; and then, without first checking if the matter was a semantic

19 Tt is, for instance, so found at Isa. 7:14 in Codex Vaticanus (the Septuagint attached to
the Alexandrian NT text, Rome Vaticanus).

! Both Tischendorf and von Soden say the Greek kaleseis (‘thou shalt call,” indicative
active future, 2nd person singular verb, from kaleo) is followed by the Latin church writer,
Vigilius (d. after 484), but they do not give his Latin reading. Therefore for the purposes of this
preliminary textual discussion, this is my Latin reconstruction from the Greek i.e., Latin,
“vocabis (‘thou shalt call,” indicative active future, 2nd person singular verb, from voco).”

2" It is so found at Isa. 7:14 in Codex Sinaiticus (the Septuagint attached to the
Alexandrian NT text, London Sinaiticus).

13 . . . .
Indicative active future, 3rd person singular verb, from voco.
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problem, leap to the wrong conclusion that there is a textual problem here in the Hebrew Text?

If so, what did he think was the remedy? Looking at QaRA’T (1877), if one leaves out
the vowels and argues that the later Masorites here “made an error” or “continued to copy out
an earlier error,” then the consonants are the same for both the masculine and feminine forms of
the active perfect, 2nd person singular, kal verb, from QaRA’. Inside the closed class of OT
sources, a similar ambiguity arguably exists in the Greek Septuagint reading of “kaleseis (‘thou
shalt call,” indicative active future, 2nd person singular verb, from kaleo),” infra, i.e., “kaleseis
(thou shalt call),” could prima facie be either a masculine or feminine “thou,” and on this basis
one might argue that a masculine gender is thus a possible reading “in the Hebrew and the
Greek” of Isa. 7:14. Does this therefore read, “and thou” in the masculine i.e., “Ahaz” (Isa.
7:10), “shalt call his name Immanuel?”

Along not unrelated lines is one of the two possibilities for a reading we find in the Dead
Sea Scrolls. Unlike the Hebrew Received Text of Isa. 7:14, which reads QaRA’T (n877), in
which the virgin names the child (see QaRA’T as a 2nd person singular feminine verb, “thou [O
virgin] shalt call;” & QaRA’T as a 3rd person singular feminine verb, “she shall call,” supra); the
Dead Sea Scrolls'* of Isa. 7:14 read QRA’ (X7p, active imperative, 2nd person masculine singular,
kal verb, from QaRA), i.e., “thou shalt call.”

Was this an accidental change following a paper fade of the last letter of “QaRA’T (7877)”
so thatitread “QeRA’ (x7p)” (bearing in mind that the Dead Sea Scrolls come from a time before
the Masorites added vowels or pointings)?

Was this a deliberate change? Was this a deliberate assimilation application to “Ahaz”
(Isa. 7:10), of the concept in the reading at Isa. 8:3, “The Lord said to me, Call (QeRA’ / X7p) his
name Mahershalal-hash-baz”?

If deliberate, why was this done? The Septuagint reading of Isa. 7:14 as “virgin (Greek,
parthenos),” shows that in inter-testamental times Jews were aware that the Messiah would have
a virgin birth. Therefore, is it possible that this Dead Sea Scrolls’ Hebrew reading of Isa. 7:14
indicates that around 100 B.C., a Jewish scribe understanding the force of Isa. 7:14; 8:3 as a
Messianic prophecy, deliberately changed the Hebrew reading of Isa. 7:14 to “QeRA’ (X7p),” in
recognition that the virgin born Messiah would have a foster-father typed by Ahaz (Isa. 7:10),
who did not name the child later named by Isaiah (Isa. 8:3), and who was thus here used as a
prophetic type pointing forward to a foster father who would be involved in naming the Messiah,
“Immanuel” (Matt. 1:21,23)?

Does a similar type of logic also underpin a possible change to the Hebrew to QaRA’'T
being viewed as a masculine (rather than a feminine) active perfect, 2nd person singular, kal
verb, from QaRA’; a view arguably found in the Greek Septuagint form “kaleseis (thou shalt
call)’? Or is the contextual evidence for the Greek “kaleseis (thou shalt call)” referring to the
feminine virgin so strong, that one can safely rule out the possibility that it was reflecting such a
“reconstruction” of the Hebrew in the masculine, rather than the feminine gender?

14 Qa, The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery, Vol. 1, 1950, in Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia (Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft Stuttgart, Germany, 1967/77, 1984), pp. xlvii, 685.
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However such questions and uncertainties are resolved, with respect to the reading we
find in the Dead Sea Scrolls, we Christians of the holy Protestant faith who believe in the Divine
Preservation of Holy Writ (Isa. 40:8; 59:21; Matt. 5:18) cannot accept that a Hebrew manuscript,
secreted in the dark, dingy corner of a cave in Palestine or Israel, and lacking general accessibility
for over 2,000 years, can suddenly reappear and challenge the Old Testament Received Text’s
veracity. For “the word of our God shall stand for ever” (Isa. 40:8), and it is clear that this long
lost, forgotten, and then rediscovered Dead Sea Scroll reading of Isaiah did not so endure. This
manuscript may be used where it agrees with the Masoretic Text with respect to showing an
earlier date, much like Codex Leningrad may be so used. But not where they disagree with the
established Masoretic Text such as we find in the Bomberg Text, and no good textual argument
coupled with sources inside the closed class of sources can be found to agree with the change in
these earlier, but later discovered, Hebrew texts.

There is a closed class of OT sources used for constructing the OT Received Text, which
had reasonable accessibility over the ages, the greater details of which I shall leave to the Final
OT Volume of these commentaries. In broad terms these are the Masoretic Text (including
Masora); Greek Septuagint Versions; Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (or old Latin Versions); church
Greek and Latin writers (especially ancient writers of the first five centuries A.D., though also
including mediaeval writers); and Jewish Hebrew or Aramaic sources (especially ancient ones
composed by the fifth century A.D., though also including mediaeval writers), and having general
accessibility over the centuries, such as the (Hebrew) Talmud. Ishall not now discuss the issue
of Jewish oral traditions said to be either ancient or mediaeval, or mediaeval sources potentially
consulted in qualified extension of any of these categories i.e., with a lower textual commentary
rating than would be given for ancient material.  Suffice to now note that while Divine
Inspiration existed only in Bible times, Divine Preservation was and is an ongoing process, and
e.g., the Jewish community had different ways of preserving relevant OT textual information
over time (see Rom. 3:1,2; 11:29). The main text for the representative Masoretic Text is found
in the Bomberg Text. On general principles, only where textual analysis occasionally requires it,
one reluctantly moves away from the representative Masoretic text to another reading within the
closed class of OT sources. There is no contextual reason pointing to such a need to depart from
the Bomberg Text at this point here at Isa. 7:14, which thus here constitutes the OT Received
Text.

The Second Matter: Part C — Hebrew & Aramaic with respect to The Tower of Babel.

It is important that in the study of any of the Biblical languages, whether Greek, Latin,
Aramaic, or Hebrew, that one does not inadvertently “swallow” certain anti-supernaturalist
“poison pills” that are sometimes put about. E.g., many study NT Greek in colleges and without
really thinking about the matter just accept the anti-supernaturalist claims of the neo-
Alexandrians which deny Divine Preservation.  Indeed, without the doctrine of Divine
Preservation, Latin is not regarded as a Biblical language of the OT and NT, and so the failure to
teach this doctrine in turn leads to the neglect of Latin. So too, we have to be careful with
respect to an issue that sometimes arises in OT Hebrew and Aramaic studies. This matter
touches on issues sometimes called, “proto-Hebrew,” and linguistic theories which look to other
Semitic tongues such as Aramaic, Arabic, and Ugaritic for comparative analysis.

In this context, let the reader consider the questions I put in “The Second Matter: Part A,”
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supra. Here I ask, “is the view that the feminine ending with the letter ‘h’ (;7/ He) is either a
development of an original ending from the letter ‘t’ (7/ tau), or simply a rarer form sometimes
used instead of the letter ‘t’ (77 / tau), relevant here?” We must be very careful that any
“language theory” about Hebrew is Biblically sound relative to the Story of the Tower of Babel,
and given the close affinities of Aramaic and Hebrew, also Aramaic which evidently came from
the same source i.e., the Tower of Babel. E.g., we must be very careful about “proto-Hebrew”
theories.

Let us consider the story of the Tower of Babel at Gen. 11:1-9. To my mind “the whole
earth was of one language” requires a regional or local “earth” and heaven (cf. Gen. 41:56; Deut.
2:25 cf. 7:1; Matt. 12:42; Col. 1:23), since diverse languages had been given long before to
Noah’s three sons who in their diverse racial and cultural families then went out in Gen. 10
across the planet, with specific reference in Gen. 10 to Europe, Asia, and Africa. lLe., the words
of Gen. 10:5,20,31 on diverse “tongues” precedes the words of Gen. 11:1 of a local earth which
had “one language” and thus was broadly of one racial “family,” which since it included the
Hebrews, was therefore a Semitic family, and since the “families” of “Shem” had “their” own
“tongues” in Gen. 10:22-31, was thus an internal group descended from “Arphaxad” (Gen.
10:22,24). This local “earth” (Gen. 11:1,8) was evidently in the region of Mesopotamia since
the tongue of ancient Babylon came from this event (Gen. 11:1); as did the tongue of Hebrew'”.

We are not specifically told how many of these local Shemitic tongues were produced in
this event, but to the extent that Hebrew was clearly one of them, this means we must be careful
about any language theory that looks to a “proto-Hebrew” which is linguistically related to other
Semitic tongues such as Arabic, Ugaritic, and Aramaic. E.g., “Arphaxad” and “Aram” each had
their own tongues (Gen. 10:22); and if as seems likely to me, Hebrew was e.g., formed from a
Mesopotamian world that spoke Sumerian (an unclassified linguistic type), then the relationship
between Hebrew and Aramaic must be seen in this light. E.g., what strikes me as a plausible
possibility is that Semitic descendants of Aram were first culturally absorbed into a Sumerian
speaking Mesopotamian world, and so being “of one speech” with them (Gen. 11:1), had lost
their original Aramaic tongue. Then, after the Tower of Babel, the Children of Aram were given
the Aramaic tongue and the Children of Shem that became Israel the Hebrew tongue, so that they
are closely related, but post Tower of Babel Semitic tongues.

Such a language theory also may explain an element of the old conundrum, From whence
cometh the Mongolian and Cathay seed?'® The Mongoloid’s ancestry in Gen. 10 is not as

'3 T think the base Shemitic group from Arphaxad here isolated were the Sumerians who
came up from the Persian Gulf into Mesopotamia as this was increasingly flooded. They
followed other earlier immigrants from this Persian Gulf region, which world had been
increasingly flooded since the ending of the lastice age. All such immigrants brought with them
to Mesopotamia in their north, or Egypt to their west, elements of the earlier post-diluvian
civilization flood culture of the old Edenic region now under the Persian Gulf. Civilization thus
did not start in Mesopotamia or Egypt, but in a region now under the Persian Gulf (Gen. 4:2,3,16;
8:20; 9:20), being later transported after many thousands of years into both Mesopotamia selected
due to the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers, and Egypt selected due to the Nile River.

16 Cathay refers to north China. “Tartar” was also sometimes used of Mongoloid
peoples. The Mongoloid secondary race (Head Hair: black & straight; Prognathism: medium;
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easily resolved as the other four secondary races (Caucasoids, dividing into the white Caucasian
Caucasoids of Japheth, and Mediterranean Caucasoids of Shem and Ham; Negroids from Ham
via Cush; Capoids from Ham meaning “black,” and being in southern Africa thus from the
Patriarch Ham; and Australoids from Shem via Elam as seen in Proto-Elamo-Dravidian). Africa
is clearly Hamitic, under the patriarch Ham; and Europe is clearly Japhetic, under the patriarch
Japheth. But Asiatic territory was given to Ham, under Canaan; to Japheth, with Magog and
Madai; and Shem, with numerous descendants. Hence Bible scholars, while agreeing on the
Mongoloid’s Asiatic origins, have sometimes disagreed on their descent from Noah’s sons.

My own views on this issue have changed over the years, and [ am not dogmatic about the
matter. But on general principles I see Shem as the Patriarch of Asia, notwithstanding exceptions
to this general rule. Thus in the absence of being able to clearly identify Mongoloids in the
population groups of Japheth or Ham said in Gen. 10 to have been put in West Asia, I think we
can say that the Asiatic Mongoloids (and further spreading American Mongoloid) are Shemitic.
Thus I think they a pure Shemitic race, coming from Aram’s son, Mash (Gen. 10:23), a fact
preserved in the Hebrew word for “silk” as meshiy (Ezek. 16:10,13). For Scripture isolates them
in the NT through reference to the great Silk Route stretching from Europe to China (Rev.
18:11,12). Moreover, “Mesha” is depicted as the most easterly Asiatic point of Joktan, “as thou
goest unto Sephar a mount of the east” (Gen. 10:30). Thus the name “Mesha” is a logical
territorial starting point for “Mash,” whose holdings were therefore so far east in Asia as not to be
specifically referred to in the Table of Nations. “Sephar” (Gen. 10:30) may be related to
“Siangu-fu,” e.g., for reasons of assonance, a patriarch may have selected the name, “Siang-fu
(Father Sin) of Sephar,” or “Siang-fu Sephar” and in time Biblical “Sephar” became Chinese
“Siangu-fu.”

Eyes: brown; Skin: brown) has five tertiary races. 1) Mongolians (north-east Asia): Male facial
& body hair: slight; Head size: broad; Nose: medium; Eyes: slanty shaped; Stature: below
average. Ethnic groups in this tertiary race include: Mongolians, Chinese, Korean, and Japanese.

Mongolia is partitioned; Outer Mongolia was formerly part of the Soviet Union but is now an
independent State under the name, “Mongolia;” and Inner Mongolia is part of the Chinese State.
The pug nosed Mongolian ethnic race artistically types the Mongolic quaternary race, Mongolic
tertiary race, and Mongoloid secondary race. The Mongolic quaternary race (e.g., the Chinese
ethnic race), has large broad flattish faces, and skin that is a yellowish hue of brown, especially in
old age, and so contrasts with the Japanese and Korean ethnic races (which do not belong to the
Mongolic quaternary race) who have lighter brown skins. 2) The Malaysians of S.E. Asia and
the Malay Archipelago: Male facial & body hair: slight; Head size: medium to broad; Nose:
medium width noses that are slightly concave with a depressed root; Skin: dark brown; Stature:
below average. 3) The Eskimo of N.E. Asia and the North American Arctic: Male facial &
body hair: slight; Head size: often narrow; Nose: narrow; Skin: light brown; Eyes: slanty shaped;
Stature: below average; Other: long fattish face and prominent cheekbones. 4) The Red Indian of
the Americas: Male facial & body hair: variable; Head size: variable; Nose: medium; Eyes:
brown; Skin: light to medium red (meaning brown); Stature: medium to tall; Other: Usually have
slight male facial and body hair but they have more male facial hair on NW Coast, N Calif., & S.
Chile.) 5) The Ainu of North Japan are Mongoloid (Head size: narrow; Nose: medium;
Prognathism: medium; Skin: light brown; Stature: medium), though they have some features
more in common with Caucasian Caucasoids: (Head Hair: wavy & black; Male facial & body
hair: abundant; Eyes: variable, usually brown but occasionally greenish).
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The Chinese look to the origins of their civilization in the capital of Shensi i.e., Siangu-
fu; and from this connection may also come the description of them as the “Sinim” (Isa. 49:12).
The Far Easterners who traded with the Scythians were called “Sinae,” and their most important
town, “Thinae” (or “Thsin”) is in the Province of Shensi, western China. The Sinae became
independent in western China for some 650 years, before controlling the whole land when in 220
B.C. the Tsin (or Chin) Dynasty became supreme. ‘“Tsin” is thought to have been changed by
the Malays to “Tchina,” and then by the Portuguese who brought the name to Europe as “China.”
But the purer form “Sin” is still retained in the Anglicized form “Sino” e.g., the Sino-Japanese
war; Sinology, the Sino-Tibetan Linguistic Family, or the Sinitic (Chinese) languages. On this
view, in broad terms, Japheth settled Europe, Ham settled Africa, and Shem settled Asia i.e.,
Shem is the “patriarch of Asia” (and from here the Americas), so that the presence in Gen. 10 of
Japhethites and Hamites in parts of west Asia was merely an exception to this general depiction.
If they were neither specifically blessed nor cursed in Gen. 9:25-27, (nor later given a racial
curse, as nature teaches occurred with the Shemitic Australoids from Elam,) this may explain
why the Mongoloids are intermediate between Caucasians and others in having some limited
creative genius, of a much lower intensity than Caucasians, while simultaneously often also

showing high 1Qs.

Thus if Aram’s original tongue was lost in a cultural assimilation with Sumerian, and a
new tongue given to them and the Hebrews at Babel in the time of Sargon I (Nimrod), this helps
explain the lack of linguistic affinity between the Chinese tongue and present Aramaic. Put
simply, on this model, the Mongolic group took with them to China a pre-Babel Aramaic tongue
which is now lost to us.

Though we do not know the full extent of language diversification at the Tower of Babel
it was clearly quite limited, since the major racial groups and languages created through Noah’s
three sons on The Table of Nations in Genesis 10 were first firmly in place, and yet after this time
the focus of Gen. 11:1-9 is a third millennia B.C. Mesopotamian world “of one language” (Gen.
11:1). The general description of Nimrod’s expansion in Gen. 10:9ff, fits well with what we
know about the king of Akkad, Sargon I (bearing in mind that “builded” in Gen. 10 can also
mean built up i.e., pre-existing places). E.g., “Nimrod ... began to be a mighty one in the earth”
(Gen. 10:8) sounds like Sargon’s revolt against King Ur-Ilbaba of Kish, after which he set up a
rival capital at Accad (Akkad). The place names of Nimrod’s kingdom match those of Sargon
I’s. For instance, the Sumerian king list states the first ruler of “Accad” (Gen. 10:10) was
Sargon, although like his next two successors, he used the title “King of Kish'".” Or “Calah”
(Gen. 10:12) is known as “Nimrud.” Though Sargon I's mother is identified as a pagan
priestess, the records of Accad do not know of his father’s identity. But Scripture fills in this
gap, telling us his father was a negro (Gen. 10:7,8). He was thus a negro-Semite half-caste.

The most likely identification place for the Tower of Babel is the place known as “Birs
Nimrud (Arabic, Temple of Nimrod).” Thisis c. 10 or 11 km or 6 or 7 miles south-west of the
inner city of Babylon, being part of Greater Babylon. Found at “Borsippa” (The tongue tower),
this is the place identified in the Jewish Talmud as the Tower of Babel site. In addition to this
Jewish testimony (Borsippa) and Mohammedan Arabic cultural testimony (Birs Nimrud)'®; we

17 Encyclopaedia Britannica 15th ed.,USA,1994,Vol. 11, p. 973.

18 Besides the OT, Jews refer to the Tower of Babel in the Talmud (Sanhedrin 109a); and
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have some further notable data. When the much later, 7th to 6th century B.C. Nebuchadnezzar,
king of Babylon built on the incomplete base (Gen. 11:8) of the tower at Birs Nimrud, he says in
an inscription, “the house of the earth’s base [i.e., the basement substructure], the most ancient
monument of Babylon I built and finished; ... since a remote time people had abandoned it,
without order expressing their words; the earthquake and thunder had split and dispersed its sun
dried clay” (Gen. 11:3,9)".

Noah'’s flood largely related to miscegenation between Seth’s and Cain’s race (Gen. 6:1-
4,9) and violence (Gen. 6:11,13). Thus after the flood, God decreed that murder was to be a
capital offence (Gen. 9:6; Rev. 13:10), and created and segregated racial “families” or race and
cultural (linguistic) based nations spread over the planet as an inhibition on miscegenation. Yet
Gen. 6:4 refers to another group of half-castes “after that” time who were “mighty men;” who
arose under another half-caste, Nimrod, who was also “a mighty one” (Gen. 10:8). When a land
cares so little for its racial purity that it has a half-caste negro like Nimrod as its leader, it is easy
to understand how they started engaging in miscegenation more generally (Gen. 6:4), to make
“the people one” (Gen. 11:6), resulting in God’s enforced segregation of many of them with the
creation of different tongues. (These judgements in Noah’s time and at the Tower of Babel are
also a type of the Final Judgement at the Second Advent, when among other things,
miscegenation will again be all too common, Dan. 2:43,44; Matt. 24:37-39.)

We thus learn of a common linguistic origin of the ancient tongue of Babylon and
Hebrew in this story, and given the clear affinities between Hebrew and Aramaic, I think we can
also safely say Aramaic. As to how many tongues from this region were generated in toto at the
Tower of Babel, in all likelihood from the antecedent “one language” (Gen. 11:1) of Sumerian,
we cannot be entirely certain. Let us therefore be careful to ensure that any “language theory”
we have about Hebrew e.g., in the discussion of Isa. 7:14, supra, arguing that the feminine ending
with the letter “h” (-7/ He) is a development of “an original” ending from the letter “t” (7/ tau);
or from this idea saying that a “t” (/7/ tau) ending is “an archaic form of a ‘h’ (;7/ He) ending,” is
made subject to this Biblical teaching about the creation of Hebrew in Gen. 11:1-9. Affinities
among Semitic tongues does NOT necessarily mean they developed “naturally” from a common
tongue, but rather may reflect commonality at the point of supernatural creation. I.e., they may
simply be related elements of a Semitic linguistic family as created by God. Thus while it may
be very relevant that certain similar forms are found in e.g., Hebrew, Aramaic, Arabic, and
Ugaritic, these may reflect a commonality in their creation, not necessarily a natural development
from a common “proto” tongue.

the Mohammedans refer to “Babel” (Sura 2:96) as when, “Men were of one religion only: then
they fell to variance” (Sura 10:20) in the Koran (The Koran, translated by J.M. Rodwell, 1861 &
1876, 1909 Everyman’s Library edition, op. cit., p. 348, Sura 2:96 & p. 276, Sura 10:20).

' Faussett, A.R., The Critical & Expository Bible Cyclopedia, Hodder & Stoughton,
London, UK, “Babel, Babylon,” p. 66. Canon Andrew Faussett (1821-1910), was an
Evangelical Anglican born and bred in the Church of Ireland (b. Silverhill, County Fermanagh,
near Enniskillen, Northern Ireland; a graduate of Trinity College, Dublin, southern Ireland), who
later became Rector of St. Cuthbert’s Church of England York in 1859, and was made Canon of
York from 1885.
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Principal Textual Discussion.

At Matt. 1:23, the TR’s Greek, “kalesousi (‘they shall call,” indicative active future, 3rd
person plural verb, from kaleo),” is supported by the majority Byzantine text e.g., W 032 (5th
century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th century);
and Lectionary 1968 (1544 A.D.). As Latin, “vocabunt (‘they shall call,” indicative active future,
3rd person plural verb, from voco), it is found in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old
Latin Versions a (4th century), k (4th / 5th centuries), b (S5th century), f (6th century), q (6th/ 7th
century), aur (7th century), gl (8th / 9th century), and ¢ (12th / 13th century). From the Latin
support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592)*. It is further
followed by the ancient Greek church writers, Iranaeus (2nd century) in Against Heresies 9:2;
and the Apostolic Constitutions 4:16 (3rd or 4th century). It is further supported by the ancient
church Greek writer, Athanasius (d. 373) who quotes “they shall call” on numerous occasions
(Incarnation of the Word 33; Four Discourses Against the Arians, 3:29; Letter 60, To
Adelphius)zl. It is also found as Latin, “vocabunt (they shall call)” in the ancient church Latin
writer, Jerome (d. 420) (Letter 57:8, To Pammachius)zz.

Variant 1, “kaleseis (‘thou shalt call,” indicative active future, 2nd person singular verb,
from kaleo),” is a minority Byzantine reading, found in Lectionary 2378 (11th century). Itis also
followed by the ancient church Greek writers Origen (d. 254) and Eusebius (d. 339). This
Variant I Greek reading of “thou shalt call (kaleseis)” was adopted in Beza’s 2nd to 5th editions.

This reading is also found at Isa. 7:14 in some editions of the Septuagint, and it is the preferred
reading of Brenton’s Septuagint.

Variant 2 is found as Latin, “vocabit (‘she shall call,” indicative active future, 3rd person
singular verb, from voco),” in old Latin Versions d (5th century) and ff1 (10th / 11th century).
Upon reconstruction, it is Greek, “kalesei (indicative active future, 3rd person singular verb, from
kaleo).”

Variant 3 is not a NT Greek variant of Matt. 1:23, but is of some interest as it is a variant
reading of Isa. 7:14 in the Greek and Latin. Jerome (Letter 57:8), supra, refers to a different
“Septuagint” rendering of Isa. 7:14 as “ye shall call” (Latin, vocabitis, indicative active future,
2nd person plural verb, from voco; and hence upon reconstruction, Greek, kalesete, indicative

" Here the Clementine Vul gate distanced itself from the reading of the Sixtinam Vulgate
(1590), “vocabitur’ (“he will be called,” future tense, passive indicative), and reverted back to
the reading of Jerome’s Vulgate.

21 St. Athanasius in: Migne (Greek Writers Series) (1857 Paris Edition), PATROLOGIA,
Vol. 25, p. 153 (Incarnation of the Word, 33) (Greek); Vol. 26, p. 388 (Against the Arians 3:29),
p- 1080 (Letter 60 to Adelphius at 60:6) (Greek). Schaff, P. & Wace, H. (Editors), Nicene &
Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, Vol. 4, p. 54 (Incarnation of the Word, 33), p. 410 388
(Against the Arians 3:29); p. 576 (Letter 60 to Adelphius at 60:6) (English).

22 St. Jerome in: Migne (Latin Writers Series) (1845 Paris Edition), PATROLOGIA, Vol.
22, p. 574 (Letter 57:8, To Pammachius) (Latin). Schaff, P. & Wace, H. (Editors), Nicene &
Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, Vol. 6, p. 116 (Letter 57:8) (English).



34
active future, 2nd person plural verb, from kaleo) (Variant 3). He contrasts this Variant 3 with
the reading of “Matthew” (Latin, “Matthaeus,”) which he says is, “they shall call” (Latin,
vocabunt, indicative active future, 3rd person plural verb, from voco). Jerome was evidently
influenced by this Greek Septuagint reading in the Vulgate, for at Isa. 7:14 this reads, Latin,
“vocabitis (‘ye shall call,” indicative active future, 2nd person plural verb, from, voco).”

On broad principles, one starts with the representative Byzantine Text, and only moves
away from this reluctantly, to another reading inside the closed class of three witnesses, when
textual analysis requires this. Contextually, there is no good textual argument against the “they”
of “they shall call his name Immanuel” in Matt. 1:23, since the “they” would be the foster father
Joseph and the mother Mary. In the immediate context, the foster father Joseph is told, “thou
shalt call (kaleseis) his name JESUS” (Matt. 1:21), and of Joseph it is said, “he called (ekalese)
his name JESUS” (Matt. 1:25). Since Joseph is depicted in this name calling role for the name of
Jesus, it follows naturally that he is one of two people, together with Mary, that form the “they”
of “they shall call his name Immanuel” (Matt. 1:23).

What are the origins of Variants 1 & 2?7 As discussed at “Preliminary Textual
Discussion,” “The Second Matter: Part A,” supra, the Hebrew Text reads either “thou shalt call”
as per Variant Iof Matt. 1:23, or “she shall call” as per Variant 2 of Matt. 1:23. (I shall not
further discuss the Variant 3 reading of a rival Septuagint Version referred to by Jerome and also
the Latin Vulgate at Isa. 7:14.) These two NT Greek variants thus look like assimilations to Isa.
7:14, whether through an assimilationist’s understanding of the Hebrew and / or Greek
Septuagint Version (Variant 1), or just the Hebrew (Variant 2).

What then are we to make of the OT Hebrew form of Isa. 7:14 in which the virgin names
the child, in comparison to the NT Greek form of Matt. 1:23 in which they (Joseph & Mary)
name the child? 1do not find this to present any conflict. Because the Holy Ghost proceeds
from the Father and the Son, in one context we read, “the Father” “shall give you” “the Spirit”
(John 14:16,17); in another context, the Son says, “I will send” “the Comforter” “unto you™ (John
16:7); and in another context we clearly read of the double procession of the Holy Ghost, when
Christ says, “the Father will send” “the Holy Ghost in my name” (John 14:26), and “I will send
you from the Father,” the Spirit” (John 15:26). So too, because both St. Joseph and St. Mary are
involved in calling Christ, Emmanuel, in one context one could say, the virgin names the child
“Immanuel” (Hebrew of Isa. 7:14); and in another context one could say, Joseph names the child
Immanuel, just like he called his name Jesus (Matt. 1:21,25); and in another context one could
say, they (Joseph & Mary) name the child “Emmanuel” (Greek of Matt. 1:23).

The question that then arises, is whether or not Matt. 1:23 is a fair rendering of Isa. 7:14,
given that St. Matthew says, this “was spoken of the Lord by the prophet” (Matt. 1:22)? In
Biblical prophecy, a type is often used that partially fulfils the prophecy, but its incomplete nature
means that the greater fulfilment is still future. This is the case in numerous OT Messianic
prophecies (Acts 2:29-34), as well as some other prophecies. Isa. 7 is set in the context of the
Syro-Ephramite War (¢.732-731 B.C.). Ahaz stood at the aqueducts and the prophet Isaiah told
him a child would be born, and before he is old enough to know good and bad, the enemy would
be defeated (Isa. 7:14-16).

This had an immediate fulfilment in the prophetic type of Isaiah’s son, for in Isa. 8:3,4 the
prophet Isaiah says, “And I went unto the prophetess; and she conceived, and bare a son. Then
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said the Lord to me, Call his name Maher-shalal-hash-baz, for before the child shall have
knowledge to cry, My father, and my mother, the riches of Damascus and the spoil of Samaria
shall be taken away before the king of Assyria.” Ahaz hired the king of Assyria who came and
destroyed Israel’s enemies (Il Kgs 16:5-9) (by “Israel” I here mean faithful Hebrew Children of
Israel in the House of Judah, as opposed to those in the unfaithful House of Israel), thus partially
fulfilling this prophecy. But Isaiah’s son: was not born of “a virgin” (Isa. 7:14) as we are
specifically told that Isaiah “went unto the prophetess” (Isa. 8:2); he was not called “Immanuel”
(Isa. 7:14) but rather “the Lord” “said” “to” Isaiah, “Call his name Maher-shalal-hash-baz” (Isa.
8:3), even though he pointed to “Immanuel” (Isa. 8:8); and this child did not meet the description
of Isa. 9:6 as, e.g., “The Mighty God.” Therefore, Maher-shalal-hash-baz must have been a
messianic type pointing forward to the Messiah or “Immanuel” (Isa. 7:14; 8:8), and the
deliverance of Israel from Damascus a prophetic type of a much greater deliverance of God
(echoed in “O Immanuel” and “God is with us,” Isa. 8:8,10). That deliverance was met in
Christ who in accordance with Isa. 7:14 was born of “a virgin,” called “Emmanuel” (Matt. 1:23),
and in harmony with Isa. 9:6 was “the Mighty God,” for he is called “the Lord” in Matt. 3:3;
which quotes from Isa.40:3 where “Lord” means “Jehovah.”

But more than this, if the Messiah was to be born of “a virgin” it follows that Isaiah’s
wife was a type of Mary for these purposes. She was thus a type of the one described in the
words, “she shall call his name Immanuel” (Isa. 7:14). Yet contextually, it is the father, Isaiah,
who is addressed, “Then said the Lord to me, Call his name Maher-shalal-hash-baz” (Isa. 8:3);
and that this types the naming of the Messiah i.e., evident from Isa. 8:7,8 where we read, “the
king of Assyria” “shall fill the breadth of thy land, O Immanuel.” Since in its greater Messianic
fulfilment, this was to be a “virgin” birth (Isa. 7:14), it follows that there could be no sense in
which Isaiah here types the father. How then can he be told, “Call his name Maher-shalal-hash-
baz” (Isa. 8:3) as a prophetic type? Only if one allows that the Messiah was going to have a
foster-father of which Isaiah was a prophetic type. Thus contextually, the statements of Isa. 7:14
that the virgin names the child refer to the virgin Messiah’s mother, as prophetically typed by
Isaiah’s wife; and the statement to Isaiah, “Call his name” (Isa. 8:3) refers to Isaiah as a prophetic
type pointing to the Messiah’s foster father, Joseph. Hence it follows that in the context of Isa. 7
& 8, they i.e., the virgin mother of the Messiah, and the foster father of the Messiah, are to name
the Messiah, “Immanuel.”

Therefore, when the Spirit of God selected for St. Matthew the words, “that it might be
fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold, a virgin shall be with
child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall call (kalesousi) his name Emmanuel, which
being interpreted is God with us,” this was a reference to not just Isa. 7:14, but also a reference to
Isa. 8:3. Thus the quotation in Matt. 1:23 is perfectly accurate as a quote of that “which was
spoken of the Lord by the prophet” (Matt. 1:22).

However, by failing to carefully read Isa. 7-9 and Matt. 1:18-25, a copyist could reach the
erroneous conclusion that there is a conflict between the Hebrew reading of Isa. 7:14 in which the
virgin names the child, and the Greek reading of Matt. 1:23 in which they (Joseph & Mary) name
the child i.e., “they shall call” (Greek of Matt. 1:23). Evidentially this is what happened with
Origen and Eusebius, who assimilated “they shall call (kalesousi)” in Matt. 1:23 to the Greek
Septuagint’s “thou shalt call” (kaleseis) of Isa. 7:14 and / or the Hebrew QaRA’T of Isa. 7:14
understood as a 2nd person singular feminine verb, “thou shalt call” (Variant 1); i.e., “thou [O
virgin,] shalt call,” etc. . Beza was a great textual scholar, but in this instance he too failed to
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properly understand the context of Matt. 1:18-25, and so he erroneously moved away from the
representative Byzantine Text’s “they shall call” (kalesousi) in Matt. 1:23 to Origen’s and
Eusebius’s Septuagint influenced “thou shalt call” (kaleseis) (Variant I).

Likewise, a Latin scribe (either in old Latin d, or the line of manuscripts old Latin d came
through,) changed Matt. 1:23 to, “she shall call (vocabit),” to make it the same as the Hebrew
QaRA’T of Isa. 7:14 understood as a 3rd person singular feminine verb, “she shall call” (Variant
2).

There is no good textual reason to move away from the representative Byzantine reading,
which must therefore stand as the correct reading. It might also be observed, that in Matt. 1:23,
“they shall call” is prima facie the more difficult reading given that in it they (Joseph & Mary)
name the child whereas in the Hebrew form found in Isa. 7:14 the virgin names the child; and so
on this particular occasion this acts to explain the origins of the two NT variants (Variants 1 &
2). When this factor is combined with the strong contextual support in Matt. 1:23 for the TR’s
reading, “they shall call” (kalesousi), we must arrive at a high level of certainty for this reading.
On the system of rating textual readings A to E, [ would give the reading, “they shall call” in
Matt. 1:23 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The incorrect reading of Matt. 1:23, “thou shalt call,” is found in the leading
representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (5th century), and also some of the Bohairic
Coptic Versions (from the third century). The fact that the correct reading at Matt. 1:23, “they
shall call,” is supported by a wide variety of texts, including the Alexandrian Text; coupled with
the intrinsic improbability of the reading, “thou shalt call” in Matt. 1:23 over “they shall call,”
means that the correct reading, partly for the right reasons (i.e., the intrinsic improbability of the
reading, “thou shalt call”), and partly for the wrong reasons, is found in the NU Text. It went
from here into the ASV as “they shall call,” retained in the NASB, RSV, NRSV, and ESV; and
this Greek reading is also followed in the NIV. The reading found in the RSV and Moffatt is
ambiguous and appears designed to allow either reading. It is found in Moffatt’s Bible as, “and
his name is to be called Immanuel.”

Matt. 1:25 “her firstborn son” (TR & AV) {A}
Preliminary Textual Discussion.

There is no doubt as to the reading of the ancient Byzantine Text of Codex Freerianus at
this passage, which includes its usage of “autes” (of her). Of some stylistic interest though, is its
usage of abbreviations. Four verses above at Matt. 1:21, and at the end of this verse, “ITHCOYN”
(Ieson) i.e., “Jesus,” is abbreviated to simply “IN”’ with a line-bar on the top i.e., the first and last
letters, comparable to our usage of “Wm” for “William.” Although the line-bar on top is faded
at Matt. 1:21, it remains clearly visible at Matt. 1:25; and this also reminds us that loss or
obscuration of a manuscript’s markings could result from fading. Moreover, here at Matt. 1:25,
“AYTHC” (autes) i.e., “of her,” is written with the first three letters in normal size, “AYT,” and
then the last two letters, “HC,” are written at half size to the top right of “AYT.”

Such conventions are of some secondary interest to us, because of our great interest in the



37
Byzantine Text. But they may become of a primary interest to us when seeking to better
understand how some textual transmission errors may have arisen. For example, in some
manuscripts, “Jesus” sometimes dropped out of the text. When it is realized that it may have
been abbreviated down to the first and last letter of “Jesus” (in whatever Greek declension it was
in,) this helps explain how a paper loss, particularly if on the end of a line, might go unnoticed by
a subsequent scribe copying out the manuscript (e.g., Matt. 4:18; 8:5).

For those of us in a computer age with right hand justified pages, we need to remember
the protrusions of handwritten pages. E.g., on just about any page one can see unevenness in
Manuscript Washington. But sometimes these are even more pronounced than normal (cf.
preliminary textual discussion at Matt. 3:11). For instance, at the Lord’s Prayer on the page
containing Matt. 6:7-17, at Matt. 6:10, the “sou” (“Thy” in “Thy will be done,”) discernibly
extends about three letters further right than most words; although two lines above this at Matt.
6:9, the “nois” ending of “ouranois” (“heaven” in “Our Father which art in heaven”), is made
about half the size of the normal letters, and put at the top right of “oura,” seemingly to make it
fit on the one line, in a squeeze that also makes it protrude more than normal.

Principal Textual Discussion.

At Matt. 1:25, the TR’s Greek reading, “ton (the) uion (son) autes (of her) ton (the)
prototokon (firstborn)” i.e., “her firstborn son” (AV), is supported by the majority Byzantine
Text, e.g., Codices W 032 (Codex Freerianus, Sth century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28;
Luke 8:13-24:53), the purple parchment, Sigma 042 (Codex Rossanensis, late 5th / 6th century),
the purple parchment, N 022 (Codex Petropolitanus Purpureus, 6th century); and Lectionaries
2378 (11th century, Sidneiensis Universitatis) and 1968 (1544 A.D., Sidneiensis Universitatis).
It is also supported as Latin, “filium (son) suum (her) primogenitum (firstborn),” by Jerome’s
Latin Vulgate (5th century), together with old Latin Versions f (6th century), aur (7th century),
and ff1 (10th / 11th century); as well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century). From
the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592). Itis further
supported by the ancient church Greek writers, Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386), Basil the Great (d.
379), Didymus (d. 398), Epiphanus (d. 403), Chrysostom (d. 407), and Proclus (d. 446); the
ancient church Latin writers, Jerome (d. 420) and Augustine (d. 430); and the early mediaeval
church Latin writer, Gregory the Great (d. 604). For instance, these words of Matt. 1:25 are very
specifically highlighted by St. Basil, who in defence of the Holy Trinity against a heretic, says of
the “son born of the virgin Mary, he is called ‘firstborn (profotokos) her (autes)’ [i.e., ‘her
firstborn’].  For it is said, “Till she had brought forth the son (fon uion) of her (autes) the
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firstborn (ton prototokon)’ [i.e., ‘her firstborn son’].2”

An alternative reading, which simply reads, “a son” (Greek, uion; Latin, filium), is found
in old Latin Versions k (Turin 4th / 5th centuries), b (Verona, 5th century & Budapest 8th / 9th
centuries), gl (Paris 8th / 9th centuries), and c (Paris 12th / 13th centuries). It is also found in
the ancient church Latin writers Ambrose (d. 397) and Chromatius (d. 407); and in a similar
form, namely, “her son,” in one dissertation by Jerome (d. 420).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine reading, which
must therefore stand as the correct reading. Indeed, the TR’s reading is strongly supported by
contextual factors. In the immediate context of Matt. 1:25, Mary is described as a “virgin”
(Matt. 1:23) who has therefore never had any other children, and thus to reinforce this point it
seems logical to refer to Christ as “her firstborn son.” Another factor of immediate context, is
that Jesus has legal appropriation of the genealogy of Matt. 1:1-16 making him “the son of
David” (Matt. 1:1), through Mary’s affinity relationship of marriage with Joseph (whose
genealogy this is), since Christ is Mary’s son by consanguinity. It is thus relevant that in the
immediate context of St. Matthew’s Gospel that he is “her firstborn son,” and thus legal heir to
this genealogy (cf. Deut. 21:15-17; I Chron. 5:1); and in the broader context of St. Matthew’s
Gospel, for the purposes of declaring him, “the son of David” (Matt. 1:1; 9:27; 12:23; 15:22;
20:30,31; 21:9,15; 22:42), and “son of Abraham” (Matt. 1:1;8:11;22:31,32). Itisalso relevant
in the broader context of St. Matthew’s Gospel since first we read in Matt. 1:25 that Joseph had
sexual relations with Mary after Christ’s birth, since he “knew her not till she had brought forth
he firstborn son,” “Jesus,” and then in Matt. 12:46,47 we read of Christ’s “brethren.” Thus
Christ was the “firstborn” (Matt. 1:25) of a number of children mothered by Mary, and these later
ones came because she sexually “knew” Joseph (Matt. 1:25).

With such impressive support for the reading, “her firstborn son” from the representative
Byzantine text, St. Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, a number of ancient church writers, and both
immediate and broader contextual factors in St. Matthew’s Gospel, the question naturally arises,
why would some Latin scribes change this? If the change was deliberate, a clue may come in the
fact that on one occasion, Jerome himself opts for the shorter reading. In his dissertation on the
Perpetual Virginity of Blessed Mary Against Heluidins, 4, he quotes Matt. 1:25 as “brought forth
her son,” which is very close to “brought forth a son.” It is clear, that for those who like Jerome,

2 St. Basil in: Migne (Greek Writers Series) (1886 Paris Edition), PATROLOGIA, Vol.
29, p. 701 (Against Eunomius, Book 4:46, On Col. 1:15) (Greek). Schaff, P. & Wace, H.
(Editors), Nicene & Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, Vol. 8, p. xli (English).
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were arguing for the idea of an “ever-virgin Mary,” that Matt. 1:25 was a difficult text to explain
away, and the close relationship of “firstborn” with “knew her not till she had brought forth,” was
so problematic, that even Jerome, who elsewhere cites the correct reading, here abbreviates it
down to “her son,” seemingly, to avoid the issue.

If this was the type of thinking, then it might be asked why these same scribes did not
omit “firstborn” in Luke 2:7 from the reading, “her firstborn son” there. Once again, the same
three basic contextual factors justify its usage there, i.e., Mary is a “virgin” (Luke 1:27,34); Jesus
is legally of the “lineage of David” (Luke 2:4); and Jesus is the first of numerous “brethren” from
Mary (Luke 8:19,20). But the fact that Luke 2:7 does not specifically refer to sexual relations in
which Joseph “knew” Mary as Matt. 1:25 does, perhaps made it easier to try and decontextualize
Luke 2:7 and claim that “firstborn” here was being used in some “poetical sense” meaning one
who was “pre-eminent.”

What if the change was accidental?  Although I have here used transliterated and
Anglicized letters rather than Greek letters, it is possible that a scribe had a page that looked
something like the following. This section reads, “and” (kai) “not” (ouk) “knew” (eginosken)
“her” (auten) “till” (eos ou) “she had brought forth” (eteke) “the son” (ton uion) “of her” (autes),
“the firstborn” (fon prototokon); “and” (kai) “he called” (ekalese) “the name” (to onoma) “of
him” (autou) “Jesus” (lesoun).

kai ouk eginosken auten eos eteke ton
uion autes ton prototokon kai ekalese
to onoma autou lesoun ...

If the ton at the end of the first line was lost due to damage, the handwritten script might look
thus:

kai ouk eginosken auten eos eteke :::::
uion autes ton prototokon kai ekalese
to onoma autou lesoun ...

A scribe having written eteke uion, and thinking of the last two letters, on, may have just looked
up, with his eye catching the on ending of prototokon, and started writing on kai ekalese etc. .

It is difficult to gauge which is the more likely of these two possibilities, since we do not
have enough information on the copyist in question. Was the scribe a man who having
undertaken some “stylistic improvements” of the text, was now prepared to make a theological
“improvement,” lest a reader “wrongly conclude” that Mary was not a perpetual virgin? Or was
this an accidental omission? Was the scribe generally competent, but simply having a bad day?
Did he have a head cold or some other temporary ailment effecting his competency? Certainly
good copyists were evidently sometimes hard to find. Was he a just blithering fool for whom
this type of thing was sadly all too common?

Whether or not this omission of fon and autes ton prototokon at Matt. 1:25 was deliberate
or accidental is a matter now lost in the darkness of man’s unrecorded history. But that it was
omitted is beyond doubt, since there is no good textual argument against the representative
Byzantine reading. The TR’s reading, “her firstborn son” (TR & AV), has impressive support
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from the representative Byzantine Text, Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, a host of ancient church writers;
two of the four ancient eastern church doctors, St. Chrysostom and St. Basil the Great, and three
of the four ancient and early mediaeval western church doctors, St. Jerome, St. Augustine, and St.
Gregory the Great. It is supported by textual analysis of both immediate and wider context in St.
Matthew’s Gospel. On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the reading,
“her firstborn son” in Matt. 1:25 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a
high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The correct reading, “her firstborn son,” was preserved outside the closed class at Matt.
1:25, not by miraculous means, but by high quality human efforts in the leading representative of
the Western text, Codex D 05 (5th century); and a number of Syriac Versions, i.e., the celebrated
Syriac Pesitto (first half 5th century), Syriac Harclean h (616), and a manuscript of the
Palestinian Syriac (c. 6th century). It was likewise preserved in the Armenian Version (5th
century), and Ethiopic Versions (c. 500 & Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries). It is also found in
Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Version of Tatian’s Diatessaron, where Ciasca’s Latin reads, “suum (her)
promogenitum (firstborn)” (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century).

The incorrect reading of Matt. 1:25, “a son” is found in the two leading Alexandrian texts,
Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century); the Syriac Sinaitic and
Curetonian Versions (3rd / 4th centuries), a Palestinian Syriac manuscript (c. 6th century); the
Egyptian Coptic Bohairic Version (from the 3rd century), and Georgian Version (5th century). It
was adopted by the NU Text ef al. Thus the omission is found in the ASV, NASB, RSV, NRSV
(which mentions the TR’s reading in a footnote), ESV, and NIV.

We cannot doubt that Matt. 1:25 shows Alexandrian attempts at “stylistic improvements”
of the text. In Matt. 1:25; 13:33; 18:30,34, the TR, with majority Byzantine Text support,
correctly reads “till” (eos ou). This reading is also followed by the NU Text at Matt. 1:25;
13:33; 18:34. Though making no difference to the meaning, the ou is removed, so that it just
reads eos at Matt. 1:25 in the Alexandrian Text’s Rome Vaticanus (4th century); likewise at Matt.
18:30 in the Alexandrian Text’s London Sinaiticus (4th century) and Rome Vaticanus (4th
century); and again at Matt. 18:34 the ou is removed in Rome Vaticanus. In Tischendorf’s 8th
edition (1869-72), the ou was included at Matt. 1:25; 13:33; 18:34; but omitted at Matt. 18:30. In
Westcott-Hort’s Greek NT (1881), the ou was put in square brackets at Matt. 1:25, included at
Matt. 13:33, included at Matt. 18:30 with a footnote, and again put in square brackets at Matt.
18:34. 1In Nestle’s 21st edition (1952), the ou is also put in square brackets at Matt. 1:25;
removed to a footnote reading at Matt. 18:30; and retained at Matt. 18:34 with a footnote giving
the alternative. It is also removed in the NU Text’s reading of Matt. 18:30. Though these
unwarranted departures from the representative Byzantine Text in no way affects the translation,
which is “till” in Matt. 1:25; 13:33; 18:30,34, whether the Greek reads eos or eos ou, it
nevertheless powerfully reminds us, that at Matt. 1:25, as elsewhere, the Alexandrian scribes
were prepared to “improve” the text by making it briefer and “more concise.” Thus the
exhibition of this same tendency in the removal from the same verse of “fon (the)” and “autes (of
her) ton (the) prototokon (firstborn),” is not unrelated to this more general attitude. Alas, good
quality scribes were evidently hard to find at Alexandria!

Matt. 2:11 “they saw” (TR & AV) {B}
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Preliminary Textual Discussion.

The First Matter. Manuscript Washington (Codex Freerianus), is written in capital
letters in continuous script i.e., usually without spacing between the words (although it contains
spaces for ancient unnumbered “verse” divisions). Sometimes a word is simply continued onto
the next line, but this practice is far more common than in English, and unlike in English
grammar, there is not a hyphen (-) on the word of the first line, indicating that it joins a word on
the second line. If one looks at, for instance, the page containing Matt. 9:19-30, one can, with
difficulty, make out “ekolou’” on the first line, and then with great clarity, the “thesan” on the
next line, of ekolouthesan i.e., “followed” in the words, “two blind men followed him” (Matt.
9:27). But just two lines down, the script gets even worse on the right hand side of the page, and
while one can, with ever-increasing difficulty, make out, “eleesan (have mercy on) emas (us),”
the following words are not readable. Then on the next line, one can read with great clarity, the
“eid” of “David,” and so we know the illegible part of the former line must be “uie ([Thou] Son)
Dau,” which together with the “eid” reads, “uie ([Thou] Son) Daueid (David)” (Matt. 9:27).

Such factors help us to better understand how e.g., at Matt. 2:11, the “eidon” (they saw)
of the majority Byzantine Text, may have become the “idon” (they saw) of the minority
Byzantine Text. If the “e” from “eidon” was on one line, and the “idon” from “eidon” was on
the next line, if the right hand side of the page became worn or damaged, as did the right hand
side of the page containing Matt. 9:19-30 in Manuscript Washington; then a scribe may have
taken the “e” for simply an age marking, and copied out “idon.” Of course, we cannot be sure
that this is the origin of the minority Byzantine spelling form, “idon,” but inspection of
Manuscript Washington shows that this is clearly a plausible reason for its origins.
Alternatively, it may have been a deliberate change to the spelling of a local dialect.

It should be noted, that whatever one thinks is the origin of the variant spellings, for the
purposes of English translation, there is no difference in the majority Byzantine spelling, “eidon,”
and the minority Byzantine spelling, “idon,” here at Matt. 2:11.

The Second Matter. In Lectionary 2378 (11th century) the text jumps from the end of
verse 9, “fo (the) paidion (young child),” to verse 11b, “kai (and) pesontes (‘falling down’ = “fell
down’)” etc. . Thus it omits reference to the words here considered at Matt. 2:11. The reason
for this is speculative.

Was this an accidental change? Did the eye of the scribe first jump from the “fo (the)
paidion (young child)” of verse 9 to the “to (the) paidion (young child)” of verse 10; and then
from the “on” suffix of the verse 11 “paidion (young child)” to the similar, but different, “ou”
suffix of the “autou (‘of him’ = ‘his’)”, that is immediately before where his text resumes at “kai
(and) pesontes (fell down)” etc.? E.g., was he talking to someone who had just walked in? If
so, the substance of the discussion is anyone’s guess e.g., perhaps someone said to our scribe in
Constantinople, “I hear you’ll be sending this Lectionary out to one of the lands of the beautiful
Danube River, where the Bulgars [Bulgarians] dwell?” Whatever the content of the discussion,
in seeking to do two things at once, the scribe made so silly an error without realizing it, before
his friend then left and the scribe just kept on writing from after “kai (and) pesontes (fell down)”
(verse 10)?
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Was this a deliberate change? For “Lectionary purposes,” did the scribe of Lectionary
2378 take the view that the reading “should be shortened” to, “and stood over where the young
child was; and worshipped him” etc.? Did he thus think something like, “Well now, we don’t
want to give the Greek speakers living with the Bulgars [Bulgarians] too long a reading”?

Principal Textual Discussion.

AtMatt. 2:11, the TR’s Greek reading, “eidon (‘they saw,” indicative active second aorist,
3rd person plural verb, used as an aorist of orae),” is supported by the majority Byzantine Text,
e.g., Lectionary 1968 (1544 A.D.), and thus constitutes the representative Byzantine reading. It
is also found in an alternative spelling form, “idon,” as a minority Byzantine spelling in, for
instance, Codices W 032 (Codex Freerianus, Sth century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke
8:13-24:53), the purple parchment, Sigma 042 (Codex Rossanensis, late 5th/ 6th century), K017
(Codex Cyprius, 9th century, Paris), V 031 (Codex Mosquensis, 9th century, Moscow), and Pi
041(Codex Petropolitanus, 9th century, St. Petersburg); as well as the ancient church Greek
writers, Origen (d. 254) and Eusebius (d. 339); and the early mediaeval church writer, Pseudo-
Chrysostom in a Latin work (6th century). It also has support as Latin, “viderunt (‘they saw,’
indicative active perfect, 3rd person plural verb, from video),” in old Latin Versions a (4th
century), d (5th century), f (6th century), and q (6th / 7th century); and Latin, “viderent (‘they
might see,” subjunctive active imperfect, 3rd person plural verb, from video),” in old Latin
Version k (4th / 5th centuries).

However, an alternative reading, “they found,” which on a Greek reconstruction is “euron
(indicative active second aorist, 3rd person plural verb, from eurisko),” is found in Beza’s last
four editions (1565-1598)**. This reading is found as Latin, “invenerunt (‘they found,” indicative
active perfect, 3rd person plural verb, from invenio)” in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century),
and old Latin Versions b (5th century), gl (8th / 9th century), ff1 (10th / 11th century), and ¢
(12th/ 13th century); as well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century). It is also found
in the ancient church Latin writers, of De Promissionibus (generally considered to be
Quodvultus, died 453), and Vigilius (died after 484); and the early mediaeval church Latin writer,
Gregory the Great (d. 604). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the
Clementine Vulgate (1592).

The text which God preserved and gave general accessibility to over the ages, is the text
which God inspired. Prima facie, both the Byzantine Greek Text and Western Latin Text, which
includes, most notably, Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, meet these criteria. Certainly readings inside
these Greek or Latin traditions may be considered. However, the NT was originally written in
Greek, not Latin, and so on fundamental principles, one starts with the representative Byzantine
Greek text, and only reluctantly moves away from it to another reading within the closed class of
three witnesses where textual analysis requires this. There is no contextual reason pointing to
such a need to depart from this Greek text here. Indeed, the fact that there is a contextually
emphasis on “seeing,” is most harmonious with the majority Byzantine reading i.e., “they saw

" An alternative reconstruction with the same meaning would be, “euran (indicative
active first aorist, 3rd person plural verb, from eurisko).” But Beza here appears to have selected
the Greek second aorist in order to argue a reverse logic to mine on “E:::ON.”
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(eidon the star” “in the east” (Matt. 2:9), “when they saw (idontes®®) the star, they rejoiced”
(Matt. 2:10), and then “when they were come into the house, they saw (eidon) the young child”
(Matt. 2:11). Indeed, the fact that they were supernaturally guided by the star surely means they
had already found the Christ-Child in terms of his basic location, so that then “they saw (eidon)
the young child” (Matt. 2:11) is surely a more stylistically expected reading.

25) «

I think the most likely explanation for this variation is that it arose from a damaged
manuscript, in which the Greek eidon, probably in capital letters (or “unicals”), looked something
like E:::ON; and the copyist, possibly Jerome himself, guessed from prima facie context that the
reading was euron. If so, the mistake was certainly understandable. So too, given that
Matthean Greek prefers eidon (Matt. 2:9,11; 3:16 et al) to idon, I think it likely that an original
paper loss of the “e” (epsilon) in a manuscript in which eidon and the preceding word were fairly
close together, probably resulted in the origins of idon in a number of Greek manuscripts, since if
this were a “stylistic improvement” one might reasonably have expected such changes throughout
St. Matthew’s Gospel, which is not the case”’.

25 . . . . .
Indicative active aorist, 3rd person plural verb, used as an aorist of orao.

26 . . . . . .. .
Masculine plural nominative, active aorist participle, used as an aorist of orao.

7 For a discussion of idon, see Tischendorf’s Vol. 3 (Prolegomema), pp. 55,89; and

Tischendorf’s Vol. 1 & 2 at Matt. 2:9; 13:17; 17:8; 21:9; Mark 6:33; 9:8; 11:20; 16:5; Luke 2:20;
9:32; 19:37; 24:24; John 1:49; 18:26; 19:6; Acts 3:3; 6:15; 7:35; 11:5; 12:16; 22:18; 26:13; 28:4;
Gal. 1:9; 2:14; Heb. 3:9; Rev. 1:12; 4:1; 5:1; 6:1; 7:1; 8:2; 9:1; 10:1; 13:1,2; 14:1; 15:1; 16:13;
17:3; 18:1; 19;11; 20:1; 21:1; 22:8.
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With strong support from the representative Byzantine Text, and no contextual reason to
move away from it, the reading “they saw” (eidon) must stand, and so the AV composers of the
TR were quite right to adopt it over e.g., Stephanus’s Greek NT (1551) and Beza’s Greek NT
(1598). With support for euron from the Latin Vulgate, and the faint theoretical possibility that
the converse occurred i.e., the text was reconstructed to eidon, it is not possible to give this
reading an “A.” On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the reading of
“they saw” in the TR at Matt. 2:11 a “B” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a
middling level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The correct reading at Matt. 2:11, “they saw (eidon)” is found outside the closed class of
sources in one of the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century); and the
leading (5th century) representative of the Western text, Codex D 05. Or likewise in the
alternative form (idon) in one of the two leading Alexandrian texts, London Sinaiticus (4th
century); and (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). It is also found in a copy of the
Syriac Curetonian Version (British Museum, 12th & 13th centuries); Egyptian Coptic Version
(3rd century); Armenian Version (5th century); Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-
14th centuries; Latin 19th century); and Ethiopic Version (Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries).

The incorrect reading, “they found (euron),” is found in Minuscule 892 (9th century,
mixed text type).

The TR’s correct reading is here followed in the majority texts of Burgon & Miller
(1899), Hodges & Farstad (1985), and Robinson & Pierpont (2005). But in doing so, Burgon &
Miller make the claim that the Textus Receptus reads, “euron (they found).” On the one hand,
Burgon & Miller have some basis for this claim since this variant is found in Eramsus (1516 &
1522) and other Erasmus editions (1519,1527, & 1535), Aldus (1518), Stephanus (1546,1549,
1550, & 1551), Plantin (Antwerp, Polyglott, 1572), Beza (1560, 1565, 1582, 1589, & 1598), and
Elzevir (1633). Hencee.g., “found the child” is the reading of Tyndale (1526 & 1534), Cranmer
(1539), and the Geneva Bible (1557); as it had been in the earlier Latin based translation of
Wrycliffe (1380). But on the other hand, the “eidon (they saw)” of Scrivener’s Text (1894 &
1902) was earlier found in the Complutensians’ NT (1514, published 1521/2) and Aldus (1518).
It is clearly found in the AV’s reading, “they saw the young child.” Showing some uncertainty
about the matter, while “found the babe” remained from 1557 as the reading in the main text of
the Geneva Bible (1560), a footnote alternative reads, “Or, saw.” Though I consider that the AV
here represents the true Received Text, supra, we are thus reminded by this fact that there are
some 250 to 400 places where 16th and 17th century neo-Byzantine NT texts disagree on
readingszg.

With the support of both main Alexandrian texts, for the wrong reasons, the correct

* Moorman says “under 400" places and Cloud says, “according to Scrivener ..., there
are ... 252 places in which Erasmus, Stephanus, Elzevir, Beza, and [the] Complutensian Polyglot
disagree sufficiently to affect the English translation;” See Preface to Vol. 1 (Matt. 1-14), “1)
Textual Commentary Principles,” section, “* b) The Received Text (Latin, Textus Receptus),”
subsection “*ii) New Testament.”
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reading entered the NU Text ef al at Matt 2:11 as eidon, i.e., “they ... saw” (ASV). The correct
reading was retained in the NASB, RSV, NRSV, and ESV; and also followed in the NIV.

Matt. 2:18 “lamentation and” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek reading, “threnos (lamentation) kai (and),” is supported by the majority
Byzantine Text e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53),
Sigma 042 (late Sth / 6th century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century) and 1968 (1544 A.D.).
The words are also found as Latin, “planctus (lamentation) ef (and),” in old Latin Version d (5th
century). They are further supported by the ancient church Greek writer, Proclus (d. 446).

However these words are omitted in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century); and the old
Latin Versions a (4th century), k (4th / 5th centuries), b (5th century), q (Munich 6th / 7th
centuries & Munich 7th century), aur (7th century), 1 (Leon 7th century & Berlin 8th century), gl
(8th / 9th centuries), ff1 (10th / 11th century), and ¢ (12th / 13th centuries); as well as the
Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is
manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592). They are also omitted by the ancient church
Greek writers, Justin Martyr (d. c. 165), Macarius / Symeon (d. 4th / 5th century), Hesychius (d.
¢. 450), and ancient church Latin writers Hilary (d. 367), Jerome (d. 420), and Augustine (d.
430).

There being no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine Text, it must
stand as the correct reading. Matt. 2:18 is stated to be a quote by “Jeremy” (AV) or Jeremiah
(Matt. 2:17). In the Hebrew OT of Jer. 31:15, one finds the doublet, “lamentation (NeHI />72),
and bitter (TaMRuRIM / 2°777%n, masculine plural noun, from TaMRuR /9777n) weeping (BeKI
/°02)” (AV). In the Greek Septuagint of Jer. 38:15, one finds the triplet, “of lamentation
(threnou), and of weeping (klauthmou), and mourning (odurmou).” In the TR of Matt. 2:18, one
finds the triplet, “lamentation (threnos), and weeping (klauthmos), and great (polus) mourning
(odurmos)” (AV). Prima facie, the Matthean triplet has some similarity with the language of the
Septuagint, but closer inspection shows from its different declensions that it is clearly not a direct
Septuagint quote, and it also says “great mourning” (Matt. 2:18) rather than simply “mourning”
(Jer. 38:15, LXX). This requires the conclusion, that while there is some similarity between
Matt. 2:18 and Jer. 38:15, LXX, nevertheless, Matt. 2:18 is basically a fresh translation of
“Jeremy.”

The Hebrew word for “bitter” in “bitter weeping” (Jer. 31:15) is tamrur, and the AV
rightly translates the intensity found in the plural form elsewhere with greater force as “most
bitterly” (Hosea 12:14), or “most bitter” (Jer. 6:26)29. The AV’s translation of Jer. 31:15
understates the force of the Hebrew. It is not really strong enough, since the idea is one of
“lamentation, and most bitter weeping,” or “lamentation, and great bitter weeping.” I think it
instructive to note that in his Latin Vulgate, Jerome’s translation of Hebrew famrur is Latin
multus i.e., “great;” and I further note the NIV’s translation of famrur as “great” i.e., “great
weeping” (Jer. 31:15, NIV). Both Jerome and the NIV capture one element of the meaning of
tamrur, but to the expense of the more general meaning of tamrur as “bitter.” By contrast, the

? Brown, Driver, & Briggs, pp. 601 (771 / MaRaH & 7170/ TaMRuR) & 1071 (237nn/
TaMRuR).
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AV’s translation of tamrur as “bitter” i.e., “bitter weeping” (Jer. 31:15, AV), captures the more
general meaning of tamrur, but to the expense of this more particular shade of meaning as
“great.” Thus I think a better translation would be, “great bitter weeping.” Contextually, this
“great bitter weeping,” is indissolubly intertwined with “mourning” since God is to “turn their
mourning into joy” (Jer. 31:13). This nexus between weeping and mourning is found elsewhere
e.g., Jeremiah says, “the Lord,” “saith,” “mine heart shall mourn,” “I will weep” (Jer. 48:30-32).
Contextually, the “mourning” and “sorrow” of Jer. 31:13, includes, but is not exhausted by
reference to, the “lamentation” and “weeping” of Jer. 31:15.

The Septuagint translator, recognizing the nexus between “mourning” (Jer. 31:13) and the
“lamentation” and “weeping” (Jer. 31:15), conflated Jer. 31:15 by adding in “and mourning” (Jer.
38:15). While his theological perception was good, his “translation” technique was not, and it
should be noted that Matt. 2:18 is not a direct quote from Jer. 38:15 (LXX). The Septuagint
translation declines the triplet in the genitive i.e., “ou” endings meaning “of,” hence “of
lamentation (threnou), and of weeping (klauthmou), and mourning (odurmou)” (Jer. 38:15,
LXX). By contrast, St. Matthew’s translation declines the triplet in the nominative i.e., “os”
endings for the subject, and also adds the word “great;” hence “lamentation (threnos), and
weeping (klauthmos), and great (polus) mourning (odurmos)” (Matt. 2:18). Nevertheless, Matt.
2:18 is a quote that agrees with the Septuagint translator of Jer. 38:15, that the “mourning” of Jer
31:13 relates to the “lamentation” and “weeping” of Jer. 31:15.

The words of Holy Scripture here are very particular. St. Matthew does not say, “spoken
by Jeremy the prophet in the same verse,” but rather, “spoken by Jeremy the prophet” (Matt.
2:17). St. Matthew is in fact putting together two verses from Jeremiah, not one, and so were we
to use quotation marks, it would be, “‘In Rama was there a voice heard, lamentation, and’
‘weeping,” and ‘great’ [Jer. 31:15] ‘mourning’ [Jer. 31:13], ‘Rachel weeping for her children, and
would not be comforted, because they are not’” (Jer. 31:13,15). The “great” before the
“mourning” (Matt. 2:18) is not found in the Septuagint’s Jer. 38:15, because even though the
Septuagint translator recognized the nexus between Jeremiah 31:13 and Jer. 31:15, he did not
properly understand the full impact of “great bitter weeping” (Jer. 31:15, my translation), which
requires as an outgrowth the associated “great bitter weeping” (Jer. 31:15, my translation), that
the “mourning” must therefore also be “great” (Matt. 2:18).

On the one hand, I think that for we frail and non-Divinely inspired humans, such an
understanding as we find in Matt. 2:18 is best left to a commentary, rather than made into an
interpretative translation such as the Septuagint’s Jer. 38:15. But on the other hand, for the
Spirit of God, who first inspired Jer. 31:13,15, it is quite within the bounds of propriety to make
such an interpretative translation of Jer. 31:13,15 in Matt. 2:18; and thus help us better
understand the fuller meaning of what Jeremiah said in Jer. 31:13,15. Indeed, we thank him for
helping us to better understand this OT passage.

The fact that the words, “lamentation and” in Matt. 2:18, are supported by the
representative Byzantine Text, means that they must stand unless one can show through textual
analysis, good reason why another reading within the closed class of three NT sources should be
followed. No such textual reason can here be adduced. They must therefore be the correct
reading.

Why then did the Latin tradition reduce this Matthean triplet to a doublet? Three quite
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different possibilities present themselves. Firstly, this may have been a deliberate omission in an
unwarranted attempt to assimilate the doublet of Matt. 2:18 to the Hebrew doublet of Jer. 31:15.
The Latin ploratus can be translated as either “lamentation” or “weeping,” and ululatus can be
translated as either “weeping” or “mourning.” Thus Jerome’s Latin translation of Jer. 31:15 is
either “lamentation (ploratus) and (ef) weeping (ululatus) great (multus);” or “weeping (ploratus)
and (ef) mourning (ululatus) great (multus).” His Latin translation at Matt. 2:18 is identical,
“ploratus et ululatus multus.” 1f so, with all due respect to Jerome, this desire to harmonize the
text of Matt. 2:18 was based on a misunderstanding of the fact that St. Matthew is not quoting
Jer. 31:15, but Jer. 31:13,15. It is not for us to tamper with the Word of God. We can do God
no favour, by thinking in our frail, limited, human brains, that we have spotted a so called “Bible
blunder,” and then go about trying to fix it. We can only humbly seek God’s guidance as to what
he means.

A second possibility is that this was a deliberate omission of “lamentation and,” for
“stylistic” reasons. Certainly this looks like it could have been a typical pruning away of
“unnecessary repetitious verbiage,” of “the idea already found in “weeping” at Matt. 2:18. Thus
in order to make ““a more succinct and concise” text, lacking “unnecessary flowery language,” the
words of the TR, “lamentation and” may have been pruned away. Such attitudes cannot be held
without impiety and arrogance. Sadly, these were evidently the types of views of some scribes.

A third possibility that presents itself to us, is not deliberate, but accidental omission.
Matt. 2:18 says, “was ... heard (ekousthe), lamentation (threnos), and (kai) weeping (klauthmos),
and (kai) mourning (odurmos) great (polus).” The text before a copyist would have looked
something like the following (although obviously in Greek letters rather than Anglicized letters).

ekousthe threnos kai klauthmos kai odurmos polus

It is possible that a scribe, after writing ekousthe (‘“‘was heard”), then scanned forward with his
eyes, remembering “the next words on the line end with “os kai” i.e., from “threnos kai”
(“lamentation and”), and then after some distraction, going back and quickly seeing the “os kai”
ending of “klauthmos kai” (“weeping and” ), then wrote down “klauthmos kai,” thus omitting
“threnos kai” (“lamentation, and”). Such negligence cannot be ruled out. We do not know
enough of the possible circumstances. E.g., was he reading at night by candlelight, tired, and

weary?

Which of these three possibilities is correct I do not know. But we cannot get away from
the fact, that the words, “lamentation and” in Matt. 2:18, are supported by the representative
Byzantine Text, and there is no good reason under textual analysis to move away from this
reading to another reading within the closed class of three NT sources. With the faint
possibility that the converse occurred, i.e., that Matt. 2:18 was assimilated to Jer. 38:15 (LXX),
being safely ruled out, both by the fact that this is clearly not a direct Septuagint quote as seen
from the different declensions, and also from the addition of the word “great” in Matt. 2:18; the
reading of the TR and AV is sure. Matt. 2:18 accurately quotes the words of Jeremy from Jer.
31:13,15, in a way that is not immediately obvious as being correct, and constituting a harder
reading, it is the type of thing that a scribe, not spending due time and diligence on, would think
to move away from, not move towards. On the system of rating textual readings A to E,  would
give the reading, “lamentation, and” in Matt. 2:18 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct
reading and has a high level of certainty.
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Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The correct reading at Matt. 2:18 which includes “lamentation, and,” was preserved
outside the closed class of sources in the leading (5th century) representative of the Western text,
Codex D 05; (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). It is also found in the Syriac:
Sinaitic (3rd / 4th century), Curetonian (3rd / 4th century), and Harclean h (616) Versions;
Georgian Version (5th century); Armenian Version (5th century); and Ethiopic Version (c. 500).

The incorrect reading which omits “lamentation, and” in Matt. 2:18, is also found in the
two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th
century), who evidently found “the concise” and “less flowery” reading more to their liking. Itis
also found in the Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd century), Middle Egyptian (3rd century), and
Bohairic (3rd century) Versions; as well as the Syriac Pesitto (first half 5th century) and
Palestinian (c. 6th century) Versions. Itis further omitted in Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron
(Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century).

It found its way into the NU Text et al, and thus modern English versions based on the
faulty NT NU text (and various neo-Alexandrian predecessors,) such as the NASB, RSV, NRSV,
ESV,and NIV. Thus e.g., the American Standard Version (based on the predecessor Westcott-
Hort text), reads simply, “Weeping and great mourning” (ASV). The reader should be aware
that “great mourning” (ASV) might be translated “sore lamentation” (Moffatt), or something
similar, but this is not to be confused with the omitted reading of “lamentation, and.”

Matt. 3:6 “Jordan” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek reading, “lordane (Jordan),” is supported by the majority Byzantine Text
e.g., Codices E 07 (8th century), K 017 (9th century), U 030 (9th century), V 031 (9th century),
Pi 041 (9th century), S 028 (10th century), Gamma 036 (10th century); and Lectionary 2378
(11th century). Itis also supported as Latin, “lordane,” in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century),
and old Latin Versions a (4th century), k (4th / 5th centuries), b (5th century), f (6th century), aur
(7th century), 1 (7th / 8th century), ff1 (10th / 11th century), ¢ (12th / 13th century); and the
Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century); and as Latin “lordanem’ in g1 (8th / 9th century).
From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592) as
“lordane.” It is also found in the ancient church Greek writer, Origen (d. 254). A supportive
description which appears to reflect this reading, and for which the words, “in Jordan” should
seemingly be placed in inverted commas as a quote, is also made by the ancient church Greek
writer, Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386). Cyril quotes parts of Matt. 3:5-7, and for the Greek words of
Matt. 3:6, “ebaptizonto (were baptized) en (in) to (-) lordane (Jordan),” Cyril describes this as
“ebaptizen (baptizing) en (in) to (-) lordane (Jordan)” (Catechetical Lectures, 330).

30 Cyril of Jerusalem in: Migne (Greek Writers Series) (1857 Paris Edition),

PATROLOGIA, Vol. 33, p. 456 (Catechism III, About Baptism) (Greek); Schaff, P. & Wace, H.
(Editors), Nicene & Post-Nicene Fathers, second series, 1891, Vol. 7, p. 16 (Catechetical
Lectures, 3) (English).
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But the Greek word “Potamo (River),” is added in a minority Byzantine reading, found in
e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late
5th / 6th century), M 021 (9th century); and Lectionary 1968 (1544 A.D.); and as Latin,
“lordanne (Jordan) fluvio (river),” in old Latin Version q (6th / 7th century). This addition is
also found in the ancient church Greek writer, Origen (d. 254).

There is no good textual reason to move away from the representative Byzantine Text’s
reading of “Jordan.” The terminology, “the Jordan” is certainly Matthean (Matt. 4:15,25; 19:1),
and is used immediately before (Matt. 3:5), and just after (Matt. 3:13), this reference in Matt. 3:6.

The identical terminology, “river of Jordan” (AV) or “Jordan River” (lordane potamo) is found
in the parallel passage of Mark 1:5, and the addition at Matt. 3:6 appears to be a scribal
assimilation with this, quite possibly originating with Origen.

On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the reading, “Jordan” in
Matt. 3:6 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The correct reading, “Jordan” in Matt. 3:6, is found outside the closed class of three
sources in the leading representative of the Western text, D 05 (5th century); as well as the
Middle Egyptian Coptic Version (3rd century).

The incorrect and inflated assimilation with Mark 1:5, “Jordan River,” is also found in the
two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th
century); and (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). The conflation also occurs in all
the Syriac Versions (3rd to 7th centuries); as well as some Egyptian Coptic Versions with the
Sahidic (3rd century) and Bohairic (3rd century) Versions; and also the Ethiopic Version
(Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries). The addition of “river” (Latin, flumine) is also found in
Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century).

Though such textual expansions occur in the Alexandrian Text, they are relatively rare in
comparison with their pruning omissions. It is possible, that its adoption here by the
Alexandrians and others, echoes the selective influence of Origen. Whether or not ones
considers that there is such a thing as the Caesarean text type (a disputed matter), there can be
agreement that the “Caesarean” type of manuscript blends Alexandrian Text and Western Text
readings; and has been historically connected with the name of Origen. This Matt. 3:6 scribal
gloss is found in Origen and the Alexandrian Text, but not the Western Text’s Codex D 05.
Thus we might be seeing here some element of a two-way influence between Origin and the
Alexandrians. The proposition is speculative, but if correct, the influence in both instances was
certainly selective rather than general.

The incorrect reading was also adopted into the NU Text ef al. It is found as “the river
Jordan” in the ASV, and also found in the NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV, and NIV. It was not
followed by Moffatt, who is best characterized as a semi neo-Alexandrian. l.e., while a neo-
Alexandrian Proper will very occasionally determine a reading in a neo-Alexandrian text on non-
Alexandrian text principles, so that the reading is not supported by the Alexandrian text(s); the
frequency with which Moffatt does this same thing, though less than 10% of the time, is still of a
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notably higher frequency than a neo-Alexandrian Proper, and this means he is a semi- neo-
Alexandrian. Moreover, when Moffatt so operates on non-Alexandrian text principles, it is a
case of him following “anything goes” Moffatt principles, e.g., on this occasion he appears to
have been influenced by the Western text, D 05 in a way a neo-Alexandrian Proper would not
here be. Thus for the wrong reasons, Moffatt has the correct reading here at Matt. 3:6.

Matt. 3:7 “his” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek reading, “autou (‘his, or literally, ‘of him’),” in the words, *“his baptism”
(AV), is supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine
in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53) and Sigma 042 (late Sth / 6th century). Itis further supported as
Latin, “suum (his),” in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions a (4th
century), k (4th / 5th centuries), b (5th century), h (5th century), f (6th century), q (6th / 7th
century), aur (7th century), 1 (7th / 8th century), gl (8th / 9th century), ff1 (10th / 11th century),
and c (12th / 13th century); as well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century). From the
Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592).

However, it is omitted by the ancient church Greek writer, Origen (d. 254), and the
ancient church Latin writer, Hilary (d. 367). Le., “the baptism.”

It attestation is thus of a very strong and good quality. When one adds to this the fact that
no good textual reason can be adduced for its omission, its inclusion as part of the text cannot be
reasonably doubted. The origins of this variant are speculative. Was it accidentally lost due to a
paper fade / loss, in which the basic sentence still seemed to make sense and so no attempt was
made by a scribe at a reconstruction?  Alternatively, was its omission deliberate? E.g., Did
Origen or a copyist he followed take the view that its presence was “an unnecessary
extravagance” since the meaning of the passage can still be understood by the words, “But when
he saw many of the Pharisees and Sadducees coming (erchomenous) to (epi) the (fo) baptism
(baptisma), he said” etc., or “coming (erchomenous) for (epi) the (t0) baptism (baptisma), he
said” etc.? A deliberate or accidental omission? We cannot be sure. We can only be sure that
it was omitted from the original.

On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the TR’s reading, “his” in
Matt. 3:7 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The correct reading, “his” in “his baptism” (Matt. 3:7), is found outside the closed class
of three sources in the leading representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (5th century). Itis
also found in a number of Syriac Versions, namely, the Vetus Syra (3rd / 4th) in both the Syrus
Sinaiticus and Syrus Curentonianus, and Syriac Harclean h Version (616); as well as in the
Egyptian Coptic Bohairic Version (3rd century)

The incorrect pruned reading, “the baptism,” is found in the two leading Alexandrian
texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century); as well as some
Egyptian Coptic Versions in the Sahidic Version (3rd century) and Middle Egyptian Version (3rd
century); and Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century).
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On this occasion, not even the NU Text Committee could resist the logic that the removal
of autou (“of him”), was best explained as a pruning of the text. Partly for the right reasons, and
partly for the wrong reasons, the correct reading, found in the TR, was followed in the NU Text
at Matt. 3:7. The ASV main text, generally based on an antecedent neo-Alexandrian, Westcott-
Hort text (1881) which here omits “autou,” nevertheless here disregarded Westcott-Hort and
followed the correct reading in the main text, “to his baptism,” although an ASV footnote still
has the incorrect reading rendered, “for baptism.” The erroneous footnote reading of the
grandfather ASV, was followed by his sons, the NASB and RSV, and grandsons, the NRSV and
ESV. The NIV also follows the erroneous reading found in the NU Text footnote, though the
matter is blurred by the change from “baptism” to “baptising” and additional words “where he
was,” in their unnecessary dynamic equivalent, “coming to where he was baptising” (Matt. 3:7,
NIV).

It was not followed by the semi neo-Alexandrian Moffatt; who on this occasion was
probably influenced by the Western text and Syriac Versions. Thus for the wrong reasons, the
Moffatt Bible has the correct reading here at Matt. 3:6, i.e., “coming for his baptism” (Moffatt).

Matt. 3:8 “fruits” (TR & AV) {B}
Preliminary Textual Discussion.

At Matt. 3:8, a number of old Latin Versions place fructus in the plural, and old Latin
Version a, reads, “fructos (fruits) dignos (meet)’’.”  The plural masculine accusative of the
adjective dignus is dignos. The adjective and noun must agree in gender, number, and case.
The normative reading would be “fructus dignos,” i.e., declining fructus — us as a fourth
declension masculine noun, making the plural accusative, fructus, as in the Latin of St. Gregory3 2,
or Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron, infra, both of which read, “fructus dignos.” Butitis here
declined in old Latin Version a, as “fructos dignos” i.e., declining fructus — i as a second
declension masculine noun, making the plural accusative, fructos. Interestingly, the same second
declension noun form, “fructos dignos,” is also found at Luke 3:8 in old Latin Versions, I, b, &
aur.

The Oxford Latin Dictionary (1968-82), though classifying fructus as usually a fourth
declension noun, i.e., fructus — us; nevertheless makes some fascinating references to its
occasional historical usage in Latin grammar as a second declension noun, i.e., fructus — i.

1 Tischendorf’s textual apparatus refers to old Latin versions a, m, and g2. Julicher

gives old Latin Version a, as, “fructos dignos.” 1do not know the specific reading of old Latin
versions m and g2 i.e., whether fructus is there declined as a second or fourth declension noun.

2 st Gregory the Great in: Migne (Latin Writers Series) (1849 Paris Edition),
PATROLOGIA, Vol. 79, p. 1157 (Book 1, Exposition on the Gospel according to Matthew,
Chapter 51) (Latin). References to Bishop Gregory are original work, and citations from Migne
are generally placed in the Preface, at “Scripture Citations of Bishop Gregory the Great in Matt.
1-14.” In another citation that could be from either Matt. 3:8 or Luke 3:8, St. Gregory again uses
“fructus dignos” in Migne (Latin Writers Series) (1849 Paris Edition), PATROLOGIA, Vol. 76,
p. 1168.
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E.g., itis declined as a second declension genitive singular, fructi, in P. Terenius Afer’s (c. 195-
159 B.C.) Adelphi 870, M. Porcius Cato’s (234-149 B.C.) de Agri Cultura 4, and Sextus
Turpilius’s (d. 103 B.C.) Com. 12. It is declined as a second declension singular ablative,
Jfructo, in Instrumenta Dacica 13. Of particular note for the purposes of Matt. 3:8, it is declined
as a second declension plural accusative, fructos, on four occasions in M. Terentius Varro’s (116-
27 B.C.) Res Rusticae 1.1.5;1.2.5;1.44.3; & 2.5.7.

This raises an interesting abstract question of Latin grammar theory, “Who determines
whether fructus is a second declension noun or a fourth declension noun anyway?” But such
esoterical questions must surely give way to this ultimate historical reality, namely, that Latin
grammar has generally regarded fructus as a fourth declension noun. That its fascinating
etymological history includes a minority usage as a second declension noun, is nevertheless of
great interest to we neo-Byzantines of the Textus Receptus, because of its importance to us in
better understanding the Greek text here at Matt. 3:8. The Latin of this passage thus provides us
with an unexpected grammatical treat.

(Cf. comments on Greek eleos in Appendix 3, The Definite Article, subsection b, The
Definite Article and eleos).

Principal Textual Discussion.

At. Matt. 3:8, the TR’s Greek plural reading of “karpous (fruits) axious (meet)” (AV) or
“fruits worthy” (NKJV), is a minority Byzantine reading found in Codex Nanianus (U 030,
Venice, 9th century); as well as Minuscules 28 (11th century, Byzantine other than in Mark), 267
(12th century), 998 (12th century), and 1010 (12th century). It is also found in the plural form,
in old Latin Versions a (4th century), m (9th century), and g2 (10th century); reading in old Latin
Version a, “fructos (fruits) dignos (meet).” It is further supported by the ancient church Greek
writer, John Chrysostom (d. 407); ancient church Latin writer, Tertullian (d. after 220); and the
early mediaeval church Latin writer, Gregory the Great (d. 604).

However, a singular Greek reading, “karpon (fruit) axion (meet),” or “fruit worthy”
(ASV), is found in the majority Byzantine Text, e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in
Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53) and Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th century). It is also found as Latin,
“facite (bring forth) ergo (therefore) fructum (fruit®) dignum (worthy)” etc., in both Jerome’s
Latin Vulgate (5th century, “fructum dignum;’ and the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th
century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate
(1592). Itis also found in the ancient church Greek writer, Origen (d. 254).

A fine issue of textual analysis presents itself in the reading found in both the
representative Byzantine Greek Text and Latin Vulgate. Specifically, the plural is used in both
the verse before and verse after Matt. 3:8. In Matt. 3:7, we read, “O generation of vipers
(echidnon i.e., plural), who hath warned you (umin i.e., plural) to flee from the wrath to come.”
This usage of the plural is also maintained in the following Matt. 3:9 where we read, ““And think
(doxete i.e., a “‘you” plural form of dokeo, so literally, “you” plural “think™) not to say within

3 The Latin fructum is a singular accusative (as indeed is the representative Byzantine
Text’s Greek karpon) i.e., “fruit” (singular).
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yourselves (eautois i.e., plural), We have (echomen i.e., plural) Abraham to our father: for [ say
unto you (umin i.e., plural), that God is able of these stones (lithon i.e., plural) to raise up
children (tekna i.e., plural) to Abraham.” St. John the Baptist then moves from a plural to a
singular image in Matt. 3:10, saying, “And now also the axe is laid unto the root of the trees
(dendron, plural): therefore every tree (dendron, singular) which bringeth not forth good fruit
(karpon i.e., singular) is hewn down, and cast into the fire.”

Therefore, to switch from addressing a group (plural) in Matt. 3:7, to a singular “fruit” in
Matt. 3:8, then back to a group (plural) in Matt. 3:9, seems incongruous. At the very least it
creates an ambiguity, in which John the Baptist’s words could be taken to mean that a corporate
group (plural) produce a singular “fruit.” This is a fundamental absurdity. It is not the only
interpretation, and the fact that “fruit” is in some contexts a singular plural (e.g., Gal. 5:22),
means one could bring this interpretation to the reading “fruit” here to try and save it. But such
an interpretation, while possible, seems to strain at the text. Thus while the reading of the
Byzantine Greek Text is not impossible, it seems strained in this context. The full force of this is
evident in the words of Matt. 3:8, “Bring forth (poiesate i.e., a “you” plural form of poieo, so
literally, “You” plural “bring forth”) therefore fruit (karpon i.e., singular) meet for repentance.”
This reading, while theoretically possible, seems very peculiar, and the more natural expectation
would surely be, “Bring forth (poiesate i.e., a “you” plural form of poieo, so literally, “You”
plural “bring forth) therefore fruits (karpous i.e., plural) meet for repentance.”

Hence when we read the learned church doctor and bishop, St. John Chrysostom, quoting
Matt. 3:8 as, “Bring forth fruits (karpous) meet (axious) of repentance” (Gospel of St. Matthew,
Homily 10, section 3); and likewise again quoting as “fruits (karpous) meet (axious) of
repentance” later from Matt. 3:8 (Ibid., section 7 or 8); these readings seem far more likely to be
reflecting the correct reading of Matt. 3:8%,

That in fact “fruits” (plural) is the more natural reading in this context, is also evident
from comparative analysis with Luke 3:7-9. It is the mistake of those seeking “parallel
readings,” to try and equate readings such as Matt. 3:7-10 with readings like Luke 3:7-9, and
claim they are the same event. Jesus’ Ministry spanned some three and half years, not some
three and half months. Repetition is a great teaching method. Christ often repeated the same
parables, or the Lord’s Prayer, in different contexts, and different times, slightly changing them
for emphasis on different occasions. We might have a record in three different synoptic gospels
of the same parable told on three different occasions; yet even this is as selection, since he almost
certainly told it on many other occasions, in many other contexts, with many other minor
variations. Those who try to claim “Bible blunders” by comparing such accounts have an overly
simplistic view with their so called “parallel accounts” (cf. comments at Matt. 4:10).

Certainly I do not think Matt. 3:7-10 and Luke 3:7-9 were said at the same time.
Nevertheless, they cover some common language and teaching applied by John the Baptist. The

st Chrysostom in: Migne (Greek Writers Series) (1860 Paris First Edition),

PATROLOGIA, Vol. 57, p. 187 (Gospel of St. Matthew, Homily 10:3); p. 190 (Gospel of St.
Matthew, Homily 10:8 [or 7]) (Greek); Schaff, P., (Editor), Nicene & Post-Nicene Fathers, [first
series,] 1887, reprint Eerdmans, Michigan, USA, 1956, Vol. 10, p. 63 (Gospel of St. Matthew,
Homily 10:3), p. 66 (Gospel of St. Matthew, Homily 10:7 [or 8]).
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fact that using similar language, St. John the Baptist says in Luke 3:8 “fruits (karpous) worthy
(axious) of repentance;” means that we have an authoritative basis for saying that “fruits” makes
more sense in the context of the type of language found in Matt. 3:7-10 and Luke 3:7-9.

A further consideration of relevance, is the question of where the reading “fruit”
(singular) might have come from to have been placed in Matt. 3:8. Certainly we do not have to
look very far, for we find in Matt. 3:10 when John the Baptist moves to the singular image of the
“tree,” he then refers to “good fruit” (karpon i.e., singular). Thus a copyist seeking to
“harmonize” Matt. 3:8 with Matt. 3:10, may well have changed the plural “fruits” in Matt. 3:8 to
the singular “fruit” as an assimilation from Matt. 3:10. Certainly this same thing occurred at
Luke 3:8 where some sources outside the closed class of three sources, sought to make “fruits” in
Luke 3:8 into a singular “fruit” (see commentary at Luke 3:8). However, the converse i.e., that
the plural “fruits” of Matt. 3:8 was an assimilation to Luke 3:8, seems unlikely, since if such an
assimilation was being made, we would expect a greater attempt to assimilate such other
differences as “think not” (me doxete) (Matt. 3:9) and “begin not” (me arxesthe) (Luke 3:8).

Therefore, on the one hand, the reading “fruits” in Matt. 3:8 firstly, is preferable on the
basis of greater literary stylistic consistency in the usage of singulars and plurals in Matt. 3:7-10.
Secondly, this conclusion is authoritatively substantiated by comparative analysis with the usage
of “fruits” in Luke 3:7-9, which though said by the same person on a different occasion clearly
uses very similar, and usually the same, language. Thirdly, this construction plausibly explains
the origins of the variant singular “fruit” reading from assimilation with Matt. 3:10; whereas the
converse possibility of an assimilation of “fruits” in Matt. 3:8 from Luke 3:8, fails to explain why
other differences between these two passages were left.  But on the other hand, the
preponderance of the Greek and Latin manuscript support is with the variant singular reading,
“fruit;” whereas the plural “fruits” in Matt. 3:8 was preserved over the centuries with
accessibility through the centuries in a relatively small number of ancient and early mediaeval
church writings, such as those of the church doctors, St. John Chrysostom and St. Gregory the
Great respectively.

Though its attestation in the Greek is weak, it nevertheless always had accessibility
through reference to the church father and ancient church doctor, St. John Chrysostom. And
though it is a minority Latin reading, it is known from very early times through Tertullian, from
ancient times in old Latin Version a; and in addition to some later old Latin Versions, it had
accessibility through reference to the early mediaeval church doctor, St. Gregory. When to these
factors are added the stylistic considerations in its favour, supra, then balancing out these
considerations, on the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the TR’s plural
reading, “fruits” in Matt. 3:8 a low level “B” (in the range of 66% +/- 1%), i.e., the text of the TR
is the correct reading and has a middling level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of three sources, the correct reading at Matt. 3:8, “fruits,” is
found in (the mixed text type) Manuscript L 019 (Paris, 8th century), Minuscules 33 (9th century,
mixed text type) and 828 (12th century, independent); and the Syriac Curetonian Version (3rd /
4th century). Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century)
also reads in the Arabic, “Do now the fruits which are worthy of repentance” (Hogg). In
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Ciasca’s Latin it reads, “Facite (Bring forth) ergo (therefore) fructus (fruits™®) dignos (worthy)”
etc. .

However, the incorrect reading, “fruit,” is found in the two leading Alexandrian texts,

Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century); a later supplement to the

leading representative of the Western text, Manuscript D 05 (5th century); the Egyptian Coptic

Sahidic (3rd century) and Memphilitica (3rd century) Versions, and a Syriac Version

(Ephraemum Edessenum, 4th century). The strong manuscript support for the incorrect reading,

“fruit” (singular) in the Alexandrian Text and elsewhere, led to its adoption in the NU Text et al.
As in the ASV, it is accordingly found in the NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV, and NIV.

Burgon claimed, “the ‘Textus Receptus’ ..., calls for ... revision,” “upon the” basis of the
“majority of authorities” (Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels, pp. 13,15); and thus Burgon’s
proud boast was this, “Again and again we shall have occasion to point out ... that the Textus
Receptus needs correction” (Revision Revised, p.21). Burgon & Miller (1899), as later followed
by Hodges & Farstad and Robinson and Pierpont (2005), here seek to strike down the Received
Text, on the basis that it is not the majority text reading.

On this occasion, the Received Text is like a prize boxer who agrees to fight two menin a
row, following an intermission break of 15 minutes. Like a champion boxer, here at Matt. 3:8,
the TR boxer first hits the boxer Burgon, and Burgon starts to see stars. Then with a finishing
blow Burgon is knocked to the boxing ring’s canvas by the TR boxer for the count of ten. The
referee cannot revive him, and Burgonites under Miller’s direction run into the ring to carry him
out on a stretcher back into the change rooms. But before the TR boxer can catch its breath, the
neo-Alexandrian boxer enters the ring to the TR’s boxer’s back, and an offsider quickly rings the
bell with no 15 minute intermission, so that as the TR boxer turns he is, the neo-Alexandrian
boxer hopes, to be caught off guard. But as the neo-Alexandrian boxer now lunges a hard right
fist, it emerges that unbeknown to him, he does not know that the adroit TR boxer saw a signal
given to ring the second starter bell early, and heard his approaching feet. The TR boxer is
ready. He blocks the neo-Alexandrian boxer’s punches, and smashes him into the canvas for the
count of 10. NU Text stretcher-bearers run into the ring to retrieve their man. As the crowd
applauds, the referee holds up the hand of the TR boxer and declares, “Once again the Textus
Receptus has proven that it needs no correction from Burgon! And it needs no correction from
the Neo-Alexandrians, either!!!” The crowd erupts in thunderous applause.

Matt. 3:10 “also” (TR & AV) {A}
The TR’s Greek reading, “kai (also),” in the words, “ede (now) de (and) kai (also)” i.e.,
“And now also” in Matt. 3:10, is supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., Sigma 042

(Codex Rossanensis, late 5th / 6th century).

By contrast, Greek “kai (also),” in Matt. 3:10 is omitted in a minority Byzantine reading,
found in the Byzantine Text’s Codex W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke

> The Latin fructus is a plural accusative (as indeed is the TR’s Greek karpous) i.e.,

“fruits” (plural). Ciasca’s Latin is the normative reading. Compare the old Latin, “fructos
dignos,” at Preliminary Textual Discussion, supra.
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8:13-24:53). It is also omitted in the Latin reading, “lam (now) securis (the axe),” of the early
mediaeval church Latin writer, Gregory the Great (d. 604). Itis likewise omitted by the ancient
church Greek writers, Irenaeus (2nd century) and Origen (d. 254).

Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), like most of the old Latin Versions; as well as the
Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century), reads, “Iam (now) enim (for) securis (the axe)” i.e.,
“For now the axe” etc. . From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the
Clementine Vulgate (1592). However, old Latin Versions k (4th / 5th centuries) and d (5th
century), read, “lam (now) autem (but),” i.e., “But now the axe” etc. . The Greek kai and de are
two of the most common and elastic words in the NT. Depending upon context, either word can
mean e.g., “and,” “even,” “but,” “also,” “both,” “for,” et al. On the basis that the Latin enim
meaning “for” translated either the Greek kai or de here, (or Latin “autem” in k and d), it follows
that if Jerome was following a Greek text that read, “And (de) now (ede) also (kai),” either the
“And” (kai) or “also” (de) in Matt. 3:10 was first translated as “for” in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate,
and then the other one was regarded as redundant. Alternatively, Jerome translated from a Greek
text that simply read, “And (de) now (ede).” In Luke 3:9, once again with majority Byzantine
Text support, this same Greek terminology occurs i.e., “And (de) now (ede) also (kai);” yet once
again the same Latin is used in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate i.e., “iam (now) enim (for) securis (the
axe),” although on this occasion, without the support of the old Latin Versions, whose more
common reading at Luke 3:9, is Latin, “lam (now) autem (but) securis (the axe).” Since the
Byzantine Greek reading at Luke 3:9 which includes “also” (kai) in the text is not disputed, it
follows that Jerome necessarily translated either the Greek kai or de here as “for” (Latin enim),
and considered the other redundant. (So too, the old Latin translators either did the same, or
copied from a Latin manuscript that had done likewise.) This means that one cannot with any
confidence use Jerome’s Latin Vulgate in support of either variant at Matt. 3:10, since it cannot
be determined whether his text read “And (de) now (ede) also (kai)” (TR) at Matt. 3:10, as it did
at Luke 3:9; or simply read at Matt. 3:10, “And (de) now (ede).”

The usage of kai and de together like this, is certainly within Matthean terminology. The
Greek kai and ego meaning “I,” are sometimes united together to form the Greek kago meaning
“And I,” or “But I,” or “I also,” etc. (This Greek union of kai and ego to form kago, is
something like putting “I” and “am” together in English to form “I’'m,” or “do” and “not”
together in English to form “don’t.”) In Matt. 16:18 we read, literally, “And I (kago) also (de)
to thee (soi) I say (lego),” i.e., “And I say also unto thee” (AV). Thus we find the close usage of
“And” (kai here in kago) and “also” (de) in Matt. 16:18, is strikingly similar to the usage of these
two words together in Matt. 3:10i.e., “And (de) now (ede) also (kai).” Furthermore, there can
be no serious textual arguments raised against the propriety of the Greek terminology, “And (de)
now (ede) also (kai)” in Matt. 3:10, since all accept the propriety of this same terminology in a
similar context in Luke 3:9.

Since there are no good textual reasons to move away from the representative Byzantine
Text at Matt. 3:10, the reading of the Byzantine Text must stand. Was the omission accidental,
resulting from a paper fade / loss? Was the omission deliberate, with a scribe considering the
existence of both kai and de “unnecessary,” and so he pruned it away as “redundant;” and if so,
was this first done by Origen? This tendency is clearly seen in the fact that Jerome’s Latin
Vulgate indisputably did this very thing at Luke 3:9. On the system of rating textual readings A
to E, I would give the TR’s reading, “also” (kai) in Matt. 3:8 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the
correct reading and has a high level of certainty.
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Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The correct reading at Matt. 3:8, “also” in the words, “And now also,” is found outside
the closed class of three sources in (the mixed text type) Codex L 019 (Paris, 8th century), and
the Syriac Pesitto Version (first half 5th century). Showing that the Arabic Diatessaron is not
always Pesittoized, the incorrect reading which omits “also,” is found in Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic
Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century), which reads, “Behold (Latin, Ecce)
the axe (Latin, securis)” etc. . This incorrect reading, which omits “also” (kai) is additionally
found in the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus
(4th century); and (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century); as well as the Syriac
Curetonian (3rd / 4th century); and Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd century).

The shorter text is the type of thing generally appealing to the Alexandrian prunists, and it
passed from such unreliable sources into the NU Text ef al. Nevertheless, the correct reading
was retained in the ASV which reads, “And even (kai) now” (ASV); though the shorter incorrect
reading is found at Matt. 3:10 in the NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV, and NIV.

Matt. 3:11 “and with fire” (TR & AV) {A}
Preliminary Textual Discussion.

As occurs also in other instances, no reference is made to Manuscript Washington on this
reading by Swanson or other textual apparatuses used by me. But I refer to it on this occasion, as
the obscuration of one part of one letter, may give rise to unwarranted doubts about its reading in
the minds of some unreasonable persons.

Inspection of Codex Freerianus at the page showing Matt. 3:11-4:3, contains the relevant
words. In the TR we read, “Pneumati (the Ghost) Agio (Holy) kai (and) puri (fire)” i.e., “the
Holy Ghost, and [with] fire.” In Codex Freerianus, coming at the end of the first line of this
page, we read with a bar over the top of it, “Pni” i.e., an abbreviation for “Pneumati (the Ghost).”

On line 2, we then read “Agio.” There is then a bar on the left, that looks like the left-hand bar
of a “K” (kappa). The rest of this letter is no longer legible. The following two letters are
clearly, “ai,” and the next word is clearly, “puri.” Therefore we cannot reasonably doubt, that
this manuscript supports the TR’s reading.

For those of us in a computer age with right hand justified pages, we need to remember
the protrusions of handwritten pages. These are found throughout Manuscript Washington;
though sometimes they are even more pronounced than at other times (cf. preliminary textual
discussion at Matt. 1:25). For instance, on the page containing Matt. 16:7-18, at Matt. 16:18, the
“lego” of “kago (And I) de (also) soi (unto thee) lego (I say)” i.e., “And I say unto thee” (AV),
protrudes about three letters further than normal. Seemingly, the scribe coming to the end of the
page, wanted to fit “/ego” on that page, and so even though he was running out of space, he
squeezed it in. Thus the unusual protrusion of “lego,” on the last line of this page.

Principal Textual Discussion.

AtMatt 3:11, the TR’s Greek “kai (and) puri (fire),” or with the added “with” in the AV’s
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italics indicating that this word is added for clarification by the translators, “and with fire,” in the
words, “with the Holy Ghost, and with fire,” is a minority Byzantine reading, found e.g., in
Codices W 032 (Codex Freerianus, 5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-24; Luke 8:13-
24:53), Sigma 042 (Codex Rossanensis, late 5th / 6th century), K 017 (Codex Cyprius, 9th
century), M 021 (Codex Campianus, 9th century), U 030 (Codex Nanianus, 9th century), Pi 041
(Codex Petropolitanus, 9th century), and Gamma 036 (Codex Oxoniensis Bodleianus, 10th
century). It is also found as “in (in) Spiritu (Ghost) Sancto (Holy) et (and) igni (fire),” i.e., “in
the Holy Ghost and fire,” in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions a (4th
century), b (5th century), d (5th century), h (5th century), f (6th century), q (6th / 7th century), aur
(7th century), 1 (7th / 8th century), g1 (8th / 9th century), and ff1 (10th / 11th century); and with
minor variation as “in (in) Spiritu (Ghost) Sancto (Holy) et (and) in (in) igni (fire),” i.e., “in the
Holy Ghost and in fire,” in old Latin Version c (12th/ 13th century). From the Latin support for
this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592). It is further supported by the
ancient church Greek writers, Justin Martyr (d. ¢. 165), Origen (d. 254), Eusebius (d. 339), and
Cyril (d. 444); the ancient church Latin writers, Cyprian (d. 258) and Augustine (d. 430); and the
early mediaeval church Latin writer, Gregory the Great (d. 604)™.

However, it is not found in the majority Byzantine Text. Itis also omitted by the ancient
church Greek writers, Irenaeus (2nd century) and Theophilus (d. 181); and ancient church Latin
writer, Tertullian (d. after 220).

Three textual factors indicate a problem in the representative Byzantine Text that lead us
to adopt the reading, “and fire” in this instance.

Firstly, in Matt. 3:11 we have the symbolism of “water” baptism representing
“repentance.” This is then contrasted with “Holy Ghost” baptism, and one would logically and
stylistically therefore expect the symbol of this to then be referred to. That symbol of the Holy
Ghost would probably be either “oil” such as used in the OT sanctuary “lamp” (Exod. 27:20), or
a flame, such as used in the OT sanctuary lamp (Exod. 27:20) or found in the “cloven tongues”
“of fire” on “the day of Pentecost” (Acts 2:1,3). Thus the reading, “with (/ in) the Holy Ghost

% Inan incomplete quote, Bishop Gregory lacks reference to “ef (and)” and only uses the
words “in (with) igne (fire).” See Migne “in igne ... (Matth. III,11,16).” (As noted by Migne in
79:529, contextually citing from St. Matthew’s Gospel per Matt. 10:16 before this introduced as
Christ’s “disciple” i.e., this is not from Luke 3:16, which in the Vulgate also lacks the “in.”



59
and fire” in Matt. 3:11, is more expected than the representative Byzantine Greek reading, “with
the Holy Ghost.”

Secondly, we cannot doubt that the work of “repentance” baptism, wrought through the
Ministry of John the Baptist, was a work of the Holy Ghost. Of St. John Baptist is it said, “he
shall be filled with Holy Ghost even from his mother’s womb” (Luke 1:15), and that in him,
“Elias is come” (Matt. 17:12) in fulfilment of Mal. 4:5,6; for he came “in the spirit and power of
Elias, to turn the hearts of the fathers to the children and the disobedient to the wisdom of the
just; to make ready a people prepared for the Lord” (Luke 1:17). Therefore, the sentence in the
representative Byzantine Greek of Matt. 3:11 falls flat at “Holy Ghost,” since we are first told
one who “is mightier” is coming, and then that his work is not mightier than that of St. John
Baptist because like him, he “shall baptize” “with the Holy Ghost,” which thing John the Baptist
was most assuredly doing when he preached a “water” baptism of “repentance.”

Thus, the stylistic expectation at the close of Matt. 3:11, is that we will read something
like, Christ “shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost in greater power.” This expectation is met in
the longer reading, since to say that Christ “shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost and fire” is
capable of meaning, the Holy Spirit of God in greater power. This was clearly seen from
Pentecost Sunday (Acts 2) onwards, when the great truths of the gospel being now clearly evident
with the earthly ministry, atonement, and resurrection of Christ now completed, the Holy Ghost
could “teach” “all things” (John 14:26). Hence once again, we find that the reading, “with (/ in)
the Holy Ghost and fire” in Matt. 3:11, is stylistically more expected than the representative
Byzantine Greek reading, “with the Holy Ghost.”

Thirdly, we have confirmation that the words “and fire” stylistically fit, and logically
come after, “he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost” in Matt. 3:11, because we find in the
similar words of John the Baptist, said at a different time to a different group of people, the same
irreducible elements in the similar formulae of words in Luke 3:16, “I indeed baptize you with
water; but one mightier than I cometh, the latchet of whose shoes I am not worthy to unloose: he
shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost and (kai) with fire (puri).”

That Matt. 3:11 is not an assimilation to Luke 3:16, is seen by the continuing differences.
Notably, in Matt. 3:11 the words, “unto repentance” after “I indeed baptize you with water,” are
not found in Luke 3:16. It is these words that sometimes help identify a quote in the ancient
church writers as being from either St. Matthew’s Gospel or St. Luke’s Gospel. E.g., Austin of
Hippo (d. 430) quotes these words with “unto repentance” ending with “and with fire,” saying in
Latin, “Ego (I) vos (you) baptizo (baptize) in (in) aqua (water) paenitentiae (unto repentance) ...,
ipse (he) vos (you) baptizat (shall baptize) in (in) Spiritu (Ghost) Sancto (Holy) et (and) igne
(fire)” i.e., “I baptize you in water unto repentance ... he shall baptize you in the Holy Ghost and
fire.” Thus we know that St. Austin is here quoting Matt. 3:11, as rightly observed also by
Migne (Augustine’s Works, Book 2, Chapter 32, Letter of Petilian)37.

Therefore, these three factors require the conclusion that the words “and fire” in Matt.

37 St. Augustine in: Migne (Latin Writers Series) (1841 Paris Edition), PATROLOGIA,
Vol. 43, p. 283 (Letter of Petilian, 2:32) (Latin); Schaff, P., Nicene & Post-Nicene Fathers, Vol.
4, p. 548 (English).
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3:11 are original, and preserved from an early Greek text in St. Jerome’s translation of the Latin
Vulgate, in the Greek Codex Rossanensis (late 5th / 6th century), and among a number of ancient
church Greek and Latin writers. If so, the question then arises, how did the words, “and fire,”
come to be omitted at Matt. 3:11? Two possibilities present themselves i.e., either deliberate or
accidental omission.

It is possible that these words were deliberately omitted as a consequence of a scribe
getting confused with the mixed metaphors dealing with “fire” in this passage. On the one hand,
John Baptist used “fire” for the fires of hell, when immediately before Matt. 3:11 he says in Matt.
3:10, “every tree which bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the fire;” and
then immediately after Matt. 3:11, he refers in Matt. 3:12 to Christ’s “fan” dividing the “wheat”
(saved persons) and “chaff” (unsaved persons), and saying “He will burn up the chaff with
unquenchable fire.” The metaphor of a “tree” being “cast into the fire” of hell (Matt. 3:10), or
“chaff” being burnt in the “fire” of hell (Matt. 3:12); may have gotten mixed up in a scribe’s
mind, with the very different metaphor of Matt. 3:11, in which “fire” is used as a symbol of the
“Holy Ghost,” bringing greater truths than John Baptist brought to the hearts and minds of
repentant and saved persons. If so, in the confusion a scribe may have omitted “and fire” in
Matt. 3:11, on the basis it “just had to be an addition to the text,” because the “fire” of hell (Matt.
3:10,12) would not be the lot of the saved who would receive “Holy Ghost” baptism (Matt. 3:11).

If so, it was evidently a different scribe who copied out Luke 3:16.

The possibility of accidental omission also presents itself. Let us consider the words of
Matt. 3:11,12 “shoes ... worthy to bear: he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost, and with fire.
Whose fan is in his hand, and he will thoroughly purge ... .” Tt is possible that the lines before a
scribe of the Greek text looked something like the following, for the words, “worthy (ikanos)”
“the (ta) shoes (upodemata) to bear (bastasai): he (autos) you (umas) shall baptize (baptisei)
with (or ‘in,” en) the Ghost (Prneumati) Holy (Agio), and (kai) [with] fire (puri): whose (literally,
‘of whom,’ ou) fan (fo ptuon) [is] in (en) hand (te cheiri) his (autou), and (kai) he will thoroughly
purge (diakathariei) ...” etc.

ikanos ta upodemata bastasai autos
umas baptisei en Pneumati Agio kai puri
ou to ptuon en te cheiri autou kai
diakathariei ...

For such a conjectural construction to be plausible, it must first be asked, why would the
words kai puri constitute such an extrusion in the first place? The Latin word “codex” can mean
a “book.” While manuscripts were earlier written on scrolls e.g., the Dead Sea Scrolls of about
100 B.C., writers more generally moved to a codex or book form, in which writing was placed on
both sides of a papyrus sheet, from about the third century A.D.. However, the codex form was
certainly used before this time. Notably, the Ryland’s African fragment, dated to the first half of
the first century A.D., is clearly in codex or book form (see comments at John 18:31-33,37,38).
If the words kai puri were at the very bottom of the page, the writer may have decided to squeeze
in the puri before he turned the sheet over to continue writing ou fo etc. This could thus explain
the unusual extrusion. But it could also explain another matter. The papyrus sheets were
perishable material, and holes could develop in them. The outer bottom right hand of the page at
the edge of the sheet, might be more vulnerable to being ripped or falling off, due to weakening
as a consequence of pressure as people repeatedly lifted the bottom right hand corner of the page
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to turn the page. Thus with a paper loss in the bottom right hand corner of the page, the bottom
right hand corner of the first page may have looked like:

ikanos ta upodemata bastasai autos
umas baptisei en Pneumati Agio :::::::

and the top of the next page like:

ou to ptuon en te cheiri autou kai
diakathariei ... etc. .

If so, the fact that before careful consideration, prima facie the sentence may seem to
make sense, may have led a copyist to think nothing had been lost in the paper loss at the bottom
right hand corner of the page, and thus the words kai puri may have been accidentally lost.

Was “and fire” deliberately omitted by a scribe misunderstanding the mixed metaphoric
usage of “fire” in Matt. 3:10-12? Or was “and fire” accidentally omitted from the outer right
hand bottom corner of a decaying codex leaf? A deliberate omission or an accidental omission?

We cannot now be sure. We only know that it omitted.

On the one hand, the reading “and fire” in Matt. 3:11 is the better reading since on the
basis of literary stylistic textual analysis it relieves a problem presented by the representative
Byzantine text, and this better reading was clearly known from Greek manuscripts in the 4th and
5th centuries by the ancient church Latin writer, Jerome (347-419/420). Its presence in St.
Jerome’s Latin Vulgate meant there was reasonable accessibility to this reading over the centuries
through to the sixteenth century; and also from the writings of ancient church writers who
supported this reading such as the church fathers, St. Justin and St. Cyprian; and the church father
and doctor, St. Augustine of Hippo; and then in early mediaeval times with the church doctor, St.
Gregory the Great; before the reading entered the formally composed Textus Receptus. Itis also
supported as a minority Byzantine reading by the purple parchment, Codex Rossanensis. Buton
the other hand, the reading “and fire” in Matt. 3:11 is omitted in the representative Byzantine
Text. It might be argued that its standing as a minority Byzantine reading means on the system
of rating textual readings A to E, it should be given a high level “B” (in the range of 71-74%),
i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a middling level of certainty. But its
attestation from the second and third centuries in both Greek (St. Justin Martyr) and Latin (St.
Cyprian) writers, its strong attestation in the Latin textual tradition in general, and St. Jerome’s
Latin Vulgate in particular, means that balancing out these competing considerations, on the
system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the TR’s reading, “and fire” in Matt. 3:11
an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of three sources, the incorrect shorter reading in Matt. 3:11 which
omits, “and fire,” is found in the Syriac Curetonian (3rd / 4th century) and Slavic (Slavonic)
Version (9th century). However, the correct reading, “and fire” is found in a later supplement to
the leading representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (as the original is missing at this point
in the manuscript); as well as in the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century)
and London Sinaiticus (4th century); and (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). Itis
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further found in the Sahidic (3rd century) Egyptian Coptic Version, and Syriac’s Syrus
Curentonianus Vetus Syra Version (3rd / 4th). With strong attestation in the leading Alexandrian
texts, for the wrong reasons, the correct reading entered the NU Text et al, and so the correct

reading is found with “in” in italics as “and in fire” in the ASV. The correct reading is also
found in the NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV, and NIV

Burgon & Miller (1899) say of these TR words, “Omit.” But Miller makes the
qualification that “Burgon” “suggested” this “doubtfully.” However, Burgon’s later followers
are more bold, since it is clear that e.g., Hodges & Farstad (1985) and Robinson & Pierpont
(2005) express no such doubts. So too, the Burgonite Majority Text’s New King James Version,
says here at Matt. 3:11, that the “M[ajority]-Text omits ‘and fire’,” and it says in its Preface that
the “Majority Text” “corrects” the “Textus Receptus” in “those readings which have little or no
support in the Greek manuscript tradition.”

On the one hand, Burgonites like Theodore Letis come in as a plague against the
Received Text on Scriptures such as Matt. 3:11, prattling and prancing their intellectually and
spiritually inferior minds against a man like Theodore Beza of Geneva, whose great and godly
mind, by the grace of God, subjected to the Lord, was illuminated to understand textual analysis
in a way that a man like Letis does not even begin to comprehend. For which reason, Letis
perpetrates the most horrendous and wicked lies against Beza, which essentially portray him as a
Majority Text advocate whose fumbling fascination for some non-majority readings got the better
of him, so he fumbled, and stumbled, and bumbled by e.g., letting in I John 5:7,838. What
absolute balderdash! Letis lacks the spiritual and intellectual nous to understand what he is
talking about.

On the other hand, Burgonites like David Ottis Fuller, come in as a plague against Saint
Jerome’s Vulgate. Is he so arrogant as to think that his spiritual and intellectual gifts even begin
to compare with those of this great church father and doctor? In the context of the OT canon of
Scripture, at a confessional level, the Anglican Thirty-Nine Articles makes reference to the
orthodox position of “Hierome” or Jerome (Article 6). Does Fuller think that these godly
Anglican Reformers would ever confer such an honour on a Burgonite like him? It is one thing
to disagree with this or that reading of the Vulgate for good textual cause, based on analysis of
the Greek text, it is another thing to generally speak of the Latin Vulgate in the disgracefully
derogatory and shockingly dishonest manner that Fuller does™ !

On the left side, the pestilence of the Burgonite Letis, simply refers to some “thousands”
of texts that are in error; and on the right side, the plague of the Burgonite Fuller, simply refers to
some ‘“thousands” of texts that are in error. Now on a pastoral application of Psalm 91, (as

3 Letis, T., The Majority Text, op. cit., p. 133.

%" Fuller, D.O. Which Bible? op. cit., pp. 32-3; 89; 219-21.
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opposed to a propounding of the Scripture in terms of its immediate meaning,) what saith the
Word of the Lord about such things? “Thou shalt not be afraid ... for the pestilence that walketh
in darkness; nor for the destruction that wasteth at noonday. A thousand shall fall at thy side,
and ten thousand at thy right hand; but it shall not come nigh thee.” “Because thou hast made
the Lord, which is my refuge, even the most High, thy habitation” (Ps. 91:5,6,9).

Good Christian reader, do you think I am too stern with Burgonites like Letis and Fuller?
It is because I have been “baptized with the Holy Ghost and with fire” (Matt. 3:11).  These
men seek to take “the fire” power out of the Scripture. But that “fire proceedeth out of” the
“mouth” of “the two candlesticks” i.e., the OT and NT (Ps. 119:105,130), and ““if any man will
hurt” the OT and NT, as these Burgonites seek to, “fire proceedeth out of their mouth, and
devoureth their enemies: and if any man will hurt them, he must in this manner be killed” (Rev.
11:4.5).

Matt. 3:12 “his ... into the garner” (TR & AV) {A}
Preliminary Textual Discussion.

Inside the closed class of sources, prima facie the Latin reading of Gregory the Great, “in
(into) horrio (the garner) suo (of him),” supports the TR. However, Luke 3:17 also reads, Latin,
“in (into) horreum (the garner) suum (his)” (Vulgate). Since itis not possible to know if Bishop
Gregory is here drawing from Matt. 3:12 or Luke 3:17 or both, no reference is made to St.
Gregory, infra.

Principal Textual Discussion.

At Matt. 3:12, the TR’s Greek words, “autou (‘his,’ literally, ‘of him,’) ... eis (into) fen
(the) apotheken (garner barn),” in the words, “and gather his wheat into the garner” (AV), are
supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt.
1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53) and Sigma 042 (late Sth / 6th century). They also appear as “suum (his)
in (into) horreum (the garner),” in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century); and in old Latin
Versions d (Cambridge 5th century & Paris 5th / 6th centuries), f (Brescia 6th century &
Cambridge 9th century), aur (7th century), 1 (Leon 7th century & Berlin 8th century), and ¢ (12th
/ 13th centuries). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine
Vulgate (1592). They are further found in writings of the ancient church Latin writers, Hilary (d.
367) and Augustine (d. 430).

There are a further three variant readings. The first variant, is followed by the ancient
church Greek writers, Justin Martyr (d. 165), Irenaeus (2nd century), and Clement (d. 444); as
well as the old Latin Versions, a (4th century) and q (Munich 6th / 7th centuries & Munich 7th
century). Itreads, in Greek, “eis (into) ten (the) apotheken (garner),” i.e., “gather the wheat into
the garner” (Variant 1). The second variant, followed by the ancient church Greek writers,
Irenaeus (2nd century) and Cyril (d. 386), and ancient church Latin writer, Ambrose (d. 397);
reads, in Greek, “eis (into) ten (the) apotheken (garner) autou (of him)” i.e., “gather the wheat
into his garner” (Variant 2). The third variant, found in the Byzantine Text’s Codex W 032 (5th
century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), adds “autou (‘his,” literally, ‘of
him,’),” and reads, in Greek, “autou (of him) ... eis (into) autou (of him) ten (the) apotheken
(garner)” i.e., “gather his wheat into his garner.”
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Whether like Erasmus of Rotterdam, one determines the representative Byzantine Text
from a small number of select manuscripts probably numbering less than about a dozen; whether
like Beza of Geneva, or the Elzevirs of Leiden, or the AV translators under the Protestant Crown
of England, Ireland, and Scotland, one determines the representative Byzantine Text from at least
a couple of dozen, but up to 3 or 4 dozen or so manuscripts; or whether such as in contemporary
times one determines the representative Byzantine Text from a majority Byzantine Text count of
about 900 to 1,000 of von Soden’s K group manuscripts such as Robinson & Pierpont, ultimately
matters not. In all such instances, God has put in place a system that allows the determination of
the representative Byzantine Text. On general principles, one only moves away from that
representative Byzantine Text, to another reading inside the closed class of sources preserved
over the centuries with reasonable accessibility, when compelled to do so by textual
considerations. No such textual considerations can here be reasonably adduced, and so the
representative Byzantine reading must surely stand. This was the conclusion of Beza and the
AV translators, and this is my conclusion too.

As to the origin of the variants, was Variant 1, “gather the wheat into the garner,” a
stylistic pruning of the “unnecessary verbiage” of “his” before “wheat”? Or was it an accidental
loss of “autou (his)” e.g., in an undetected paper? Variant 2, “gather the wheat into his garner,”
appears to be an assimilation with Luke 3:17, where we also read, “gather the wheat into his
garner.” Variant 3, i.e., “gather his wheat into his garner,” appears to be a conflation of Matt.
3:12 with Luke 3:17, keeping the “his” before the “wheat” from Matt. 3:12, but adding to it the
“his” before the “garner” from Luke 3:17.

The words, “his ... into the garner” in the words, “and gather his wheat into the garner,”
are found in the representative Byzantine Text, Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, and quoted by the ancient
church writer, the learned Augustine of Hippo. There is no good textual cause to doubt them. In
a disputed passage, what better combination of sources and textual argument could one ever
possibly have? On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the TR’s reading,
“his ... into the garner” in Matt. 3:12 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has
a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of three sources, the correct reading at Matt. 3:12, “his ... into the
garner,” in the words, “and gather his wheat into the garner” (Matt. 3:12), is found in one of the
two leading Alexandrian texts, London Sinaiticus (4th century), (the mixed text type) Codex C
04 (5th century), and a later supplement to the leading representative of the Western text, Codex
D 05 (as the original is missing at this point in the manuscript). Support for the reading is also
found in the Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd century) and Bohairic (3rd century) Versions.

Variant 1, “gather the wheat into the garner,” is found in two of the Georgian Versions
(called “1” and “A”) of Transcaucasia (5th century). Variant 2, “gather the wheat into his
garner,” is found in some of the Syrian Versions, namely, the Vetus Syra (3rd / 4th) in both the
Syrus Sinaiticus and Syrus Curentonianus, Pesitto Version (first half Sth century), and Syriac
Harclean h Version (616). It also appears in the Armenian Version (5th century). Variant 3, i.e.,
“gather his wheat into his garner,” has the support of one of the two leading Alexandrian texts,
Rome Vaticanus (4th century); as well as some Ethiopic Versions (from about 500); and the
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Georgian Version “B” (5th century).

As seen from Metzger’s Textual Commentary (1971), the NU Text Committee were
partly influenced by the wrong reasons, namely, the attestation of “his ... into the garner” in
sources outside the closed class of the three witnesses, such as one of the two leading
Alexandrian texts, London Sinaiticus (4th century), the (mixed text type) C 04, or the Coptic
Sahidic and Bohairic Versions. But they were also partly influenced by the right reasons,
namely, the attestation of “his ... into the garner,” in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate and some old Latin
Versions; as well as textual considerations indicating that this was the most likely reading. Thus
for partly the right reasons, and partly the wrong reasons, on this occasion, the correct reading,
entered the NU Text. However, the fact that in the UBS 3rd corrected edition, they gave this
reading a “C,” meaning, “the Committee had difficulty in deciding which variant to place in the
text,” means that we cannot be sure that another Committee will not change its mind on this
matter in the future.

Reflecting such confusion, the NIV Ist edition followed Variant 2, translating Matt. 3:12
as “gathering wheat into his barn” (NIV 1st ed.); while the NIV 2nd edition followed the NU
Text’s preferred reading, as “gathering his wheat into the barn (NIV 2nd ed.). The NASB, RSV,
NRSV, and ESV, also followed the preferred reading of the NU Text et al, and on this occasion,
correct reading of the main text; and in this respect were like their originating American Standard
Version, which reads, “gather his wheat into the garner” (ASV).

Matt. 3:16a “unto him” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek words, “auto (unto him),” in the words, “the heavens were opened unto
him,” are found in the majority Byzantine Text e.g., Codices W 032 (Codex Freerianus, Sth
century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53) and the purple parchment, Sigma
042 (Codex Rossanensis, late Sth / 6th century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century, Sidneiensis
Universitatis) and 1968 (1544 A.D., Sidneiensis Universitatis). They are also supported as
Latin, “ei (unto him),” by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions a (4th
century), b (5th century), d (5th century), h (5th century), f (6th century), aur (7th century), 1 (7th
/ 8th century), g1 (8th / 9th century), ff1 (10th / 11th century), and ¢ (12th / 13th century). From
the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592). They are
further supported by the ancient church Greek writers, Irenaeus (2nd century), Eusebius (d. 339),
Basil the Great (d. 379), Pseudo-Justin (4th / 5th centuries), and Chrysostom (d. 407); together
with the ancient church Latin writers, Chromatius (d. 407), Jerome (d. 420), Augustine (d. 430),
and Speculum (5th century).

However, the words “unto him” are omitted in some Latin Vulgate manuscripts. They
are also omitted by the ancient church Greek writers, Irenaeus (2nd century) in a Latin translation
(c. 395), and Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386); and the ancient church Latin writers, Hilary (d. 367) and
Pseudo-Vigilius (4th / 5th century).

There is no good textual reason to question the representative Byzantine Text reading
“unto him” at Matt. 3:16a. The origins of this variant are speculative. Was it accidental loss
due to a paper loss / fade of “auto (unto him)”? Was it a deliberate omission of “unto him” as
an assimilation of the text to Luke 3:21, which reads simply, “heaven was opened”? If so, then
why was “heavens” left in the plural in Matt. 3:16a, rather than the singular of Luke 3:21? If
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deliberate, it seems the more probable explanation is that the omission of “unto him,” was a
pruning away of what was regarded by a scribe as “unnecessary” wordage in the text. We cannot
be sure as the variant’s origins. We only know that at some point this omission occurred.

With no good textual reason to doubt the reading, which has the support of the
representative Byzantine Text, St. Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, and such notable ancient church
fathers as St. Basil the Great, St. Chrysostom, St. Jerome, and St. Austin, the reading of the
Greek Textus Receptus is unquestionably correct. On the system of rating textual readings A to
E, I would give the TR’s reading, “unto him” in Matt. 3:16a an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the
correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

The correct reading at Matt. 3:16a, “unto him,” was preserved outside the closed class of
sources in the (mixed text type) C 04 (5th century), and a later supplement to the leading
representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (as the original is missing at this point in the
manuscript). It is further found in the Syriac: Pesitto (first half 5th century), Palestinian (c. 6th
century), and Harclean h (616) Versions; Egyptian Coptic Middle Egyptian (3rd century) and
Bohairic (3rd century) Versions; as well as the Armenian Version (5th century), Ethiopic Version
(c. 500), and Georgian Version (5th century).

The incorrect reading, which omits “unto him” in Matt. 3:16a, is found in the two leading
Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century). The
omission also occurs in the Syriac Curetonian (3rd / 4th century) and Sinaitic (3rd / 4th century)
Versions; the Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd century); and Georgian Version “B” (5th century).

With such strong support from the Alexandrian Text, “unto him” was omitted in
Tischendorf’s 8th edition (1869-72) and Nestle’s 21st edition (1952); and it is clear that the NU
Text Committee were also influenced by these considerations. But the force of the argument for
pruning here was considered so strong, that at least on this occasion, the NU Text Committee did
not follow Westcott-Hort or Nestle’s 21st edition (both of which place the TR’s reading in a
footnote,) in omitting the TR’s reading outright. Rather, they put “unto him” in the main text,
but enclosed it with square brackets i.e., “[auto].” Such confusion is also reflected in the ASV
which has the correct reading, “unto him,” in the main text, but has a footnote saying, “Some
ancient authorities omit ‘unto him’.” The parent ASV’s position was reversed in the RSV,
which omits these words, thus making the ASV footnote the main RSV reading, and then making
the ASV’s main reading an RSV footnote. Whereas the NRSV simply put the correct reading in
the main text; the ESV followed the ASV’s format with a footnote referring to its omission in
some manuscripts.

Given such uncertainties among neo-Alexandrians such as the NU Text composers, we
ought not to be surprised that since Nestle’s first edition (1898) was published, there have been
some twenty-seven editions with various revisions. And if the Lord tarries, we can only guess
how many more editions there will be before Doomsday. The fact that we see such changes as
whether or not auto should be in the text, between Nestle’s 21st edition (1952) which omits
“auto,” and Nestle-Aland’s 27th edition (1993) which places “aufo” in square brackets, shows
that different religiously liberal neo-Alexandrian textual critics may decide such matters
differently at different times. Such indecision and variation is further seen in the fact that the
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NASB and NIV which are both based on the NU Text, both decided to omit “unto him” at Matt.
3:16a; as also did Moffatt.

Matt. 3:16b “the Spirit of God” (TR & AV) {A}

In Matt. 3:16b, the TR’s Greek “to (the) Pneuma (Spirit) tou (-) Theou (of God ),” is
supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt.
1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century)
and 1968 (1544 A.D.). It is further supported by the ancient church Greek writers, Hippolytus
(d. 235) and Eusebius (d. 339).

However, both the first “the (f0)” and second “the (fou),” are omitted by the ancient
church Greek writer, Irenaeus (2nd century). The reading of Irenaeus, would make it
theoretically possible to translate Matt. 3:16b as either, “a spirit of God” i.e., an angel (Heb. 1:7),
or even “a spirit of a god;” although this would not be a necessary translation i.e., one could still
render this, “the Spirit of God.” However, the wider context of St. Matthew’s Gospel militates
against this. Not only are the three Persons of the Holy Trinity depicted together in Matt. 28:18-
20; but in Matt.12:17,18 (quoting Isa. 11:2), we read that which “was spoken by Esaias the
prophet,” namely, that God would “put my spirit upon” the Christ, and in the context of
Matthew’s Gospel this must be therefore manifested in Matt. 3:16b. This conclusion is also
consistent with Mark 1:10; Luke 3:22; John 1:32 where no dispute exists in the Greek that this is
“the” Spirit of God.

Since there is no good textual reason to doubt the reading of the representative Byzantine
Text, it must stand as the right reading. The origins of the variant are speculative. Were both
lost due to a paper fade / loss? Or were both deliberately pruned away? If the latter, was this
because they were thought of as redundant, or was this due to some heresy held by the pruning
scribe? We cannot be sure as to the variant’s origins. We only know for sure that it is an
alteration of the original text preserved for us here in the representative Byzantine text.

On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the TR’s reading, “the
Spirit of God” in Matt. 3:16b an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and has a high
level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading at Matt. 3:16b, “the Spirit of God,”
is also followed by (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century), and a later supplement to the
leading representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (as the original is missing at this point in
the manuscript). However, the incorrect reading of Matt. 3:16b is followed by the two leading
Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century); together
with the Coptic Bohairic Version (3rd century), which all omit “the” (fo and fou) on both
occasions. Influenced by such considerations, Tischendorf’s 8th edition (1869-72) and Nestle’s
21stedition (1952) removes “the (t0)” before “Spirit” and “the (tou)” before “God” (literally “of
the God”); whereas Nestle-Aland’s 27th edition (1993) and the UBS 4th revised edition (1993)
place both the first “the (f0)” and second “the (fou),” in square brackets i.e., indicating doubt as to
their place in the text, and regarding their inclusion or omission as entirely optional.
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Though this would make it theoretically possible to mistranslate the NU Text et al as
either, “a spirit of God” i.e., an angel (Heb. 1:7), or even “a spirit of a god,” as discussed above,
the wider context of St. Matthew’s Gospel militates against this. Thus it still remains reasonably
possible from the context, to translate the NU Text as “the Spirit of God” (ASV). Thus the
correct translation is found in the NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV, and NIV (2nd ed).

When the context clearly points to the Holy Spirit, the AV sometimes uses a lower case
“s” in “spirit,” for the Third Person of the Trinity (Isa. 11:2; 42:1; Matt. 12:18; I Cor. 2:12; 6:20).
Concerning the specific terminology found in Matt. 3:16b, “Spirit of God,” when the context can
only mean the Holy Spirit, the AV occasionally uses a lower case “s” for “spirit of God” (Exod.
31:3;35:31; Num. 24:2). But more generally, the AV’s convention is to use the capital “S” in the
terminology, “Spirit of God” (Gen. 1:2; 41:38; I Sam. 10:10; 11:6; 19:20,23; I Chron. 15:1;
24:20; Job 33:4; Ezek. 11:24; Matt. 3:16b; 12:28; Rom. 8:9,14;15:19;1Cor. 2:11,14; 3:16; 6:11;
7:40; 12:3; Eph. 4:30; I John 4:2). This makes a clear distinction between the Holy Spirit i.e.,
“the Spirit of God,” as opposed to the breath that God gives a man, i.e., “the spirit of God” (Job
27:3).

Given that the reading of the NU Text allows the “spirit” of Matt. 3:16b to be either the
Holy “Spirit,” or another “spirit,” presumably an angel i.e., “the spirit” or the angel “of God;” the
usage of the lower case “s” in the NIV (1st ed.), which translates Matt. 3:16b as “the spirit of
God” (NIV 1st ed.), seems designed to preserve some, though not all elements, of the
Alexandrian Text’s and NU Text’s ambiguity. It stands in contrast with the NIV’s usage of the
capital “S” for “Spirit” in Mark 1:10 (NIV), et al. The 1st edition NIV’s implication is, that
Matt. 3:16b is ambiguous, and could mean either the Holy “Spirit of God” or “the spirit (angel)
of God;” but that comparison with Mark 1:10; Luke 3:22; John 1:32 shows that this was the Holy
Spirit. However, a religiously liberal heretic, could use these diverse NIV (1st ed.) readings, to
falsely claim that there was a contradiction in the text of Scripture. Le., he could claim Matthew
says the angel or “the spirit of God” came down “like a dove” (Matt. 3:16b, NIV 1st ed.);
whereas the other Gospel writers say that the Holy Spirit came down like a dove (Mark 1:10,
NIV; Luke 3:22, NIV; John 1:32, NIV); and on this basis, he could falsely claim that he had
found a so called “Bible blunder.”

Thus the 1st edition NIV’s translation of Matt. 3:16b (NIV 1st ed.), exposes one of the
great dangers of the NU Text, namely, the heretical denial of Trinitarian Scriptures. This same
danger is seen more widely in the NU Text’s omission of other Trinitarian Scriptures, in such
passages as [ Tim. 3:16; I John 5:7,8. (Cf. my comments at Matt. 1:2-20,23,24,25 on the danger
of Arianism in the change of the TR’s “gennesis” at Matt. 1:18, translated “birth” in the AV; and
the NU Text’s “genesis,” also translated “birth” in the NASB and NIV.) With regard to Matt.
3:16b, let us stand fast in affirming the words of our Christian faith, found in Article 9 of the
Apostles’ Creed, “1 believe in the Holy Ghost.”

Matt. 3:16¢ “and” (TR & AV) {B}

The TR’s Greek, “kai (and),” in the words, “and lighting upon him” in Matt. 3:16c, is
supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt.
1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century)
and 1968 (1544 A.D.). It is also found as Latin, “et,” in old Latin Versions d (Cambridge 5th
century & Paris 5th / 6th century), f (Brescia 6th century & Cambridge 9th century), and 1 (Leon
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7th century & Berlin 8th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the
Clementine Vulgate (1592). It is further supported by the ancient church Greek writers, Irenaeus
(2nd century), Basil the Great (d. 379),Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386), Chrysostom (d. 407), and
Proclus (d. 446); and the ancient church Latin writer, Speculum (5th century).

However, the “and” (Greek, kai; Latin, ef) is omitted in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th
century). Its omission is also followed by old Latin Versions a (4th century), h (Paris 5th century
& Rome 5th century), b (Verona 5th century & Budapest 8th / 9th centuries), aur (7th century),
g1 (8th / 9th centuries), ff1 (10th / 11th century), and ¢ (12th / 13th centuries). It is further
followed by the ancient church Greek writers, Irenaeus (2nd century) in a Latin translation (c.
395); and the ancient church Latin writers, Hilary (d. 367), Jerome (d. 420), Augustine (d. 430),
and Pseudo-Vigilius (4th / 5th centuries).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine Text’s “and (kai)”
here, which flows naturally in the words, “and lighting upon him” in Matt. 3:16c. Did its
omission come about as a ‘“‘stylistic improvement” to create a “more succinct” text, after
consideration of Mark 1:10, which simply reads, “like a dove descending upon him”? Its
dissimilarity with the independent account of John 1:32, which records not what “Jesus” “saw”
(Matt. 3:16c), but rather, what “John” the Baptist “saw,” which was, “I saw the Spirit descending
like a dove, and it abode (emeinen) upon him” (John 1:32), rather than, “and (kai) lighting
(erchomenon) upon him” (Matt. 3:16c), means that it is unlikely that the converse occurred i.e.,
that the “and” (kai) was added from John 1:32. Possibly its omission came about by accident,
due to a paper fade / loss. Was the omission accidental or deliberate?

On the one hand, the TR’s reading comes from the representative Byzantine Text, is well
attested to among the old Latin Versions, and ancient church writers. It has no good textual
argument against it, and it seems unlikely that it was added from John 1:32. But on the other
hand, its omission is supported by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, a number of old Latin Versions, and
ancient church writers. Though it appears to be an omission in some way affected by Mark 1:10,
it is remotely possible that the converse occurred i.e., “and” was added from John 1:32.
Balancing out these competing considerations, on the system of rating textual readings A to E, 1
would give the TR’s reading, “and” in Matt. 3:16¢c a “B” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct
reading and has a middling level of certainty.

The Clementine Vulgate (or earlier Sixtinam Vulgate) must be consulted with caution,
since its Roman Catholic compilers did not subject the lesser maxim, The Latin improves the
Greek, to the greater maxim, The Greek improves the Latin. l.e., we Christians of the holy
Protestant faith, always start with the representative Byzantine Greek Text, and only adopt a
Latin reading if textual analysis of the Greek warrant this. Thus the maxim, The Latin improves
the Greek, is always subject to the overriding maxim, The Greek improves the Latin. Thus the
Greek has priority over the Latin. By contrast, the old Romish usage of the maxim, The Latin
improves the Greek, had no such overriding qualification. Like the Sixtinam Vulgate (1590), the
text of the Clementine Vulgate (1592) is thus ultimately based on textual analysis of the Latin,
not the Greek, and so at times it errs. Nevertheless, because it generally follows Latin readings
that are inside the closed class of Latin sources, the Clementine (or Sixtinam) Vulgate may
generally be cited in a special qualified way, namely, as manifesting a specified Latin reading
inside the closed class of Latin sources. The Clementine Vulgate specifically adds an “e#” (and)
from the old Latin Versions that is absent in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, so that on this occasion, the
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Clementine Vulgate’s selection of the Latin terminology at Matt. 3:16c is, “et (and) venientem
(coming) super (upon) se (him)” is the right one.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading at Matt. 3:16c, which includes
“and,” is further followed by the Syriac: Curetonian (3rd / 4th century), Sinaitic (3rd / 4th
century), celebrated Pesitto (first half 5th century), and Harclean h (616) Versions; Armenian (5th
century), Ethiopic (c. 500), and Georgian (5th century) Versions. The incorrect reading, which
omits “and,” is found in the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and
London Sinaiticus (4th century); together with the Coptic Bohairic Version (3rd century).

Influenced by these Alexandrian text considerations, Tischendorf’s 8th edition (1869-72),
Westcott-Hort (1881), and Nestle’s 21st edition (1952) remove the “and (kai)” at Matt. 3:16c¢;
and Nestle-Aland’s 27th edition (1993) and the UBS 4th revised edition (1993) place the “and
(kai)” in square brackets. Thus the NU Text indicates doubt as to its place in the text, and
regards its inclusion or omission as fairly optional. On the one hand, the NASB translators
evidently thought it should be omitted, and so they supplied the “and” in italics as a word they
added, reading, “and lighting on him” (Matt. 3:16c, NASB). On the other hand, the ASV, RSV,
NRSV, ESV, and NIV translators retained this kai in their reading, although in the case of the
RSV, NRSV, ESV, and NIV, the fact that they do not use italics for added words, means we
cannot be certain as to which underpinning Greek reading they preferred.

Matt. 4:10 “Get thee hence” (TR & AV) {C}

The TR’s Greek reading, “Ypage (‘Get thee [hence],” present imperative active, 2nd
person singular verb, from upago),” is supported in a minority Byzantine Text reading found in
Codices W 032 (Codex Freerianus, 5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-
24:53), Sigma 042 (Codex Rossanensis, late Sth / 6th century), Pe 024 (Codex Guelferbytanus,
6th century), K017 (Codex Cyprius, 9th century), V 031 (Codex Mosquensis, 9th century), S 028
(Codex Vaticanus, 10th century); and Minuscules 399 (St. Petersburg, Russia, 9th /10th century),
27 (Paris, France, 10th century), 262 (Paris, France,10th century), 1187 (Sinai, Arabia, 11th
century), 924 (Athos, Greece, 12th century), 1355 (Jerusalem, Israel, 12th century). Itis further
supported as Latin, “Vade (‘Get thee [hence],” present imperative active, 2nd person singular
verb, from vado),” by Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century); and old Latin Versions k (4th / 5th
centuries) and f (Brescia 6th century & Cambridge 9th century); as well as the Sangallensis Latin
Diatessaron (9th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the
Clementine Vulgate (1592). Itis also supported by the ancient church Greek writers, Origen (d.
254), Asterius (d. after 341), and Pseudo-Ignatius (4th / 5th centuries); the ancient church Latin
writers, Tertullian (d. after 220), Hilary (d. 367), Chromatius (d. 407), and Jerome (d. 420); and
the early mediaeval church Latin writer, Gregory the Great (d. 604). There is also probable,
though uncertain support for it, from the ancient church Greek writer, Irenaeus (2nd century) in a
Latin translation (c. 395).

However, a longer reading, “Get thee” (upage) “behind” (opiso) “me” (mou ) is found in
the majority Byzantine Text, e.g., Lectionaries 2378 (11th century) and 1968 (1544 A.D.). It
was also followed by old Latin Versions h (Paris 5th century & Rome 5th century), b (Verona 5th
century & Budapest 8th / 9th centuries), d (Cambridge 5th century & Paris 5th / 6th centuries),
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and 1 (Leon 7th century and Berlin 8th century). It is also found in the ancient church Greek
writers, Peter of Alexandria (d. 311), Asterius (d. after 341), Athanasius (d. 373), Chrysostom (d.
407), and Nestorius (d. after 451); and ancient church Latin writer, Pseudo-Vigilius (4th / 5th
century).

A textual problem arises with the representative Byzantine reading, that can only be
remedied by adopting the reading of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate ef al.

In Luke 4:2 we learn that during the “forty days,” “the Devil” came and “tempted”
Christ.”  Then, in Matt. 4:2,3, we learn that the three temptations of Matt. 4:3-10 came
“afterward” i.e., after the “forty days and forty nights” (Matt. 4:2). The implication then, is that
the Devil came to Christ with repeated temptations during the forty days, and that these three
temptations were a climax at the end of the forty days. The three are mentioned in a different
order, with some other differences, in the two Gospels. St. Luke has the food temptation, then
the Devil worship temptation, then the presumption temptation (Luke 4:3-13); whereas St.
Matthew has the food temptation, the presumption temptation, and then the Devil worship
temptation (Matt. 4:3-11).

I do not make the error of the so called Synoptic Gospel’s “parallel accounts” (cf.
comments at Matt. 3:8). It seems clear to me, that this was a temptation circuit, in which the
Devil came to Christ repeatedly with these three temptations at the end of the forty days. Ithink
the most likely reconstruction, is that the events of St. Luke’s Gospel happened first i.e., the food
temptation to turn a “stone” (singular) into bread (Luke 4:3); then the Devil worship temptation
from a “high mountain” (Luke 4:5); then the presumption temptation from “a pinnacle of the
temple” (Luke 4:9). Then hoping that he had laid a seed of doubt or lust in the Saviour’s mind,
that he could now exploit, he returned. This time he increased the magnitude of the first
temptation slightly, making the food temptation one in which he would turn “stones” (plural)
“bread” (Matt. 4:3). Perhaps hoping that the Saviour would expect the Devil worship temptation
next, as happened the time before, Satan now tries to catch Christ off guard, by taking him to “a
pinnacle of the temple” (Matt. 4:5), whether the same or a different one to the previous time.
Perhaps hoping that Christ would be expecting a return to the food temptation, since it came after
the last Devil worshipping temptation; Satan then took Christ “up into an exceeding high
mountain” (Matt. 4:8), which by the sounds of it was a different location to the previous time,
and there presents a form of the presumption temptation again. But the Christ, who through his
Spirit, instructs us, “A man that is an heretick after the first and second admonition reject” (Titus
3:10), here adopts the same approach with the Devil. He does not now say, “Get thee behind me,
Satan” (Luke 4:8), but rather, “Get thee hence, Satan” (Matt. 4:10), for the matter is concluded,
and “Then the devil leaveth him” (Matt. 4:11).

If on the one hand, the representative Byzantine reading were allowed, Christ does not
command the Devil, “Get thee hence,” but simply, “Get thee behind me,” and so as in Luke 4:8
we would expect the temptations to continue, as they do in Luke 4. But here, after Christ’s
words we read, “Then the Devil leaveth” (Matt. 4:11). This requires something more radical
than, “Get thee behind me, Satan.” It requires, “Get thee hence, Satan,” i.e., Satan is to depart
from the location, and so the reading of the Latin Vulgate et al is the only one that makes
contextual sense.

Moreover, if the added words, “behind me” were originally part of Matt. 4:10, there
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seems no plausible reason to see how they could have been accidentally omitted from Matt. 4:10 .

And if the omission were deliberate, then it seem unlikely that they would not be also omitted at
Matt. 16:23. The fact that the Latin Vulgate wrongly omits the words, “Get thee behind me,
Satan” at Luke 4:8, means that it would not need to omit “behind me” here at Matt. 4:10 in order
to create an assimilation between the two readings, if they were wrongly considered the same
event, and if for that reason they had been deliberately omitted at Matt.4:10 after considering the
two divergent readings. l.e., they could then conflate the two readings with ease in discussions
outside the text.

By contrast, if the original reading was simply, “Get thee hence (upage)” at Matt. 4:10;
then it is quite understandable, that a copyist, not appreciating the multiple times the Devil
presented these temptations, and seeking on the erroneous basis of “parallel accounts” between
Matt. 4 and Luke 4, to assimilate the two readings, might add the words, “behind (opiso) me
(mou)” at Matt. 4:10. Indoing so, he may or may not have also been influenced by Matt. 16:23;
Mark 8:33, i.e., considering “Get thee behind me” to be “more characteristic terminology of
Christ than simply, “Get thee hence.” The likelihood of Matt. 4:10 being assimilated to Matt.
16:23; Luke 4:8, therefore seems stronger, than the possibility of omission.

On the one hand, the TR’s reading, “Get thee hence” has strong stylistic contextual
support, and it is followed by such Byzantine Text manuscripts as Codices Freerianus (Sth
century) and Rossanensis (late 5Sth / 6th century), as well as Jerome’s Latin Vulgate and some old
Latin Versions, together with a number of ancient church writers. But on the other hand, the
longer reading, which adds, “behind me,” is the representative Byzantine Text reading, and also
has the support of some old Latin Versions and a number of ancient church writers. Balancing
out these competing considerations, on the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give
the TR’s reading, “Get thee hence” in Matt. 4:10, a solid “C” (in the range of 60% +/- 1%), i.e.,
the text of the TR is the correct reading, but has a lower level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside those manuscripts and versions lacking reasonable accessibility over the
centuries, and so outside the providentially protected NT text determined with textual analysis by
triangulation with the Byzantine Greek, Western Latin, and church writers (in the first instance
especially, although not exclusively, ancient church writers of the first five centuries, and in the
second instance especially, although not exclusively, early mediaeval church writers of the sixth
to eighth centuries); we find that the correct reading, “Get thee hence” in Matt. 4:10, is also found
in the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th
century); and (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). It is further found in the Syriac
Pesitto (first half 5th century) and Palestinian Syriac (c. 6th century) Versions; as well as the
Egyptian Coptic Middle Egyptian (3rd century) and some Bohairic (3rd century) Versions,
together with some manuscripts of the Sahidic Version (3rd century); and the Georgian Version
(5th century). It also appears in the Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries) as “Get thee
hence Satan” (Hogg), and in Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries;
Latin 19th century), where the Latin likewise reads (as in the Vulgate), “Begone (Latin, Vade)
Satan.”

At Matt. 4:10, the longer conflated reading was followed by the Syriac Curetonian (3rd /
4th century), and in the text enclosed between critical signs i.e., not constituting the translator’s
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representative copy, the Syriac Harclean Version h (616). Among the Coptic Versions, the
longer reading was also followed by some manuscripts of the Sahidic Version (3rd century), and
some manuscripts of the Bohairic (3rd century) Versions. Yet further support for the wrong
reading appears in the Armenian (5th century), Georgian “B” (5th century) Version, and Ethiopic
Versions (c. 500 & Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries).

While the Alexandrian Text copyists, and others outside the closed class of the three
sources supporting the correct reading, on this occasion are to be commended for their human
diligence in accurately copying the original, we who accept the Biblical teaching of the
preservation of Holy Writ, could never accept that such texts should form the basis of our
conclusions. Hence it was, that partly for the wrong reasons, and partly for the right reasons, on
this occasion, the correct reading entered the NU Text et al. Thus we find it in the ASV as, “Get
thee hence (upage), Satan;” in the NASB as, “Go (upage), Satan” (Matt. 4:10, NASB), or in
Moffatt as, “Begone (upage), Satan!” (Moffatt Bible). The correct reading is also found in the
RSV, NRSV, and ESV.

Burgon & Miller (1899) supported this conflation, as do the later majority texts of Hodges
& Farstad (1985) & Robinson & Pierpont (2005). The agreement between the TR and NU Text
on this occasion, results in a NKJV footnote which says at Matt. 4:10, simply, “M-Text [Majority
Text] reads ‘Get behind me’” (NKJV).

The Greek word opiso, translated “behind” in the AV’s terminology, “Get thee behind
me,” comes from opisthen meaning from the rear i.e., at the back; so that opiso carrying the
connotation, of being fo the back, is well translated by the AV as “behind” in the terminology,
“Get thee behind me” (Matt. 16:23; Mark 8:33; Luke 4:8). At Matt. 4:10, the NIV shows a
critical usage of the NU Text, since it adopts the longer reading found in the Western and
Byzantine Texts et al, and placed in a footnote reading of the NU Text. However, in doing so, it
uses a loose dynamic equivalent that fails to convey the idea in “opiso” of to the back, and thus
misleading fails to highlight an important element of why this is not a textually admissible
reading. The NIV reads, “Away from (upage opiso) me (mou), Satan!” (Matt. 4:10, NIV). The
NIV’s usage of the longer reading constitutes confusion. The NIV’s usage of this misleading
dynamic equivalent confounds its initial error. The NIV’s reading of Matt. 4:10 is confusion
confounded.

Matt. 4:12 “Jesus” (TR & AV) {B}

The TR’s Greek, “o Iesous (Jesus),” in the words, “Now when Jesus had heard” (AV), is
found in the majority Byzantine Texte.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28;
Luke 8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century) and
1968 (1544 A.D.). Italso appears as Latin, “lesus,” in old Latin Versions a (4th century), b (Sth
century), f (6th century), aur (7th century), 1 (7th / 8th century), gl (8th / 9th century), and ¢
(12th/ 13th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine
Vulgate (1592). It is further supported by the ancient church Greek writers, Origen in one
citation (d. 254), and Eusebius (d. 339); and the ancient church Latin writers, Hilary (d. 367) and
Gaudentius (d. after 406).

However, it is omitted in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), old Latin Versions k (4th /
5th centuries), d (5th century), ff1 (10th / 11th century); and the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron
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(9th century). It is also omitted in one citation, by the ancient church Greek writer, Origen (d.
254).

There is no good stylistic textual reason to doubt the representative Byzantine Text, which
must therefore stand as the correct reading. Its omission by Origen, who possibly was the
originator of its removal, may have reflected a desire to prune the text, possibly on the basis that
“Jesus” is mentioned by name in Matt. 4:10, and so it was considered to be “unnecessarily
repetitious.” Alternatively, the reading in Manuscript Washington helps us understand how it
may have been omitted accidentally. Here “Jesus {ECOUC)” is abbreviated to the first and last
letters, i.e., “IC” with a bar placed over the top, in W 032 and Lectionaries 2378 (lower case, o
os) and 1968 (upper case, O IC). The subsequent formation of “O” (“the,” which is redundant in
English translation,) and “IC” (Jesus), followed by “OTI (that),” if either the bar over “IC” was a
bit too low, or if the scribe did not look too carefully, coupled with a poorly formed “C”, could in
a continuous script, therefore look something like “OTIOTI,” with what the scribe wrongly took
to be the “first OTI” (which was actually the OIC) falling out due to ellipsis. Clearly if
accidental, the scribe was not looking too closely, and so such an accidental omission cannot be
ruled out. Was this omission deliberate or accidental? Either way, Jerome, probably unaware
of what had happened, used a manuscript with this earlier omission, and simply copied the error
into his Latin Vulgate.

There is no good textual argument against the representative Greek Byzantine reading at
Matt. 8:29. The TR’s reading is also well attested to in the Latin, so that notwithstanding its
omission in the Vulgate, it was included in the Clementine. It thus has good support in both the
Greek and Latin. Moreover, textual analysis shows its omission due to ellipsis clearly
understandable. Taking into account these factors, on the system of rating textual readings A to
E, I would give the TR’s reading, “Jesus” in Matt. 4:12 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the
correct reading and has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading at Matt. 4:12, “Jesus,” is also
found in the Syriac: Curetonian (3rd / 4th century), Pesitto (first half 5th century), and Harclean h
(616) Versions; some Coptic Bohairic Version manuscripts (3rd century); and Ciasca’s Latin-
Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th century).

“Jesus” is omitted by the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century)
and London Sinaiticus (4th century); and the leading representative of the Western text, Codex D
05 (5th century). It is further omitted by the Syriac Sinaitic Version (3rd / 4th century); and
some Coptic Versions in the Sahidic (3rd century), Middle Egyptian (3rd century), some Bohairic
(3rd century) Versions; and Ethiopic Version (Dillmann, 18th/ 19th centuries). It thus came to
be omitted in the NU Text ef al.

Though like the NASB’s parent ASV, brother RSV, and nephew ESV, the Greek “o (-)
lesous (Jesus)” was omitted at Matt. 4:12 in the NASB’s first and second editions, it was
included from the NU Text’s footnote reading in the NASB’s third edition. It was also included
from the same source in the NIV. The NRSV includes it in the main text, but claims in a
footnote that the Greek actually supports the variant.
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Matt. 4:18 “Jesus” (TR & AV) {C}

The TR’s Greek, “o (-) lesous (Jesus),” in the words, “And Jesus, walking by the sea,”
(AV) is a minority Byzantine reading, found in e.g., Codex E 07 (8th century; Basel,
Switzerland), or a later undated correction of Codex Omega 045 (9th century; Athos, Greece); as
well as (abbreviated as “o is” with a bar on top of the “is””) in Lectionaries 2378 (11th century;
Sydney University, Australia) and 1968 (1544 A.D.; Sydney University, Australia). It is also
supported as Latin, “Iesus,” by old Latin Versions a (4th century), h (Rome, 5th century), aur (7th
century), m (Munich 9th century), and c¢ (12th / 13th centuries). From the Latin support for this
reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592). It is further supported by the early
mediaeval church Latin writer, Gregory the Great (d. 604).

However, these words are omitted in the majority Byzantine Text e.g., W 032 (5th
century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53) and Sigma 042 (late 5th / 6th
century). They are also omitted in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century); and old Latin Versions
k (4th / 5th centuries), b (5th century), f (6th century), q (6th / 7th centuries), 1 (7th / 8th century),
g1 (8th/9th century), and ff1 (10th / 11th century); as well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron
(9th century). It is also omitted by the ancient church Greek writers, Eusebius (d. 339) and
Chrysostom (d. 407).

Matt. 4:18-22 forms a distinct section, which in modern terms constitutes a paragraph.
The surrounding sections, which in the AV are given the modern stylistic form of paragraphs,
always start their narrative with specific reference to “Jesus” (Matt. 3:13-17; Matt. 4:1-11; Matt.
4:12-17; Matt. 4:23-25). While St. Matthew starts a nearby section without specific reference to
the name of “Jesus” in Matt. 5:1, to this must be added the qualification that it flows immediately
on from Matt. 4:25, when we read, “And seeing the multitudes, he went up into a mountain”
(Matt. 5:1). Therefore, since Matt. 4:18-22 depicts a distinctive scene of Christ “walking by the
sea of Galilee” (Matt. 4:18), the more expected stylistic reading for Matt. 4:18-22; which
sandwiches Matt. 4:18 between sections beginning with “Jesus” in Matt. 3:13; 4:1,12,23; is that
Matt. 4:18 will in fact also so start with reference to the name of “Jesus.” Thus a stylistic tension
is created by the absence of “Jesus” in the representative Byzantine Text of Matt. 4:18, where it
would surely be expected. Thus the minority Byzantine reading of “Jesus” seems to be correct.

Notably, the words of Matt. 4:18, “walking (peripaton) And (de) Jesus (o lesous) by
(para) the (ten) sea (thalassan) of the Galilee (tes Galilaias),” i.e., “And Jesus, walking by the
sea of Galilee ““ (AV); are strikingly similar to those in the account of Mark 1:16, “walking
(peripaton) now (de) by (para) the (ten) sea (thalassan) of the Galilee (tes Galilaias),” i.e., “Now
as he walked by the sea of Galilee” (AV). Did the similarity of Matt. 4:18 to Mark 1:16, lead to
an assimilation of the two passages, in which a scribe considered ‘“the unnecessary use of”
“Jesus” should be omitted from Matt. 4:18 in order to make it more like “the crisp and concise”
reading of Mark 1:16?

However, “O (‘the’) IC (abbreviated from IECOYC, ‘Jesus’)” with a bar over the “IC,”
may have dropped out accidentally. E.g., if the bar over the “IC” was too low, it could easily
look like the Greek letter Pi (IT), which may have a slight curve to the right at the bottom of the
second parallel line i.e., like the bottom of a “C,” though not as long. (This Greek letter may be
familiar to the reader unfamiliar with Greek, in various mathematical formulas as the fraction
22/7 e.g., the volume of a cylinder is Pi times the radius squared times the height.) A scribe
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whose finger marked the place, getting up to this “OIC,” whose finger moved forward with the
left of his finger on the “O” and the right of his finger on the “IC” that looked like a Pi, might
look up, and think, “I'm up to the letter Pi.” Looking forward, and after some momentary
distraction in which his finger moved slightly forward, looking back, he might have seen the Pi
starting the next word, “para” (“by”), and kept writing.

Alternatively, “Jesus” may have dropped out due to paper loss, and not been detected if at
the end of a line, since “O (‘the’) IC (abbreviated from IECOYC, ‘Jesus’)” was only three letters
“OIC” (see preliminary textual discussion at Matt. 1:25). While manuscripts were in continuous
writing, Manuscript Washington shows that sometimes spacing was present for stylistic reasons,
and so if e.g., “OIC” was lost due to a paper fade, its omission may have gone unnoticed by a
scribe, who thought the three letter’s blank space was a stylistic gap. By contrast, if “Jesus” was
added at Matt. 4:18, then why was it not also added at Mark 1:16? These factor thus further
testify in favour of the reading, “Jesus” at Matt. 4:18.

Thus on the one hand, textual analysis strongly favours the unrepresentative Byzantine
reading, “Jesus” at Matt. 4:18. Firstly, immediate contextual stylistic analysis of Matt. 4:18-22
inside Matt. 3:14-4:25, shows that “Jesus” is the expected reading at Matt. 4:18. Secondly, the
variant omitting “Jesus” can be reasonably explained as an assimilation to Mark 1:16. Thirdly,
the possibility that “Jesus” was added at Matt. 4:18 seems unlikely, given that no such “addition”
was then made at Mark 1:16. When to this is added the support of such old Latin Versions as a
(Verceli, 4th century) and h (Rome, 5th century), the reading of the TR is sure. But on the other
hand, we cannot ignore the fact that the representative Byzantine reading, Jerome’s Latin
Vulgate, and two ancient church writers in their Homilies on St. Matthew’s Gospel, all omit
“Jesus” at Matt. 4:18. Weighing these competing considerations, on the system of rating textual
readings A to E, prima facie I would give the TR’s reading, “Jesus” in Matt. 4:18, a solid “C” (in
the range of 60% +/- 1%), i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading, but has a lower level of
certainty. But when is added to this the knowledge of, and accessibility of this reading over
time, through reference to the writings of the early mediaeval western church doctor, St. Gregory
the Great of Western Europe, I would increase this rating, so that on the system of rating textual
readings A to E, I would give the TR’s reading in Matt. 4:18, a high level “C” (in the range of
63% +/- 1%), i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading, but has a lower level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading Matt. 4:18, “Jesus,” is found in
(the mixed text type) Codex L 019 (Paris, 8th century); and a minuscule that shows a significant
degree of independence from the Byzantine tradition, namely, Minuscule 1071 (Mt. Athos, 12th
century). It is also followed in the Syriac Curetonian Version (3rd / 4th century); and the
Armenian Version (5th century).

However, “Jesus” is omitted by the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus
(4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th century); (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th
century); and the leading representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (5th century). It was
also omitted in Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th
century); and the Ethiopic Version (Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries). From the earlier of these
faulty sources, it was omitted in the NU Text et al, which does not even give it a footnote
reading.
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The omission is also found at Matt. 4:18 in the majority texts of Burgon & Miller (1899),
Hodges & Farstad (1985), and Robinson & Pierpont (2005). Like the NASB’s parent ASV,
brother RSV, and nephew NRSV and ESV, the TR’s “Jesus” (AV) at Matt. 4:18 was omitted in
the NASB 1Isted. & 2nd ed.. However, it was included in the NASB’s 3rd ed., as well as in the
NIV. Thus while the NASB (3rd ed.) and NIV translators included in their thinking sources
outside the closed class, with the consequence that they found in favour of the reading “Jesus”
partly for the wrong reasons; they evidently also found in favour of the reading “Jesus” partly for
the right reasons i.e., textual considerations and sources inside the closed class.

Matt. 4:23 “Jesus ... all Galilee” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek words, “olen (all) ten (the) Galilaian (Galilee) o (the) lesous (Jesus)”
i.e., “Jesus ... all Galilee” in the words, “And Jesus went about all Galilee” (AV), are supported
by the majority Byzantine Texte.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke
8:13-24:53), Sigma 042 (late Sth / 6th century); and Lectionaries 2378 (11th century) and 1968
(1544 A.D.). Though manifesting a slightly different word order that does not affect their
translation into English, either as a consequence of translation into Latin, or as a consequence of
using a Greek manuscript with the words in the same order as Eusebius (see below), they are also
found in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), as “et (and) circumibat (he went around / about)
lesus (Jesus) totam (all) Galilaeum (Galilee)” i.e., “and Jesus went about all Galilee.” So too,
they appear in the same Latin form in old Latin Versions b (Verona 5th century & Budapest 8th /
9th centuries), d (5th / 6th centuries), and 1 (7th / 8th century); and with the same basic meaning
using Latin “universam” rather than “totam’ in old Latin Version h (Paris 5th century & Rome
5th century); and with the same basic meaning, using Latin “circuibat” rather than “circumibat”
in old Latin Versions a (4th century), f (6th century), aur (7th century), g1 (8th/ 9th century), ff1
(10th / 11th century), and ¢ (12th / 13th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is
manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592), which here follows Jerome’s Vulgate.  The
ancient church Greek writer, Eusebius (d. 339), either himself rearranged the order of these
words, or used a manuscript that had previously rearranged the order of these words. Though it
makes no difference to the English translation, these words appear in Eusebius in the word order,
“o (the) Iesous (Jesus) olen (all) ten (the) Galilaian (Galilee)” i.e., “And Jesus went about all
Galilee.”

However, “Jesus” (Latin, lesus) is omitted in old Latin Version k (Africa, 4th / 5th
centuries) (Variant I)i.e., “And he went about all Galilee.” In W 032 (in upper case letters) and
Lectionaries 2378 (in lower case letters) and 1968 (in upper case letters), “o (the) lesous (Jesus)”
is abbreviated to “o Is” with a line on top of the “Is.” Did the loss in the underpinning Greek of
“O (‘the’) IC (abbreviated from IECOYC, ‘Jesus’)” i.e., “OIC,” came about from a paper fade of
“OIC”? If so, its omission may have gone unnoticed by a scribe, who thought the three letters’
blank space was a stylistic gap, such as one finds in Manuscript Washington.

There is no textual reason to doubt the representative Byzantine reading. In the absence
of any such textual concerns, and good attestation from both the Greek and Latin, the reading
cannot be reasonably doubted. On the system of rating textual readings A to E, [ would give the
TR’s reading, “Jesus ... all Galilee” in Matt. 4:23 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct
reading and has a high level of certainty.
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Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading at Matt. 4:23, “Jesus ... all Galilee”
is also found at Matt. 4:23 in e.g., the Eusebius word order, in the leading representative of the
Western text, Codex D 05 (5th century); and by a second undated corrector of one the two
leading Alexandrian texts, London Sinaiticus (4th century).

But five more clearly aberrant variants also exist. Variant 2, “en (in) ole (all) te (the)
Galilaia (Galilee),” i.e., “in all the Galilee,” making the reading, “And he went about in all
Galilee,” is found in one of the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century); as
well as the independent Minuscule 157 (Rome: 12th century); the Syriac Curetonian (3rd / 4th
century), and Egyptian Coptic Sahidic Version (3rd century). It is the reading adopted in the NU
Text, which thus adds “in” (en) and omits “Jesus” (o lesous). Itis followed by Moffatt as, “Then
he made a tour through (en) the whole (ole) of Galilee (te Galilaia)” (Moffatt Bible).

Variant 3, “in (en) all (ole) the (te) Galilee (Galilaia) the (0) Jesus (lesous)” i.e., making
the reading, “And Jesus went about in all Galilee,” is found by a third undated later “corrector”
of (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century).

Variant 4, “o (the) lesous (Jesus) en (in) olen (all) te (the) Galilaia (Galilee),” i.e., “Jesus
in all the Galilee,” making the reading, “And Jesus went about in all Galilee,” is found in (the
mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century); the Syriac Sinaitic (3rd / 4th century), Syriac Pesitto
(first half 5th century), Syriac Harclean h (616), and Palestinian Syriac (c. 6th century) Versions.

It is further found in the Egyptian Coptic Bohairic (3rd century) Version; the Armenian Version
(5th century); and the Ethiopic Version (c. 500).

Variant 5, “o (the) lesous (Jesus) en (in) te (the) Galilaia (Galilee),” i.e., “Jesus in the
Galilee,” making the reading, “And Jesus went about in Galilee,” is found in one of the two
leading Alexandrian texts, London Sinaiticus (4th century).

The addition of “in” (en) in Variants 2,3,4, and 5, was a stylistic “improvement.” It
appears to have come from a desire to create a stylistic assimilation with such terminology
elsewhere in St. Matthew’s Gospel. Thus we read, “in (en) all (pasi) the coasts” (Matt. 2:16);
“in (en) all (ole) that country (Matt. 9:31); and “in (en) all (ole) the world” (Matt. 24:14). The
omission of “Jesus” (o lesous) in Variant 2, was likewise probably a stylistic “improvement,” as
“unnecessary wordage,” quite possibly influenced by Mark 1:16 which reads, “Now as he
walked by the sea of Galilee.” Variant 5, was probably an Alexandrian pruning of the conflated
reading, “in all Galilee” found in Variants 4 and 5 (and found without “Jesus” in Variant 2).

Variant 1 is found in the RSV and ESV. Variant 2, is found in an ASV footnote, as
“And he went about in all Galilee;” as well as in Moffatt’s Bible. Variant 2 is also found in the
NU Text, and was followed by the NASB’s 1st & 2nd editions, which placed the TR’s “Jesus”
(AV) initalics as an added word. However, the NASB’s 3rd edition adopted the TR’s reading,
but like the Alexandrian scribes of old, decided to make their own so called “stylistic
improvement,” by trimming down the Word of God. The NASB translators omitted the “And”
(kai) at the beginning of the sentence, thus making Matt. 4:23 to read, “Jesus was going
throughout all Galilee” (NASB, 3rd ed.). Variant 3 is found in the ASV’s main text.
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The NIV translators adopted Variant 5, but they too decided to prune away the “And”
(kai) at the beginning of the sentence. Thus their Matt. 4:23 reads, “Jesus (lesus) went
(periegen) throughout (en) Galilee (te Galilaia)” (NIV). AtMatt. 4:23, the NRSV main text also
reads, “Jesus (lesus) went (periegen, literally, ‘he went’) throughout (en) Galilee (te Galilaia),”
but a footnote says at “Jesus” that this is “G[ree]k ‘He’.” This indicates that the NRSV has done
a “reconstruction” of this verse, in which they follow the general reading of Variant 5 in London
Sinaiticus, but then follow Variant 2 found in Rome Vaticanus by regarding “lesus” as added
later. But the fact that in their main text the NRSV follows London Sinaiticus in what they regard
as adding /esus, means they think this is “a good stylistic addition.”

Matt. 4:24 “Syria” (TR & AV) {A}

The TR’s Greek, “Curian / Surian (Syria),” is supported by the majority Byzantine Text
e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53) and Sigma 042
(late 5th / 6th century). It is further supported as Latin, “Syriam (Syria),” in Jerome’s Latin
Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions a (4th century), k (4th / 5th centuries), b (5th
century), d (5th century), h (5th century), f (6th / 7th century), q (6th century), aur (7th century), 1
(7th / 8th century), g1 (8th /9th century), ff1 (10th / 11th century), and c (12th / 13th century); as
well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century). From the Latin support for this reading,
it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate (1592).

However a variant, Greek, “sunorian (bordering / neighbouring county),” is a minority
Byzantine reading, found in Gamma 036 (10th century).

There is no good textual argument against the representative Byzantine reading which is
therefore correct. The origins of this variant are speculative. But if in a continuous script
manuscript, the “SY” of “SYRIAN” was at the end of one line, followed by a paper loss, and the
“RIAN” of “SYRIAN” was at the start of the next line, a scribe may have thought “Syria” sounded
“too far away.” In fact, “Syria” refers to the immediate area that is north-east of Galilee, and so
it is quite reasonable to believe that in this earlier part of Christ’ ministry (before the Matt. 10:5
commission), that Christ’s work included the fact that “his fame went throughout all Syria,” and
they came to him in the Galilee and “he healed” people there (Matt. 4:24). Indeed, in the very
next verse we read that “Galilee” was one of the areas Christ was working in (Matt. 4:25).

Nevertheless, a not so knowledgeable scribe, may have thought “‘Syria’ can’t be right,”
and so reconstructed this from sunoria as “sunorian” (singular accusative, first declension
feminine noun). If so, he was quite possibly assimilating the reading to Mark 1:28, where we
read that Christ’s “fame spread abroad through all the region round about (perichoron) Galilee.”

The TR’s reading is well supported by the Greek and Latin, and has no good textual
argument against it. On the system of rating textual readings A to E, I would give the TR’s
reading, “without a cause” at Matt. 4:24 an “A” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading and
has a high level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct reading at Matt. 4:24, “Syria,” is found in
the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus (4th
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century). It is further found in the leading representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (5th
century), (the independent) Codex Delta 037 (9th century), and Minuscule 157 (12th century,
independent). It is also found in Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries;
Latin 19th century), in Ciasca’s Latin as, “Syriae.”

The variant “bordering / neighbouring county,” has no further support. Its strong support
in the Alexandrian Texts et al, led to the adoption of the correct reading at Matt. 4:24 in
Tischendorf’s 8th edition (1869-72), Westcott & Hort (1881), and Nestle’s 21st edition (1952),
Nestle-Aland’s 27th edition (1993) and UBS’s 4th revised edition (1993). Hence it reads
“Syria,” in the ASV. The correct reading was also followed by the NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV,
and NIV.

However, Moffatt’s Bible follows the variant, and reads, “the surrounding country
(sunorian)” (Moffatt). A footnote at Matt. 4:24 claims, “that Surian is a corruption of sunorian
(Mark 1:28), which is actually read by one uncial manuscript Gamma” (Moffatt). With no good
textual argument against the representative Byzantine reading, that one should follow a lone 10th
century manuscript on the basis of such a whimsical claim, is in my opinion, quite fatuous. It
should remind us of the folly of religious liberalism, which blinds the eyes of men like Moffatt to
the truth of God.

We ought not to be surprised then, when in the next chapter, Moffatt rearranges the clause
order of Matt. 5:21,22; so that Matt. 5:21 is followed by Matt. 5:22b; and then Matt. 5:22a.. In
a footnote at Matt. 5:21, Moffatt claims he is, “Restoring the second and third clauses [Matt.
5:22b] to their original position” (Moffatt). There is absolutely no serious grounds, whatsoever,
for Moffatt’s claim. Sadly, this type of thing is typical of his translation overall. As with Matt.
4:24 et al, the religiously liberal mind of Moffatt sometimes found it hard to distinguish between
fact and his own fleeting fantasies. After all, a man who can portray the prophet Daniel back in
sixth century B.C., hearing the musicians of Babylon playing on Irish or Scottish “bagpipes”
(Dan. 3:5,10,15, Moffatt Bible), can probably believe just about anything. Anything that is,
except the truth of God!

Matt. 5:4,5 “(4) Blessed are they that mourn: for they shall be comforted. (5) Blessed are
the meek: for they shall inherit the earth” (TR & AV) {B}

The TR’s verse order is supported by the majority Byzantine Text e.g., Codices W 032
(Codex Freerianus, 5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53,) and the
purple parchment, Sigma 042 (Codex Rossanensis, late Sth / 6th century). It is further supported
by old Latin Versions b (Verona, 5th century & Budapest 8th / 9th centuries), f (Brescia, 6th
century & Cambridge 9th century), and q (Munich 6th / 7th centuries & Munich 7th century); as
well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th century). It is also supported by the ancient
church Greek writers, Macarius / Symeon (4th / Sth century), and Chrysostom (d. 407); and also
by the ancient church Latin writers, Tertullian (d. After 220) and Chromatius (d. 407).

However, verses 4 and 5 are reversed, so that after verse 3, comes verse 5, then verse 4,
and then verse 6, in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate (5th century), and old Latin Versions a (4th century),
k (4th /5th centuries), h (Paris 5th century & Rome 5th century), d (5th / 6th centuries), f (6th
century), aur (7th century), 1 (7th / 8th century), g1 (8th / 9th century), ff1 (10th / 11th century),
and c (12th / 13th century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the
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Clementine Vulgate (1592). This rearrangement of the verses is also followed by the ancient
church Greek writers, Origen (d. 254), the Eusebian Canons (4th century), and Chrysostom (d.
407); and by the ancient church Latin writers, Hilary (d. 367), Ambrose (d. 397), Jerome (d. 420),
and Augustine (d. 430).

There is no textual reason to doubt the representative Byzantine Text, which must
therefore stand as the correct reading. The logical progression from those who first recognize
their poverty of “spirit” and enter “the kingdom of heaven” (Matt. 5:3), to those “that mourn” for
the saints and ““shall be comforted” (Matt. 5:4) when reunited with them, to the saints who with
resurrection bodies “shall inherit the earth” (Matt. 5:5), is greatly distorted by reversing the order
of verses 4 and 5.

The reason for this rearrangement is speculative. Possibly it was accidental. Did a
copyist’s eye jump from the “Makarioi (Blessed) oi (the) p” of “Makarioi (Blessed) oi (the)
penthountes (mourning[ones])” of verse 4, to the “Makarioi (Blessed) oi (the) p” of “Makarioi
(Blessed) oi (the) praeis (meek)” of verse 5; and so have first written verse 5; did he then realize
his mistake, and write verse 4 on the basis that “changing the order of these verses does not
matter”? Alternatively, was the change deliberate? If so, was the motive for this rearrangement
a desire to create a strong “heaven” (Matt. 5:3) and “earth” (Matt. 5:5) dichotomy? If so, this
was a superficial analysis which failed to link the transitory nature of those that “mourn” for the
death of saints in Matt 5:4, with the words of Matt. 5:5 since they will be reunited, and together
“inherit the” new ‘“‘earth” after the Second Advent.

On the one hand, the textual argument strongly favours the verse order of the TR, and it
enjoys support from the representative Byzantine Text, some old Latin Versions, and a number of
ancient church writers. But on the other hand, the reverse order of these verses, is supported by
Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, a number of old Latin Versions, and a number of ancient church writers.

Taking into account these competing factors, on the system of rating textual readings A to E, I
would give the TR’s verse order Matt. 5:4,5 a “B” i.e., the text of the TR is the correct reading
and has a middling level of certainty.

Textual History Outside the Closed Class of Three Witnesses.

Outside the closed class of sources the correct order of the verses at Matt. 5:4,5 is also
found in the two leading Alexandrian texts, Rome Vaticanus (4th century) and London Sinaiticus
(4th century); and (the mixed text type) Codex C 04 (5th century). It is also followed in the
Syriac: Sinaitic (3rd / 4th century), Pesitto (first half Sth century), and Harclean h (616) Versions;
Egyptian Coptic Sahidic (3rd century), Middle Egyptian (3rd century) and Bohairic (3rd century)
Versions; Armenian Version (5th century); the Ethiopic Version (c. 500); the Georgian Version
(5th century); Ciasca’s Latin-Arabic Diatessaron (Arabic 12th-14th centuries; Latin 19th
century); and Ethiopic Version (Dillmann, 18th / 19th centuries). With strong Alexandrian Text
support, and on this occasion, a good textual argument in its favour recognized by the NU Text
Committee, it entered the NU Text et al, and so the correct verse order is found in the NASB,
RSV, NRSV, ESV, and NIV, as it was in the earlier ASV based on Westcott and Hort.

However, the incorrect reading which reverses the order of the two verses, is supported by
the leading representative of the Western text, Codex D 05 (5th century). Itis also followed by
the Syriac Curetonian Version (3rd / 4th century); and further appears in a manuscript of the
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Coptic Bohairic Version (3rd century). An ASV footnote at Matt. 5:4, says “Some ancient
authorities transpose ver. 4 and 5.”

Matt. 5:11a “all manner of evil” (TR & AV) {C}

The TR’s Greek reading, “pan (all) poneron (manner of evil),” is supported by Jerome’s
Latin Vulgate (5th century), which likewise reads, Latin, “ef (and) dixerint (they will speak) omne
(all) malum (manner of evil) adversum (against) vos (you) mentientes (falsely) propter (for sake)
me (my).” So too, it is followed in old Latin Versions k (4th / 5th centuries), b (5th century), h
(Paris 5th century & Rome 5Sth century), f (Brescia 6th century & Cambridge 9th century), 1
(Leon 7th century & Berlin 8th century) 1 (7th / 8th century), g1 (8th / 9th century), ff1 (10th /
11th century), and c (12th / 13th century); as well as the Sangallensis Latin Diatessaron (9th
century). From the Latin support for this reading, it is manifested in the Clementine Vulgate
(1592). Itis further supported by the ancient church Greek writers, the Apostolic Constitutions
(3rd or 4th century), Eusebius (d. 339), Didymus (d. 398), and Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444);
ancient church Latin writers, Tertullian (d. after 220), Hilary (d. 367), and Lucifer of Cagliari (d.
c. 370/1); and the early mediaeval church Latin writer, Gregory the Great (d. 604). A similar
reading is found in the Byzantine Text Minuscules 411 (10th century) and 952 (14th century).

But the addition of “rema (word),” making the reading, “every (pan) evil (poneron) word
(rema),” is found in Scrivener’s Text (see Appendix 1, Vol. 1). Itis supported by the majority
Byzantine Text, e.g., W 032 (5th century, which is Byzantine in Matt. 1-28; Luke 8:13-24:53)
and Sigma 042 (late Sth / 6th century). Itis also found in old Latin Version q (Munich 6th / 7th
centuries); and followed by the ancient church Greek writer, Origen (d. 254).

Textual analysis within the closed class of three sources is required where there is a
textual problem with the representative Byzantine reading that requires resolution. The reading
of the representative Byzantine Text at Matt. 5:11a, “every (pan) evil (poneron) word (rema),”
poses such a textual problem. In the terminology of Christ, though not necessarily another
person, it would by uncharacteristic to add “word (rema)” after “shall say (eiposi from epo).”
Thus “and shall say every evil word against you” (representative Byzantine Text) is not
consistent with the type of terminology used elsewhere by Christ. Letus consider Christ’s usage
of epo (“say”) elsewhere. Nearby at Matt. 5:22, we do not read, ““and whosoever shall say (eipe)
to his brother, the word, Raca, ... but whosoever shall say (eipe) the word, Thou fool” etc., but
rather, “whosoever shall say (eipe) to his brother, Raca, ... but whosoever shall say (eipe), Thou
fool” etc. The reader may find other examples of this, where our Lord’s terminology is always
to use “say” (epo), without the addition of “word” (or “words”), at Matt. 9:5 (twice), 15:5; 21:3;
23:39; 24:48; 26:18; Mark 7:11; 11:3; 13:2; 14:14; Luke 5:23; 10:10; 11:5,7; 12:11,45; 13:35;
14:10,17; 20:41; John 12:27,49; 20:17.

By contrast, Christ sometimes used the combination of words, pas (every) and rema
(word), when it did not follow the usage of epo (say). In Matt. 4:4 we read, “It is written
(gegraptai), Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every (panti) word (remati) that proceedeth
out of the mouth of God” (cf. 