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The Letter To The Hebrews

In the manuscripts and versions of the New Testament the position of the Letter to the Hebrews
varies widely. It follows (a) immediately after Romans in 5})46 103 455 1961 1964 1977 1994
2104 2576 2685; (b) after 2 Corinthians in 1930 1978 1992 2000 2248 cop®®; (c) after Galatians in
an ancestor of codex Vaticanus;? (d) after Ephesians in 606; (e) after 2 Thessalonians in X AB C
H | K P 0150 0151 more than eighty minuscules (including 33 81 88 181 436 1739 1877 1881
1962 2127) cop®® arm geo™® eth™®; (f) after Titus in 1311 2183 (so too the mivaE [list] in 1521,
but not the text); (g) after Philemon in D L ¥ 048 056 075 0142 most minuscules (including 104
326 330 451 614 629 630 1984 1985 2492 2495) it” vg syr™ " cop”™* eth™. There are also the
following sequences: (h)...Colossians, Philemon, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Philippians, Hebrews, 1
and 2 Timothy, Titus in 2690 2739, and (i)...1 and 2 Corinthians,
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Galatians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon, Hebrews, James, Romans,
Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, Jude, 1 and 2 Peter, 1 John in 1241 (the manuscript breaks
off with 1 John).

Most printed editions of the Greek New Testament have followed the traditional sequence
represented by (g), with Hebrews at the end of the Pauline canon. Other editions, however,
following the witnesses mentioned under (e), place it after Paul’'s Letters to churches and before
his Letters to individuals. These include Lachmann (1831), Tregelles (1857-72), Tischendorf
(1869-72), Westcott and Hort (1881), B. Weiss (1894-1900), J. M. S. Baljon (1898), and H. von
Soden (1913).

1.3 tfic duvapewe adtod, kobopLouoy {B}

Although the reading 51” abtod kaBapLoudy (P*° DU 236 263 2005 2127) may appear to be
rather strongly supported, the weight of D9 is considerably weakened when one takes into
account the presence of a conflation in that manuscript (t¢ prijuett thg duvapews adtod, oL’
adtod kaBopLopodv...).2 On the whole the Committee thought it more likely that 61> adtod or 51°
eoqvtod (D° K L M 614 1739 Byz Lect al) was added in order to enhance the force of the middle
voice of ToLnoduerog, than that the phrase was present originally and then omitted in good

representatives of the Alexandrian text (R A B 33 81) as well as in Western witnesses (it™ vg).
1.8 oov (2) {B}

Although the reading a0toD, which has early and good support (%}46 X B), may seem to be

preferable because it differs from the reading of the Old Testament passage that is being quoted
(Ps_45.7 [= LXX 44:7] oov), to which, on this point of view, presumably the mass of New
Testament witnesses have been assimilated, a majority
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of the Committee was more impressed (a) by the weight and variety of the external evidence
supporting cov, and (b) by the internal difficulty of construing c0tod. Thus, if one reads «hTod the
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words 0 Bedc must be taken, not as a vocative? (an interpretation that is preferred by most
exegetes), but as the subject (or predicate nominative),> an interpretation that is generally
regarded as highly improbable. Even if one assumes that kol, which is absent from the Hebrew
and the Septuagint of the Psalm, was inserted by the author with the set purpose of making two
separate quotations, with ver. 8a in the second person and 8b in the third person,” the
strangeness of the shift in persons is only slightly reduced.

1.12 eiEerg {A}

Instead of €AlEeLc, which is supported by the great preponderance of witnesses, two manuscripts

(R* D*) read dAAafeLc, (the preponderant reading of Ps 101.27 LXX), subsequently altered by
correctors to elALleLC.

[EEY

12 w¢ patiov kol {B}

The words &¢ tudtLov, strongly supported by P*° R A B (D*) 1739 (it%) arm eth, appear to be

original with the author of the Letter, who inserted them in his quotation from Ps 102.26 to show
that the metaphor of the garment is continued. The absence of the words from most witnesses is
the result of conformation to the text of the Septuagint.

2.7 atov (2) {B}

While external evidence may seem to favor the inclusion of kel KaT€OTNOKG DTOV €TL TG
€pyo TV xelpdv oou WACD*P Y

Page 594

33 (81) 1739 it vg syr™ "™ " cop™® "> @ arm eth al), the Committee was impressed by the
probability that the longer reading may be the result of scribal enlargement of the quotation (Ps
8.7), and therefore preferred the shorter reading, supported by %46 BD°K L al.

2.8 [ait®] (1) {C}

Although the preponderant weight of external evidence might be thought to support c0t®
without question, the fact that the earliest Greek witnesses (%)46 B), with support from several
early versions, lack the word led the Committee to have some doubt as to whether x0T belongs
in the text, and therefore it was decided to print the word enclosed within square brackets.

2.9 yapLtL Beod {A}

Instead of yapLtL Beod, which is very strongly supported by good representatives of both the

Alexandrian and the Western types of text P*® X A B C D 33 81 330 614 it vg cop™ ™ ™ al), a
rather large number of Fathers, both Eastern and Western, as well as 0121b 424° 1739* vg™®
syr’™*, read ywplc Beod. The latter reading appears to have arisen either through a scribal lapse,
misreading yapLTL as ywplg, or, more probably, as a marginal gloss (suggested by 1 Cor 15.27)
to explain that “everything” in ver. 8 does not include God; this gloss, being erroneously regarded
by a later transcriber as a correction of yapLtL 6eod, was introduced into the text of ver. 9.
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3.2 [6Ag] {C}

Both external evidence and transcriptional probabilities are singularly difficult to evaluate. On
the one hand, OAw is read by a wide variety of text-types, but is suspect as having been
conformed to the text of ver. 5 and/or of Nu 12.17 LXX. On the other hand, several early and
excellent witnesses (P P*“ B, joined by cop® ** ™ al) lack 81w, but the omission may be a
deliberate (Alexandrian?) emendation, introduced in order to render the Old Testament quotation
more appropriate to the argument (in ver. 2 “whole” disturbs the parallelism between Moses and
Jesus). In the face of such a balance
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of possibilities, a majority of the Committee thought it best to include OAw in the text, but to
enclose it within square brackets in order to express doubt whether it belongs there.

3.6 00 {A}

The reading 0¢, which appears to be predominantly Western in character (2})46 D* 0121b 88
424° 1739 it™ > ® vg Lucifer Ambrose), is probably a scribal modification of 00, introduced perhaps
for the sake of logical exactitude (Christians are God’s house, not Christ’s house). The reading o0
is more than sufficiently supported by early and diversified witnesses (D" R ABCD° IKP ¥
3381 it" syr” ™ cop®® ™ arm).

3.6 kotooywuer {B}

After €ATTLO0C the Textus Receptus adds péypL téiouvg PePoior, with X A C D K P 33 81 629

1739 it vg al. It is probable, however, that the phrase is an interpolation from ver. 14, especially
since not PePolor but PERaLov is the gender that one would have expected the author to use,
qualifying the nearer substantive TO koY

4.2 oUYKeKePUOuEVoLG {B}

Among the bewildering variety of readings preserved among the manuscripts (conveniently
represented in the apparatus by the use of parentheses), the one that best explains the origin of
the others is ouykekepaopéroug. Supported by early and diverse testimony representing both the
Alexandrian and the Western types of text (P***® A B C DY ¥ (33) 81 1739 al), as the more
difficult reading it would naturally have been altered to the easier nominative singular (X 57 (102)
(it") syr” cop®® Ephraem Lucifer al).

4.3 eloepyOpeda yop {A}

Among the connectives ydp is to be preferred both because of early and good external evidence
(D™ B DK P ¥ 33614 it vg syr" cop®™ eth) and because it suits the context. The reading odv

NRAC
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0121b 81 1739 copb"), which is considerably less vigorous, was suggested by o0v in verses 1, 11,
14, and 16, which, however, are not parallel, for here o0V seems to have a resumptive sense
(“well then”). The colorless & (syr” arm) probably represents a mere translational variant. The
hortatory subjunctive, eloepywuede, which is quite inappropriate with the following ol
TLoTeloovTeG, arose as a secondary development in connection with the misinterpretation that
produced obv (A C al).

4.3 [tv] {C}

The balance between the weight of evidence for and against the presence of tv led the
Committee to decide to retain the word but to enclose it within square brackets.

5.12 T {C}

The Textus Receptus reads the interrogative tive (hence AV renders, “ye have need that one
teach you again which [tiva] be the first principles of the oracles of God”), with B D° K 88 614
Byz Lect al. Since the earliest manuscripts are without accent marks, editors must decide on the
basis of context which is the more appropriate form; here the Committee felt that the indefinite
pronoun (tLva) gives a sharper antithesis to elvel Sudaokadol in the preceding clause.

6.2 udaxic {A}

Although the reading 5L8a1v, which is in apposition with fepéitov of ver. 1, is early (P* B it?), a
majority of the Committee regarded it as a stylistic improvement introduced in order to avoid so
many genitives. The reading d16axfic is strongly supported by good representatives of all the

major types of text (X A C DY | K P 33 81 614 1739 Byz Lect al).
6.3 ToLnoopuer {A}

The future tense ToLrjoouev is to be preferred on the basis of (a) the weight of external evidence
(D* N B 133 88 614 1739 it ¢
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vg syr" " cop®® ™™ al) as well as (b) its congruence with the following clause, “if God permits”
(which is more appropriate with the future tense than with the exhortation “let us do this”). The
reading ToLowper (A C DY P ¥ 81 al), if it is not merely the result of an orthographic confusion
between o and w, probably arose from mechanical conformation with pepwpede in ver. 1.

.21 elc Tov aldvo {A}
On the one hand, the omission of the phrase kotd thy tafy MelyLoédek could be explained if
the eye of the scribe wandered from koto to the kot that follows MedyLoédek. On the other

hand, many scribes would have felt the temptation to add the phrase here (from ver. 17). The
Committee judged that the second possibility was much the stronger.”

8.8 ahTolg {B}
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The variation between ahtolc (R* A D* | K P ¥ 33 81 it vg cop™ ™ ™ al) and adtoic (P*° X B

D 614 1739 Byz Lect al) makes very little difference in sense, though the latter may be construed
with either pepdopevog or AéyeL. Observing the direction in which scribal corrections moved, a
majority of the Committee preferred the reading ahtolc.

8.11 moAltny {A}

Instead of moAltnv, which is strongly supported by P** X A B D K L most minuscules it syr® "
cop®™ * ™ arm al, the Textus Receptus substitutes the more commonplace TAnatov, with P
several minuscules (including 81) it™" ™ ™ vg syr"™ eth al.

9.1 [kal] {C}

The evidence, evenly balanced for and against the presence of kol (it is read by X A D al; it is
lacking in P**" B 1739 al), is represented
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by the Committee in retaining the word but enclosing it within square brackets.

9.2 dpTwv

After &pTwv several witnesses (B cop™ eth™) add kal tO ypuoodr BuptatipLov, and in ver. 4,
instead of ypovoodr €yovoe BuuLatnpLor ki, the same witnesses read only €yovow. The
transposition was obviously made in order to remove the difficulty concerning the author’'s
statement regarding the location of the golden altar of incense in the tabernacle.

9.10 BaTLOopOLE, SLkelwpote {A}

The reading that best explains the origin of the other readings is PamTLopolg, SLkelwwete, which
sa, bo, fay vid

is supported by early and good witnesses (including %46 N* Al P 33 81 1739 syr” cop
Origen). It is more probable that, in view of the preceding datives, ik Lwpete was changed into
SLkeLwpaoLy, and joined to them by means of kal, than that kol StkeLdueoy, if it were original,
was altered, on account of the concluding word émikeipeva, into Sikolwpate. The singular
number Sikolwpe (D* itd) is a mere scribal oversight, and the reading Pomtiopolc kol
Sikatopate. (R B 451 2492), which has the appearance of being a conflation, provides no
satisfactory sense.

9.11 yevouévwy {B}

Although both readings are well supported, on the whole yevouévwy appears to have superior
attestation on the score of age and diversity of text type ((D*°) B D* 1739 it* syr” " P Origen al).
The presence of the expression TGOV peAldvtwy ayed@v in 10.1, where the text is firm, seems

to have influenced copyists here.

9.14 alwviov {A}
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It was no doubt to be expected that, confronted with the rather unexpected phrase TreOuatog
alwriov, copyists would replace the
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adjective with ¢y Lov, but there was no reason for their replacing &y iou with aiwviov.

9.14 fudv {C}

The external evidence for the two readings fu@yr (A D* K P 1739* al) and bu®dv (X D° 33 81

1739° al) is rather evenly balanced. The former was preferred because the author uses the direct
address only in the hortatory sections of his Epistle.

9.17 unmote {A}

Instead of unmote, three Greek manuscripts (R* D* 075* "id) read un tote, which then requires

the reader to understand the sentence as a question (“... since it is not in force as long as the one
who made itis alive, is it?”). In all three manuscripts, a later hand has changed tote to Tote.

9.19 pooywv [kal TAV tpaywv] {C}

Although the text without kel TQV tpaywy is supported by an impressive combination of

witnesses (P R K L ¥ 181 1241 1739 syr” ™ P Origen), a majority of the Committee thought it
probable that the words had been omitted either accidentally (through homoeoteleuton) or
deliberately (to conform the statement to Ex 24.5). Since, however, it is possible that the shorter
reading may have been expanded by copyists in imitation of ver. 12 SLi olUTOC TPOYWY Kol
nooywv (the sequence of which has influenced the reading of D 365 in the present passage), it
was decided to enclose the words within square brackets in order to indicate a certain doubt that
they belong there.

10.1 o0k a0tV {A}

The substitution of kol for obk abTHY in the earliest known copy of the Epistle (2}346) has
produced an interesting reading, but one that certainly cannot be original, for the construction of
the sentence
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implies a contrast between eikwv and okie. The other readings, supported by individual
minuscule manuscripts and the Armenian version, are scribal (or translational) idiosyncrasies.

10.1 dVvatot {B}

Although the reading SOvavtal (X A C D° P 33 81 al) is strongly supported, it appears to

have been introduced by copyists who were influenced by TpoodépouaLy. After some hesitation,
partly because of the presence of other variant readings in the same verse, the Committee
preferred Sbvatat, which is supported by P*® D* ¢ H K ¥*° 1739 al.
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10.9 moLfjooL

After ToLfjoxL the Textus Receptus adds 0 6edg, with X® L* 81 104 206 462 489 913 919
1739 2127 vg syr” """ al. This addition, which is clearly a secondary assimilation to ver. 7
and/or to the Septuagint text of Ps 39.9, is absent from P™ *® R* A C D K P 5 33 383 467 623
794 1319 2004 it” syr™ cop®® "™ eth.

10.11 Lepelc {A}
The reading épyLepelc (A C P 88 614 syr® """ cop®® ™ arm eth) appears to be a correction
introduced by copyists who recalled 5.1 or 8.3. In any case, the reading iepeﬁg is well supported

by early and diverse witnesses (P “° X D K ¥ 33 81 1739 it vg syr" cop™ Ephraem Chrysostom
al).

10.34 deoplolg {B}

The reading that best explains the origin of the others is deoploLg, which is supported by
good representatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text, as well as by several
Eastern witnesses (A D% 33 (81) 1739 it* ° vg syr” ™ P cop®® *° arm Ephraem al). Through
transcriptional oversight the first iota was omitted, resulting in the reading deopoic (P ¥ 104
Origen). Then, in order to improve the sense, copyists added a personal pronoun, either DTV
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it* @), referring to those mentioned in ver. 33b, or wov (X D° K P 88 614 Byz Lect al), in imitation

of the statements in Php 1.7, 13, 14, 17; Col 4.18. The reading adopted for the text is confirmed
by 13.3.

10.34 eovtoic {A}

The reading eovtolg, which is strongly attested by such Alexandrian and Western witnesses

as PR AH WY 33811739 it vg al, was first altered to the dative éxvtoic (DY K 614 Byz Lect

al), and this in turn was strengthened by prefixing €v (1 467 489 1881 al). By a curious oversight
the pronoun is omitted entirely in P and perhaps in the original of cop® *°.

10.38 SikoLOg pov ék TLotewg {B}

Influenced by the citation of the same Old Testament quotation in Ro 1.17 and Ga 3.11,
where Paul omits the personal pronoun pouv, 5})13 and the majority of later witnesses (D° H° K P ¥
81 614 Byz Lect), followed by the Textus Receptus, omit the word here. But it undoubtedly
belongs in the text, being strongly supported by early and reliable witnesses. The only question,
however, is where it belongs, some (P* X A H* 33" 257 383 1175 1739 1831 1875 it* ™ "vg

cop® arm Clement al) placing it after Sikatoc, and others (D* 1518 1611 it* syr™ " Eusebius)
placing it after Tlotewc. (The same kind of variation occurs in the manuscripts of the Septuagint
of Hab 2.4, where Tiotewg pou is read by X B Q W* [W is the Freer papyrus dating from the

third century; W° deletes pouv], whereas A and the minuscules of the Catena magna read dikoLog
wov.) In view of the strong external support, the Committee preferred the reading StkaLO¢ pov.
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11.1 vmdoTaoLg, TPaYUKTWY {A}

The scribe of P*, a third or fourth century papyrus copy, thoughtlessly wrote Tpoypatwy
dvaotooLc.t
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11.11 Tloter kol avth Zappe otelpa SvapLy {C}

The difficulties of this verse are well known (for example, in Greek the expression SUvouLy
el¢ kataoAny omépuatog €Aapev is regularly used of the male in begetting, not the female in
conceiving) and have led some scholars (including F. Field, Windisch, Zuntz) to suggest that kol
adtn Zappa oTelpa is an early gloss that somehow got into the text. Appreciating the lexical
difficulty, but unwilling to emend the text, a majority of the Committee understood the words kol
adth Xdappa oTelpa to be a Hebraic circumstantial clause,® thus allowing *ABpody. (ver. 8) to
serve as subject of €élaPev (“by faith, even though Sarah was barren, he [Abraham] received
power to beget ...").

It is also possible to construe the words AyTH CAPPA CTEIpA as a dative of accompaniment

(in uncial script iotas subscript are ordinarily not indicated), so that the sentence runs, “By faith he
[Abraham] also, together with barren Sarah, received power to beget ..."*2

A second problem involves atelpa, which is absent from several important withesses (%13‘""

N A D 33 614 al). Although admitting that the word might have been added as an interpretative

gloss in an ancestor of 2])46 D* P ¥ 81 88 1739 it vg syr” "al a majority of the Committee
regarded it as more likely that the word dropped out through transcriptional oversight

(cappacTelpa). It was agreed that 1) (D° " 81 88 1739 Euthalius al) and obox (P 104 436 1984
2127 al) are obviously secondary.

11.17 mpooevnvoyev "ABpaap Tov Toodk TeLpad Operog

The evidence for the inclusion and for the position of the name *ABpaay fluctuates curiously:
(a) most witnesses read TpooeVVoyEV
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"ABpadys...; (b) a few Western witnesses (D it?) read...metpadduevoc *APpady; (c) 1912 reads
"ABpadys Tpooevnvoyev...; (d) 1245 1611 arm read...’ABpady Telpaouevog; and (e) the name
is omitted by P*® ¥ 330 2005 syr" Chrysostom.

On the one hand, if the name were not original, the fact that verses 13-16 constitute a
parenthesis may have led copyists to insert it in ver. 17, which resumes the narrative concerning
Abraham; the variety of positions of the name suggests that it is secondary. On the other hand, if
the omission of the name is not accidental, copyists may have felt that the subject of ver. 17 was
so obvious that *ABpaay. was unnecessary. In any case, the Committee did not see its way clear
to disregard the weight of the mass of evidence supporting the reading adopted as text.

11.23 BaoLAcwg. {A}


javascript:BwRef('Heb%2011:1')
mk:@MSITStore:d:/program%20files/bibleworks%207/databases/metzger.chm::/bbw-metzger-ch19.htm#fn19008#fn19008
javascript:BwRef('Heb%2011:11')
mk:@MSITStore:d:/program%20files/bibleworks%207/databases/metzger.chm::/bbw-metzger-ch19.htm#fn19009#fn19009
javascript:BwRef('Heb%2011:8')
mk:@MSITStore:d:/program%20files/bibleworks%207/databases/metzger.chm::/bbw-metzger-ch19.htm#fn19010#fn19010
javascript:BwRef('Heb%2011:17')
javascript:BwRef('Heb%2011:13-16')
javascript:BwRef('Heb%2011:17')
javascript:BwRef('Heb%2011:17')
javascript:BwRef('Heb%2011:23')

After ver. 23, certain witnesses (chiefly Western) add the equivalent of a whole verse
recounting an additional feat of Moses: Iliotel péyag yevduevoc Mwiofic qreliev tov
Alyldntior katavo®dy Ty Tamelvwoly TV adeAd@dv adtod (“By faith Moses, when he was
grown up, destroyed the Egyptian when he observed the humiliation of his brothers”). The
interpolation, which is read by D* 1827 it vg™®, was probably inspired by Ac 7.24 and/or Ex 2.11-
12.

11.37 émplodnoav {C}

The presence in most manuscripts of the rather general statement émeLpaobnoey (“they were
tempted”) amid the author's enumeration of different kinds of violent death has long been
regarded by commentators as strange and unexpected. Many have suggested that
émeLpaodnoay is the corruption of some other word more suitable to the context, or that it entered
the text as the result of inadvertent scribal dittography of émplofnoav. Among the conjectural
emendations of émeLpaodnoay the following have been proposed (the name of the scholar who, it
appears, first proposed it is enclosed within parentheses): émpnobnoav (Gataker), Grempnobnooy
(Luicke), émupwbnoay (Bezae, edd. 3, 4, 5), émupaodnoay (Junius
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and Piscator), émuplodnoar (Sykes), all of which mean “they were burned”; émapOnocr (Bezae,
edd. 1, 2), “they were pierced” (cf. Luther's “zerstochen”); émpwOnoav (Faber), “they were
mutilated”; émpaodnooav (le Moyne), “they were sold”; éoTreLpaadnoay or éomeLpadnoar (Alberti),
“they were strangled” or “they were broken on the wheel”; émpeLacdnoar (Reiske), “they were
ill-treated”; emépOnoar (Kypke), “they were pierced through”; émepadnoay (Bryant), “they were
stabbed”; émeLpadnoar (Wakefield), “they were impaled”; éodaipiodnoar (reported by
Griesbach), “they were broken on the wheel”; and even étapLyeiBnoav (Matthéi), “they were
pickled”!

Several singular readings in individual manuscripts are due to carelessness and/or to itacistic
confusion: thus D?" reads émpaodnoar, €mpaodnoay (sic), which stands for the aor. pass. ind.
of melpalw, and ms. 1923 reads émpnodnoav, €melpacbnoav, of which émpriodnoay is an
itacistic spelling of émplabnoav (“they were burned”).

With some hesitation, but partly on the strength of the uncertain position of émeLpaabnoay in
the witnesses (sometimes standing before émplobnoar, sometimes after it),Xt the Committee
decided to adopt the shorter reading preserved in P*® 1241 1984 1** *° syr® (cop®™®) eth™
Origeng'm‘ 't Eusebius Acacius Ephraem Jerome Socrates Ps-Augustine Theophylact, and to
print only eémplobnooy.

12.1 edmeplotatov {A}

The reading eVmeplomaotov (“easily distracting”), which occurs in P*® and 1739 (and
perhaps lies behind it ?), is either a palaeographical error or a deliberate modification of
ebmepLotatov, which is supported by all the other known witnesses.

12.3 ei¢ €ovtov {C}
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Although external evidence strongly favors either ei¢ €xvtoig (R* D syr® Ephraem) or €ic
ahrolg (P R° € 048 33 1739+
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Origen al), the difficulty of making sense of the plural led a majority of the Committee to prefer the
singular number, choosing eic €xvtév as the least inadequately supported reading (A P 104 326
1241 John-Damascus). Several versions handle the passage freely, it? reading in vobis and cop®®
arm omitting the phrase entirely.

[The plural is the qualitatively best supported and the more difficult (though meaningful)
reading, and the one more likely to be altered. A.W.]

12.18 ymAadwpévey {B}

External evidence strongly supports the reading ymAadwpévy without dpeL (%46 N ACo048

33 (81) vg syr” cop®™ ™ eth al). Moreover, the diversity of position of dpeL in the witnesses that
read the word (it stands before ymiadwuéve in 69 255 462 syr, and after it in DY K P ¥ 88 614
1739 Byz Lect) suggests that it is a scribal gloss derived from ver. 22.

13.15 81" adtod [olv] {C}

Although most witnesses include odv (X° A C D* K 056 0121b 0142 81 88 614 1739 most
minuscules vg syrh cop®® ®° arm eth al), it is absent from several early and important withesses

(%46 N*D*P V¥ (itd) syrP). It is difficult to decide whether copyists added the word, which seems to

be needed at this point, or whether it was accidentally omitted in transcription (AyTOyYOYANA—-).

In order to reflect the balance of probabilities a majority of the Committee decided to include the
word in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets.

13.21 moawvtl ayodQ {A}

After mavti the Textus Receptus, in company with C D° K M P almost all minuscules and syr™
n cop®™ eth al, adds €pyw, an obvious homiletic gloss. If the word had been present originally, no

good reason can account for its absence from 5])46 X Dy e vg copbo al. The singular
reading Tavtl €pyw kol A0yw &ywdq, in codex A, is from 2 Th 2.17.
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13.21 oLV

Although the reading a0t® oL@V is strongly attested (R* A C 33* 81 1739™ cop*®), the

Committee was disposed to regard the unintelligible pronoun as a dittograph of the preceding
adtod (as also adtd in P*®).2 The reading adtoc ToL@Y (451 2492 it* *°) may be a homiletic
expansion. The shorter reading moL®v, which was preferred by the Committee, is supported by

R°DY K P ¥ 88 614 1739* Byz Lect it®* vg syr” " cop®®™ "™ arm al.
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13.21 fuiv {A}

In view of the preceding UpAc it is easy to understand why Muiv, which is strongly supported

by P R A DY K M 33 81 614 1739 syr” cop™ ™ arm al, was altered to Ouiv (C P ¥ 88 it" * % vg
syr” eth al).

13.21 [tév alwvwv] {C}

The phrase €i¢ toug aidrag TV aildvwy, which occurs only here in the Epistle to the
Hebrews, is attested in all manuscripts in 1 Tm 1.17; 2 Tm 4.18, and in eleven of its twelve
occurrences in Revelation. In the doxologies in Ga 1.5; Php 4.20; 1 Pe 4.11; 5.11; and Re 1.6 the
words TV alwvwy are omitted by several (mostly later) manuscripts. In He 5.6; 6.20; 7.17, and
21 (all quoting Ps 110.4 [= LXX 109:4]) we find the short form ei¢ Tov ai®dve, as also in 2 Cor
9.9 (where F G K 1739 al expand by adding T@v aiwvwr) and 1 Pe 1.25. None of these
instances of the short form occurs in a doxology. A quasi-doxology in He 13.8 reads ei¢ Toug
al@vag, with no variations (except the addition of auny in D* itd).

In view of these data it is difficult to decide whether copyists, influenced by familiarity with the
longer form in doxologies elsewhere in the New Testament as well as in current liturgical usage,

added tdv aldvor R A (C*) K P 33 81 614 1739 it™ > ™ 2 yg syr® cop®™™* ™ eth al), or
whether other copyists, either through carelessness

Page 607

or in imitation of el¢ tol¢ aldvec in He 13.8, omitted TV aiwvwr (P* C* DY ¥ 1241 Lect syr"
samss

cop arm al). On the whole the Committee was disposed to prefer the shorter text as original,
yet because of the weight of such witnesses as X A (C*) 33 614 1739 al, it was decided to retain
the words TV alwWvwy, but to enclose them within square brackets as an indication that they
might well be a gloss.

13.25 Tavtov LpOY. {A}

The later liturgical use of the concluding words (“Grace be with all of you”) must have made it
difficult for scribes not to add &univ when copying the epistle. Several important witnesses,

however, including P* R* 1® 33 vg™ cop®® arm, have resisted the intrusion. Instead of (@Y ms.
1241 reads Nu®v, and D reads TV &yiwv.

13.25 Subscription

(a) The subscription in X C 33 is mpo¢ ‘EPpaiovg. Other subscriptions include the following:
(b) mpog ‘Eppaiovg éypadn amo ‘Puung A; (c) mpog ‘Efpailovg éypadn amo Tralileg P 1908;
(d) mpog ‘EBpaiovg éypadn amo (460 Euthalius™ add tfg) Tradtag v TipwoBéov K 102 460
1923 Euthalius™, followed by the Textus Receptus; (e) T Tpo¢ ‘Efpalovg émLoToAn €ypodn
&m0 Trailag Suk Tiwobéov 425 464 al; () Iladlov dmootolov €mLotoAn Tpog ‘Efpaloug
eypadn amo Tradiog Sue TuuoBéov 404 al; (g) as (f) but instead of &m0 Traleg it reads amoO
Abnvav: @Adol 66 an’ Tredleg 1911; (h) 1 mpog ‘Efpatovg altn €mLoToAn €ypadn &mo
Traileg Suee TiwoBéov Tod amooTéAoL ToD Kol €ig adTovg TepdBévtog SLi ToD Wakeplov
[oddov Tv” adTolg dLopbwontal 431; (i) as (h) but after éypadn add ‘Efpaioti 104.
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Footnotes

* The information given here has been derived chiefly from W. H. P. Hatch, “The Position of
Hebrews in the Canon of the New Testament,” Harvard Theological Review, xxix (1936), pp.
133-151, with many valuable additions supplied through the kindness of Kurt Aland from the files
of the Institute for New Testament Text Research at Minster. For information concerning
evidence from early canonical lists and patristic writers, see the article by Hatch.

2 Although in codex Vaticanus Hebrews follows 2 Thessalonians, the chapter numbers in that
manuscript disclose that in an ancestor it occupied a position after Galatians. The chapter
numeration of the Pauline Letters begins with Romans and runs continuously through 2
Thessalonians. The Letter to the Galatians concludes with the 58th chapter, whereas the next
Epistle, that to the Ephesians, begins with the 70th chapter, and then the numbers continue
regularly through Philippians, Colossians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, ending with the 93rd chapter.
Following 2 Thessalonians (as was mentioned above) stands Hebrews, which begins with the
59th chapter, and proceeds with the 60th, 61st, 62nd, 63rd, and 64th chapters, as far as He 9.14,
where the manuscript breaks off, the remaining part being lost. Doubtless there were originally
eleven chapters in Hebrews (59 to 69). It is clear, therefore, from the sequence of chapter
divisions that in an ancestor of codex Vaticanus Hebrews stood after Galatians and before
Ephesians, and that the scribe of Vaticanus copied mechanically the chapter numbers even
though they no longer were appropriate after Galatians.

2 The evidence can be set forth as follows: the phrase t¢ pruatt Thg duvduewg is followed

by (a) adtod X A B 33 81 917 1175 1836 it vg arm al; (b) 61" €xvtod (or acd-) P* 0121 424° 1739
cop®® al; or (c) adtod &u” €xvtod (or ad-) DU K L most minuscules cop™ al.

4 “Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever, and the scepter of righteousness is the scepter of
thy kingdom.”

® “God is thy throne (or, Thy throne is God) for ever and ever, and the scepter of
righteousness is the scepter of his [i.e. God’s] kingdom.”

& “Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever,” and ‘the scepter of righteousness is the scepter
of his kingdom.”

I See also G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 1953, p. 163.

8 According to H. D. F. Sparks, the papyrus reads amoote[oLc]; see Wordsworth and White,
Novum Testamentum, Part 2, fasc. vii (Oxford, 1941), p. 743, where a variety of Latin evidence is
also cited.

2 Cf. Matthew Black, “Critical and Exegetical Notes on Three New Testament Texts, Hebrews
xi. 11, Jude 5, James i:27, ” in Apophoreta; Festschrift fir Ernst Haenchen (Berlin, 1964), pp. 41
ff. The discussion of He 11.11 is included also in Black’s Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and
Acts, 3rd ed. (Oxford, 1967), pp. 83—-89.

12 Commentators who prefer to take the words (with or without otelpa) as dative include E.
Riggenbach, Der Brief an die Hebraer (Leipzig, 1913), pp. 356 ff.; O. Michel, Der Brief an die
Hebraer (Gottingen, 1949), p. 262; and F. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Hebrews (Grand Rapids,
1964), p. 302.
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£ For a discussion of textual problems in the passage, see G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles,
1953, pp. 47 f.

£ For a discussion of the dittograph, see G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 1953, p. 62.
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