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NOTES AND STUDIES

VON SODEN’S TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT*

I #ap looked for great things from Dr von Soden’s final volume of
the Text. The earlier volumes were very heavy reading, but I expected
that his Text and critical notes would fill a gap in our studies.

Alas, he has but complicated our problems, and instead of writing
& eulogy on his work I regret to have to condemn it strongly. The
only redeeming feature of the whole work consists in the collations of
codices at Sinai, Jerusalem, and Athos, not forgetting % at Tiflis.+

As to the presentment of the combined critical material, after making
every allowance for the division of work among forty people, it can only
be said that the apparatus is positively honeycombed with errors, and
many documents which should have been recollated have not been
touched, others only partially, and others again have been incorrectly
handled.

Dr von Soden frequently opposes Schmidtke’s edition of Paris”, and
doubtless it is von Soden who is wrong every time. He misquotes my
604/700 (his **) and has not correctly handled 28 (his *®) or 157
(his 7). He does not tell us if he had ¥ recollated. If he only used
Lake's edition of Mark and Collation of the other Gospels, then he has
done a great wrong by printing endless false readings. If he has had it
tecollated then Lake’s work was rather careless. I leave them to settle
this matter between them.

It has been my duty to go over von Soden’s text and apparatus
throughout the Gospels in all passages concerning a difference between
& and B (in connexion with a work which is in the press), and very soon
after beginning the investigation it became clear to me that von Soden’s
work was @ step backward. 1 have striven myself to keep textual matters
on as clear a basis as possible, and here we have an editor, who, not
content Wlth. thl'f)Wing overboard all our previous nomenclature in an
excess of p_rl_d‘e in his forthcoming enterprise, has brought this enter-
prise ta fruition in such a way as to befog the issue at every step.

Wlthout further preliminaries I proceed to indict him on the most
serious count of all ; upen a count on which none of his predecessors
have been found guilty,} for they handled these matters with infinite care.

* See supra p. 306,

+ Nov? publ.ished by B-eermann and Gregory as the ‘ Koridethi’ Gospels.
) $ 1 think Tischendorf is unwittingly guilty on one occasion only.

X2
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As regards Hort, his method had the merit of simplicity, whatever we
may think of the result. When he was confronted with five or six
varieties of order or three or four different readings, he chose upon
occasion to follow B, even if alone, by preference. Not so von Soden.
His method is that of eclecticism, carried to such a point that he nvenis
scripture by conflation or combination, and instead of 7educing our many
various readings, he has actually sncreased them !

Here is the proof.

() ZTnvention of Scripture.

He prints—

(1) Mark iii 3 xoi AMéyet 76 dvfpdme T¢ Ty énpappémy xeipa Eovte.

There are varieties of reading here, but no MSS that I know of read
as von Soden’s text.

Tisch. has 74 T &gpav xeipa Exovre
W-H ,, 7¢ i xeipa éovre Enpdy
Text. rec. ,, 76 énpappdvmy éxovre ™y xeipa
D ,, 76 &ovre Ty xeipa éénpapévyy
28 ,, 10 ™ xijpa Eovr émpappéry
[Matt. xii 13 7d7e AMéyer 70 dvfpdme lantum
Luke vi 8 elrev 8¢ 76 avbpdmy 7§ Enpov Eovre v xeipa with varia-
tions (and some ro Ty efnpappevyy exovre Tqv xetpa) |

(2) Luke xxiv 27. Von Soden prints deppivevoev adrots év wdoais
als ypagais [r{ fv] 7 wepi éavrod,

In his margin he has ‘om 7. yv Ta K gg A2 84 fbo Ja %0 pa b 238 pa’,

Now 82 = & and 848 = 33, plus L (= f after § 48), have 7. s but
in quite a different position, viz. before é&. So does 1 [7on fam 118-
209-131] represented by von Soden as 5®; so that unless Sod™, or Sod*®
(= Evan. 22) has his order he has grossly erred and énvented a new
order with the addition, just as other MSS did when incorporating some-
thing from the margin,

As regards 22 Mr Sanders informs me that + 7« yv occurs there before
év, so that the matter narrows down to Sod™, but the edition just
published shews 7. yv before é& there also.

(3) Luke i 42. Another case of composite handling, without brackets.
. Von Soden prints: xat avepwrnaer durm peyaly.

Now avepwvyoer is the reading of B plur against NCF Soden®®
28 892 minn®® or ® for avefoyoev, but ¢wvy on the other hand is the
reading of & plur against the xpavyy of BLE and W 2pre Paris®
Origter bokduo, so that von Soden follows B for one thing and deserts
him as to the very next word. He thus tacitly accuses & in one word
and B in the other contiguous one of bearing false testimony. Does this
justify him in ezer following R B alone elsewhere, as at Matt. xviil 24,
Mark viii 32 &c.? Or does it justify him in following & B L. alone
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at Mark xvi 4? Or in following L alone at Luke xvii 12? Or B 892
alone at Mark ii 22? Or BT 892 alone at Luke xxii 307 If xpavyy of
B L2 W 2re Paris® Origter conjoined be wrong here in Luke i 42, how
.can he be convinced that the other singular or semi-singular readings of
B referred to above are correct when he adopts them elsewhere ?

(4) John xiil 26. Von Soden prints Baw 1o Yomor kar emducw avro,
instead of Bayas To Ywuov erdocw avre.

But those MSS which change Bayas to Bayw . . . xai, all have Swow
afterwards and not erwdwoo.

Unless I am greatly mistaken, von Soden’s Bayo 1o Youov kat emduco
avrw is invented, whereas Sajw to Yopov kaidwow avrw istead by BC L
(Sv) 213 Sod® M08 bof (sak) arm aeth. ‘

(5) Mark x 1. T considered until I came across this passage that
von Soden had simply committed er»ors in his text, but here he shews us
something, for he prints ‘ [kat] [8ta Tov] wepav’, which, in its entirety, s
only exkibited by one MS, Laura®'®. His apparatus is so constructed
that you could not tell it from that, for Laura*!* (= his*®) is not
cited thus.

He inserts the bracketed xa: because 8 B C* L ¥ 8g2 read «ra: mepav
against the simple wepav of D G W A C? min alig lat syr goth arm. He
follows it with [3ia 7ov] because A N @ unc" and aet% have this, but the
general summary result is the product of conflation, in which process
I arraign him as guilty with Laura®'®,

(6) Luke v 2. Von Soden prints wAowpa 8ve. This has, as far as
I know, no Greck authority whatever, the witness for it being only a of
the Zazins. Von Soden’s notes are so arranged that it is impossible to
observe whether any of his new Greek witnesses so read. He has con-
flated the order of BW 892 Paris® e copt sy» W-Hxb : 7howa Svo, ‘with
the dvo mhoapia of ACL QR W &c. (W-H=g), while D wnc'® minn®! read
dvo mhow. It is in this same verse that he holds amewAwar against
W-H, with exAwwor BD Wo1892, emdwar NC*L QX 239299372
Paris” Sod™*®, and the simple Jawabant of the Latins!

(7) Luke xxiii 8. Out of a good many varieties + von Soden chooses
€€ wkavov fedwy ( — xpovov or xpovwv). No editor had done this before
because there was no uncial authority for it. There happens to be
one uncial MS for it now, viz. ¥ (Lake ses#), but von Soden does
not recognize if, because he quotes §6 (= ¥) in his notes (and on

+ Txt. rec. fehaw ef wwavov as most, or feAwy ¢f weavoy xpovov W al. But ef wavey
Xpovar Oehawv R BT X alig, c. Gehaw ef xavay Xpovew 157, €f LKavov xpovov feAay
Jam 13, ¢ eavay xpovar L (—0exaw), erat enim cupiens videre illum @ (—ef we. xp.) ofs
%%, Ord. ita: 0erav aber avrov e wavwy xpovwy Dd cf. sak syr, cf. e, €f wavov
fehaw ¥ ot Soden fxt soli vid cum 341 ef evangelistariis sex.
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page 946 of Band I, Abt. I1) as reading xpovov post wavov of his text,
thus :—

¢ Add xpovov p wavov (Ac 27,) A 3% In” &c.
Thus (unless Lake is wrong, and I do not think he is) von Soden stands
alone again, as far as the evidence recognized by him was concerned.

(8) Mark xv 34. Von Soden shews us how a polyglot mind among the
scribes of old led to trouble, for, without any Greek authority, he prints
in his text xac ™ wpa evary. What he means to print (judging from his
note) is «kat 79 evary wpa with NBDsr FL ¥ &c. The majority of
Greeks have ka T7) Wpa T7) €vaTm, but zone xar 7] wpa €vaTyn, NOr does
he give any MS in his notes which omits 74 an#e evar.

(9) Luke x 42 where Ddabce ffilr (syrsin) Ambd Clem omit the
clause altogether, and where Hort got into difficulties and followed
C*L 1 [non fam] 33 (add now Paris”) against B, while C* A »znc'* and
W ¥ 892 minnPl give another version, von Soden elects to follow one
Greek MS, viz. 38+ (about which we hear but little generally) for oAvywr
3¢ eorw xpera.] I am justified in placing this here, for I do not recollect
him ever to have quoted Evan. 38 in his apparatus (N° & 355). So
he adopted this reading in all probability witkout knowing of this solitary
MS authority because (see p. xxiv) of his rule : ¢ Fiir die Darstellung der
Lesart war die Aufgabe denkbarste Knappheit, leichte Ubersichtlichkeit,
unmissverstdndlicke Klarkeit! So, at the expense of documentary
evidence, he prints ou# of %is Aead : which incidentally is a wonderful
commentary on the previous action of Evan. 38 sy» Aéer and dokduo,

The passage involved is the famous one conveying our Lord’s
remarks to Martha about Mary :—

“dvds B¢ dom xpelar Mapla 8¢ Ty dyabiy pepida eeléfato fmis odi
dpapebioerar o atris.

The early sentence is found

in B as oltywv Be xpela eoTw 7 €evos

in N* as oltywv 8¢ eoTwv 7 evos

in C* L 1.33 Paris” as ohywv 8¢ eort xpeta 7 evos.
Clem with Ddabceffilr Ambr (syr sin) omit it altogether, but
von Soden with 38 and syr Zier b0A%?J:" elects :—

‘ oMrywy 8¢ eorwv xpewa’
for ‘Knappheit’ and ¢ unmissverstindliche Klarheit’.

(10) John vii 12. Who would suppose from von Soden’s text ©«kae
yoyyvopos mv wept avtov wohvs’ (agreeing with Tischendorf’s text) and
from his apparently simple note

+ The famous one (of four cursives only) which joins in omitting the first word
from the cross. There at Luke xxiii 34 von Soden does not quote it, so he was
evidently not familiar with it.

t Syr hier and arm are the only others to agree (partially).
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¢~ molvs P Yyoyyvouos Ta K gg /3! % 38£5 8971 7 gbao ot 1246
349 Kt A3 C* b q Xp, om wolvs /2 55fafa f121 | ~ mepu avrov
Kgg H 8780845105 Jadsw 2 ga st cinf ol m 0% pu CN
af sys¢ Xp, om wept avroy 1 9a 850

that he and Tischendorf (quite unwittingly I suppose) had very nearly
invented scripture here also, for 33 appears to be the only witness for
their case? It will be observed that 3* (= 33) is the only MS (with an
exception to be mentioned immediately) which occurs in both lists. It
so happened that the differing orders which caused them so to act also
misled another very ancient authority who preceded them by a thousand
and half a thousand years. A close inspection will shew *Xp’ also
appearing twice, and a reference to Matthaei’s edition, p. 127, of St John
exhibits :—
mohds—7Av| v mept adrod wokvs pe7 4 A0
that is to say, practically all his codices of St Chrysostom !
So Chrys. and 331 Tisch. and von Soden invite us to read : «a: yoy-
_yvopos mv mept avrtov wodvs, because of trouble at that place very early.
The common text of most is xat yoyyvopos molvs wept avrov v,
but ¥ reads xat yoyyvopos molvs yv mwept avrov, whereas BLT (X)W
and a few cursives have kat yoyyvopos mwept avrov yv wodvs which Hort
prints. '
molvs is omitted outright by D Sod*® a cd e f / aur foss arm, and is
probably basic. The order of B L' T X W is opposed by sy» and pers
which place molvs in the text in an early position. Ilept avrov is
omitted by goz2. Von Soden now adds 3%° (= 1) but does not mention
goth. (127 reads xat yoyyvopos nv wolvs Tept avrov.)
This muddle has misled both Tisch. and von Soden, unless they have
purposely made a composition of the readings of 8 and BLTX W.
At any rate their authority is Chrys. and 33 only. On p. 957 Band 1,
Abt. II, von Soden does not include this reading of 33 with Chrys.
Von Soden ends with e Tois oxhots against e To oxAw of 33. His
clause in its entirety is absolutely alone with Chrys.
(r1) Lukexii 18. Von Soden prints wavra ra yernuara ke ta ayafa pov,
omitting uov after yempara. 7 %now of no Greek MSS whick do this. He
" has apparently mixed the testimony of B L T minn alig and the versions
which substitute roy geror without pov for a yevnuaTa pov, but this does
not justify his action in the least. It is impossible for a student, not
versed in these matters, to gather anything from his notes, for he states
the two matters differently. Thus :—

‘add pov p vevnu. Ta K gg F81 656 106 Hf [y ¢ 1444 g 207 1 § 398 airm
| Tov oiroy 1 o yevpuara Ta Hexe 52% 565487 J1 1aw0 A3 syP.’

Possibly Sod"# has re vevppata without pov, but he surely did not
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follow this one MS intentionally here. He has either made another
mistake (from making up his text as a ¢ desk-student ’ from the apparatus
gathered and put together by others and which he did not understand
himself) or has gratuitously invented scripture once more, preferring 7a
yevnuara xav To. ayaba pov to the double use of pov. Another instance
of how ¢ pairs ’ have caused various readings in the MSS themselves.

(12) Luke xxii 64. It is a question whether among the great and
heavy variations in the Greek and Latin many, or any, can be found to
support von Soden’s text :—

* kal Tepkadifavres abtdv érmpdrov abtéy Aéyovres’
for those which omit ervrrrov avrov ro mpoowmov also omit the avrov before
Aeyovres. '

(13) John xiii 18. &mob 70v dprov (p70 per epov Tov aprov)isaninven-
tion. The codices which suppress puer read pov, not euwov. See
von Soden’s own note below on the subject ¢ per epov 1 pov . . ..

(14) John i 50 (49 with von Soden). Here he surely does not mean to
neglect all the Greeks and go alone with the Latins ff/gaZ7g as he does.
by printing drexpify alird Nabavay) [xai Aéyed].

This is how it looks set out in all its aspects :—

Nabavanh tantum ( — amekpilfn avrw) +=xe: saZnU grandiloguus.
Amexpifin avre Nafavanh BL W 33 249 Paris™ bawr W-H txt.
Kot eirev avre Nafavanh . aetk
Nabavan) awexpilly avre  sak (variant plurimum bokcodd)
Et Natanahel respondit ¢ ’
Arexpifn Nabavan ko erev 8 XDb
Respondit Nathanael et ait ¢ gg®
Amekpilfy Nabavan kar Aeyevavro A AL unc® al. v (8) Chr Cyr
Azexpifly Nabavanh kew avrw emev  pers [hiant D d syr cu sin)
Azexpify Nabavay) kar erev avre  T'A TVid 28 245 435 Sod!0 5 1448
Evst 19? 267 49 60? (8 dixit vel ait) g sy» pesh

Kot amexpify Nab. kav erev avre 254
Amexpify avro Nabavayd xow ecrev X 124 a farm? Epiph
Azexpifn avre Nabavagh xai Aeye avre  Sod*™ ' gid.
Respondit ei Nathanael et ait I lgat vg

{A-frsxplﬂ'q avrw Nabavanh [kar Aeyee] Soden &xt sol inter Gr.}

} syr hier arm?

Von Soden’s reading is therefore grotesque. And then immediately
afterwards he proceeds to omit altogether from his notes the graphic +
JiZi at the end of John ii 3 by his favourite ‘af’, and & 7/ (which he
follows at i 49) and Amérosebis | hiant D d syr cu sin).

In view of the lacunae in D 4 sy» cx sin, we should certainly have our
attention called to this pretty addition, even if it is quite unauthorized
beyond ¢ f7 /, for Buchanan has added & for it.
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(15) John viii 41." Von Soden prints oé yeyeifmpev without MS
authority. 5 The textus receptus, with the majority and Orig Ch» Cyr,
has o? yeyevwijueba as Tischendorf and Hortme, Horttx® has odx éyevvi-
fnuev with B D* 409, while oik éyerviuefa is read by X LT Sod®*™".

(16) Lastly, von Soden’s reading in John xxi 18 in its entirety :—

kai dAhot {doova! oe kai droloovow Gmov od Oéhes
is a complete invention. .

For the first part «ai dAot {doovol ge von Soden is following N
alone; for the second part «xai dmwolgovow he follows II alone, and
dmov o Oéles agrees with B and the majority (against N), but for
von Soden’s sentence as a whole there is no MS authority. The matter
will be found set out fully in vol. ii of my ¢ Codex B and its allies’ (in
the press).

(11) Von Sodew’s quotations of *af .

Having satisfied himself that his son has correctly ‘restored’ the
African text, the elder von Soden makes a practice of quoting ‘af’
instead of ¢ or 2 or Cypr, or ¢ %, or ¢ 2 Cypr, or ¢ Cypr,or k Cypr. The
‘viciousness of this system is obvious. I will give one illustration.

" At Mark xii 4 where ¢ and & are both extant, von Soden has in his
notes ‘om xas I*'™ af ¢’. He means ‘om 28 ce’ for £ says Ef
Jterum against Jlerum of e,

(He neglects the fact that sak arm and pers also omit the initial
xae. It is important here, for they replace syr siz which omits the whole
verse.)

¢

(I1I) System.

As to system there is none. Sometimes & B are followed alone, as at
Matt. xiii 36 diagagpnoov (pro ¢pagov) (+ Sod™ ¢2; these witnesses
are deserted by Soden on countless other occasions); whereas at
John iv 15 Sepywuar (p70 epyopar) & B, adopted by W-H and John x 18
npev (P70 ape) 8 B, adopted by W-H, are put aside by von Soden.

In the former case von Soden does not even place ¢pacov in his
upper notes or margin.

In the latter case he condemns mpev by placing it in his third or
bottom series of notes, but takes pains to add after ‘npev loco awpe
S8 tg0 06 A Evo’ that is to say X B but against Origen, Didy-
mus, and Eusebius.

Why then at Luke vi 28 did he suppress the great Patristic testimony
for vrep (as against wepu X B I.W E 604 Paris™) by Justin Dial Clembis
. Orig Eyushis
[uI-II:rZ lls his note in Luke : vrep 1 mep (Mt. 5 44) & gg H/ 8172 o1 56 379

Not one word about the Fathers. Not one single new cursive added
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for wept, because 376 =Paris” we knew already from Schmidtke’s pub-
lication. 376 belongs in von Soden’s limited group : A3 83 502
548 56 76 1018 876 337 that is tosay NBWC W Z 33 LA 892 Paris”, 1241
(Sinai 260). The f then (as 1016=892 does #0# read thus) can only
refer to 3%, Does this Sinai MS read wepe? 1If so, it should have
been mentioned by name.

It may be said as regards John x 18 that fpev there is so palpably
wrong that von Soden properly rejects it, and that it is merely a change of
tense. But at Matt. xviii 24, where a change of order from mpoayvéxy
alré els dpehérns to wpoany. els adre dpedérys does not appreciably
affect the sense, yet von Soden follows the latter order in his text on the
sole authority of ¥ B.

The order is awkward. €ls was probably introduced into the text of
N B from the margin and put in the wrong place, for sy» siz and ¢ with
245 and Sod'™® omit els altogether. Sy» ez holds the usual order,
against N B ¢ before him one of them ’.

Similarly at Mark viii 32, instead of kai mpoohaBduevos adrdv § Mérpos
fpforo émmpdv adrg, von Soden, on the sole authority of & B (se% b0/
sy#), adopts the order kai wpooAafB. & Mérpos adTdr «7A. But adrdv is
omitted by D Sod™* ** and pgers, and very likely here too adrdr was
introduced into the X B text from the margin and put in the wrong
place.

Luke xxii 3o. Order ras dwdexa ¢ulas xpwovres of Sodtxt is only
supported by BT 892 7.

I urge that there is no system in von Soden’s text. Consider among
many other passages his adoption in Luke xx 27 of avrideyovres against
the Aeyovres of N B C D L N 892 Paris” &c. & ¢ gotk copt syr. Observe
Aeyovres supported by four of his families /7 (represented by & B C 892
Paris®”), 7 (by D 4 &c.), = (by N), “af’ (by ¢), besides gotk copt sy,
making sevez groups in all.  Von Soden goes against this.

But just above he follows similar, although less powerful, grouping at
xx 22 RABL, xx 23 8NBL,xx 25 8NBL, xx 26 RBL.

Similarly at Mark xv 1 he follows 8 C L 892 for eroypacarres, although
B reads mougavres with the majority and eroipoar D Sod®® 2pe g/,

And even at Mark xvi 4 he follows & B L absolutely alone (not adding
a single new witness) for avaxexvhiorar instead of amokexvAiorar (roundly
condemned by Merx). '

But, as a matter of fact, X does not read with BL., While B L read
oti avaxexvAiorar o Mbos, R has, without or, ¢ avaxexvo uevov Tov Abov .
Tischendorf’s edition of & is correct but his N.T. note completely wrong,
and von Soden has accepted this without checking it. The error has
been with us for over forty years, and he has perpetuated it. It must
be corrected.  « really reads with the Latins revolutum lapidem. Only
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% has amotum. Therefore, while abandoning the Greek construction of
the others, X yet retains the ava- of B L (these three still remaining alone
for this) as against amo- of the other Greeks for D Sod®° and 27, while
changing somewhat the verse, write epyovrar xat evpiokovow amwokexvio-
jLevoy TOV Mbor, and not avaxexvAicpevov Tov Afov as X. The form of
D Sod®® 2re is found in ¢ ff 2 of the Latins:

et veniunt et inveniunt revolutum (amotum #) lapidem ¢4 .

et venerunt et invenerunt revolutum lapidem f. ‘Revolutus’ of the
Latins being anceps as to ava- or awo- we are still left to argue this out
on other lines (see Merx, p. 510 5q., and plates on Luke xxiii 52—54, but
we must get the textual matters properly aligned before we can discuss
it properly.

At Matt. xi 19 he has epyov for rexvov [although his countryman
Merx (p. 194) had warned him against this] with only x8* B 124 Sod"*
bok saki»o syr pesk (arm). He seems to err by quoting 7@ as a
whole = fam 69, whereas only 124 reads thus. His sub-family 7 is
composed of 69-124, 174 (his '), and his '3, an Athens codex.
Do 1% 1088 read ep‘ywv?

At Mark ii 22 xat 0 owos amol\vTar kau ot ackor Of Sodtxt has its only
support from B 892 and bo4.

‘At Luke xvii 12 he omits avrw after vrpryooy with only BL. He
misquotes D 157. 157 is wrong, and D has omov noar so of course
avro fell away. As a matter of fact

L only reads vrprpoar (—avre)
for B reads ampryoar (— avro),
so that von Soden is here following oze MS L against all others. This
is pretty extensive editing! Of what use then all this examination
of documents ?

At John iv 21 he reads morevgor against wioreve of no less than
RBC*D LW fam 13 22 Laura®'® Sod'® ' 2ve Orig Atk and
Cyr.

At Mark v 25 he retains s against® A BCLW A /a##! which omit,
thus following D »e// 4 a f syr against his usual preferred combination.

At Mark v 40, again, he prints o 8¢ against avros Seof N BCDLA 33
Paris™ Eust 48 it vg, and this where the two families 8 B and D are con-
joined with the Latin. If there is oze Gospel where this conjunction
should be followed it is in Mark ! (Hiat syr sin).

On the other hand, at Mark vi 1z he goes over to and follows
L] B CL Der Aer for exppuéar against exypvaaov 48 i2°m° yg W 3 & unc'
minno™® ef Paris”, So that he follows for a tense change the very group
whose reading he had outraged above by contradicting.

. Then at vii 17 he opposes v mapaBorny of X BD L A 33 Paris” 4 7#
og by printing mep. s wapafolns of A rell.
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But at vii 31 he accepts yAfev Sia idwvos of the same NBD L A 33
2P 6o4 Jatt, against ko oudwvos nABev of A rell,

On p. xxviii he says, ‘Stehen die Lesarten der Recensionen fest, so
ist in der Regel die von zwei Recensionen vertretene Lesart in den Text
aufgenommen’.

But how often does he break this rule! Consult, for a change of
mood, Luke vii 7. Instead of 4N elmé Adyp «al iabfoeror 6 mals pov
he prints the sentence with {affrw. This is the reading favoured by BL
only against their allies 8 A ¥ and D, and against the rest of von Soden’s
A family including 892 and Paris¥, and against all the other families. He
produces one new witness 8 371 (a MS at Sina?) of the A family. His
only other witness is ‘bo?’. Horner indicates but Zwe boh MSS for
this, but a/ the sa% codices, which von Soden omits. And behold the
reading favoured by Tisch., Hort, and von Soden proves once more to be
purely ¢ Egyptian’ and of an ¢ improving ’ order.

" So von Soden’s text appears to be an inadequate guide in these com-
plicated matters, and the art of navigation has not been mastered by the
compilers of it ; in fact their compasses were not adjusted before leaving
port.

This is severe criticism, but is supported by the charges in the
following section.

(IV) Grave Errors.

There are many grave errors. Observe particularly an error, from
lack of referring to original sources, at Matt. xxvii 53. Von Soden says
‘om ka evepavigOyoay wohhows A 82 737, This is an important place, and
the citation of /7 9? (= N) is quite wrong. And it is only wrong because
von Soden misread Tischendorf’s note and did not trouble to look up
the edition of N itself. Tischendorf in ed. viii N. T. says :—

‘ewrpAbov (et Or+*® et int %7 . T it [exc f q] vg nAfov: N om una cum

kat 5Q°
by which he means that ® omits eoprfor and the subsequent xat
(following woAw and before evepaviafnaar). Von Soden neglects to record
this — eopAfov and — kai, gives quite the wrong omission, and misunder-
stands that & deliberately cut out e.oyAfov, as the omission of kac seq.
shews. Here is the verse :—

Kal eerfdvres éx 7dv prmpelov perd Ty Eyepow abdrod elaihfov [om. N]
els Ty dylay wohw kai [om. K] évepavicOnoay wolols.
Thus & wishes to read ‘ And going out from the graves after his rising
into the Holy city, they appeared to many’, which is quite different
from the reading of 7°" which would have: ¢ And going out from the
graves after his rising they came into the Holy city’; stopping there
and eliminating ‘and they appeared to many ’.
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Luke xxii 35. Tischendorf says as to & ‘rwos (R°): 8* 7¢ exeunte
versu’. Von Soden (without referring to the original) has interpreted this
to mean rwos omitted after uy and added a# the end of the verse after
ovfevos. So he gives in his notes [instead of 1 rwvos] ¢ om Twos 8%
/.. .add 7 p ovfevos H 37,

This is not only wrong, but by missing N’s reading of py T voreppoare
von Soden overlooks the Latin connexion of aliguid by a c f ff,  vgg,
against alicuius by bde, so that ® alone among Greeks is again
exhibiting its polyglot mind and text.

John zvii 1z. InvonSoden’s notes we read epvracaov { p70 epviada)
H3** 47, Butdr do nothing of the kind. The verse is :—

oTe UMY per avTev (e To KOTHY) €Yw ETNPOUY QUTOVS € TG OVOMATL TOU
ovs (w, 8 al) Seduxas pot (kar) epuhafe . . .

d r both have custodivi for epuhafa as all the rest. They merely
substitute custodiebam for servabam as an interpretation of empowr. Did
von Soden really suppose that Tischendorf had missed the reading of 4?
If he had taken the trouble to quote & against Der here instead of simply
d r his attention would have been called to the matter, and he would
have seen that his collator had made a mistake.

John xx 17. In the important short speech of our Lord after the
resurrection ‘ No/i me fangere’, in Greek M+ pov drrrov, where B alone
varies with M3 dwrov pov ( Zer? ‘ ne, inquit, contigeris me’), Evst 47 is
found to omit pov, but only this MS (and possibly Orig1/2).

Now von Soden tells us that & and D, W and 348, ‘ af’ and Orig all
omit this pov. “Om pov ' AH* 4 Jads Bal af 0"’ is what he says.
He means - pov secund. post narepa prim, but this is lacking in his text,
so that the note should read quite differently: ‘add pov p warepa K gg
2’ &c. as we find in the middle notes. This is a serious error. He
neglects the real omission by Zwsz47, because he hardly ever quotes
the testimony of the Lectionaries. Had he done so he would have
avoided this mistake in a peculiarly important passage.

Luke xviii 16. Von Soden says —ra B instead of — avra grim. His
remark makes B omit ra ante waida.

Luke xxii 67. Von Soden quotes a 4 ¢ » for the omission of vpw in
the phrase eav vuw emo. Not one of them omits. All have °.57 vodis
dizero’, '

. Shortly afterwards, as if to accentuate this error, he misquotes 7#,.
Abl?ott had said ‘xxiii 8 enim: awsem’, meaning that for ¢erat enim
cuplens’ », reads ‘erat axfem cupiens’.

Von Soden turns this into ¢ yap 1 8¢ r?’, meaning that we should read at

' the beginning of the verse o vap Hpwdns i
wons instead of o 8¢ Hpwdys or
Herodes autem. yae Heed poc
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Again, at John xiii 12 von Soden reproduces an error of Tischen-
dorf. Inhis N.T. notes Tischendorf begins verse 12 thus: ¢avrev (RC;
N* avrov): 13. 69. 124. 346. ante 7ovs modas pon ...’ Accordingly in
von Soden’s lower notes to his N.T. p. 456 we read : 72. avrov | avrov
AH52* that is to say, he would with Tischendorf make & read ¢gre odw
&upev Tovs médas abrob’, referring to the washing of Peter’s feet and not
to that of them all. But 8 does no# do this. ® in reality substitutes
inversely and later in the verse avrev for avrov after quarie, making the
sentence read &afev ta ipdria abtév instead of aBer 1& indria abrol.
Von Soden at this place records eavrov for W and the omission of avrov
by D & ¢, but does not insert the true variation of 8* there as he should
have done if he had really tried to bring our apparatus up to date,

Lastly at John xviili 16 von Soden quotes the variation eonreyxev
for ewonyayer as read by A" % =W and Paris”, but & also reads
thus with W, and Paris” does not (according to Schmidtke’s edition it
has eonyayev with the rest). Von Soden does not report ® because
Tischendorf omitted to do so, but the reading is to be found duly
recorded in the late Dr Scrivener’s very careful collation of & published
at Cambridge in small and handy form by Deighton, Bell & Co. in
1864. i

This leads up to another grave indictment., Von Soden depends
entirely upon Tischendorf’s notes in his eighth edition of the N. T. con-
cerning 8. He has evidently not had & collated for his use, and has
ignored Dr Scrivener’s exceedingly accurate collation.

In order to be brief I will prove the matter in one Gospel alone.
I will take St John’s Gospel. Tischendorf neglects to record some
Jity-five readings of X. In every case but one von Soden follows suit,
and neglects these readings also. And it is not as if the matters were
of scant importance, for observe—

vi 47 + om recorded for Sod®* ® sy, and read also by 124 (not men-

tioned), is read by & after the Coptic manner.

vi 53 > 7o aya avrov recorded for /3% g Hil (and read also by

Cypr Jul Firm Gelas) is the order also of 8.

xiil 34 — wa sec. recorded for * is also omitted by &.

Xix 8 > Tov Aoyov Tovrov recorded for ¥°1%5 ¥ (and read also by 249

and btser) is the order of &.

But, far more important than the above omissions of Tischendorf and
von Soden are the following readings of &, not only neglected by
Tischendorf and von Soden, but also by Mrs Lewis, Horner, Merx, and
the rest of the critics, readings of great import as to the matter of the
versions, and an ‘underlying Greek text ’:—

As to sy7 sin .

xvi 2 amoguvaywyovs+ yap N and syr#dis, and these only.
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xx 17 + dov ante avafawvew N and syr sin syr hierssC only.

This conjunction of & and sy stands apart from all other authorities
and has hitherto been unrecognized. Mrs Lewis recognizes the first
(p. 256 ed. 1910 of sy» sin) but not the second. Merx neglects & in
both places, although referring to the reading of / and ¢ among the Old
Latins at xvi 2 of + or. ‘Quia eicient vos de sinagogis’ /, ‘qlim in
synagoga vos eicient’ ¢, which is the only other variation there among
authorities (neglected by von Soden) except that the dokairic joins
verses T and 2 . . . ‘if they should put you out of the synagogue’.

As to Coptic:

vi 58. The order > o marepes epayov by ¥ alone is the order of sak

and of bokdis,

vi 52. N adds ow after wws (alone with 56—58-61). In bokairic we

read mwC 09C O WROAL,

x 27. For xayw & substitutes xa: with only e vgg¢T Aug Chrw -
and the sa/idic (against its usual emphatic method).

As to Latin:

XiX 5. wopgupovy (—7o) N alone.

As to Aethiopic:

Xix 6. 4 xau ante heye ¥ alone with aetk.

As to Chrysostom : .

i 22, > as Ty Tovdaar yny kar ov pabyrar avrov xaxer SrerpBer B
cum Clhr 500 (instead of xar o pafprar avrov ers Ty Tovdatav ynv kat exe
SerpiBev of all the rest of the Greeks and of the versions).

This is quite important as there are other traces of 8 and CZzcodd 7. A. .
ati 15 epyopevos+os, iv 45 —edeforro avrov o yaAhawoy, and St Chry-
sostom’s copy of St John was a very ancient recension. We find
Chrysostom and syr sin absolutely alone together at :

vii 32.  yoyyv{ovros fantum (— wept avrov and —ravra).

viii 16, ka1 eav kpove (—8€ and —eyw),
besides being often in sympathy elsewhere.

I mention the above matters as to & in justice to our late lamented
countryman, Dr Scrivener, whose faithful work ill deserved to be put
aside by those claiming to say the last word on these subjects. Mrs Lewis
seems to be the only living critic who shews an acquaintance with
Scrivener’s collation of .

(V) Errors of Omission.

Errors of omission abound, as at Matt. x 16 1ov eyo amooreAw vuas
8 peoov dukwy for ev peow Avkwy where B is quoted alone. To Ber
should be added #; % vg® and Zucifer. (Cf. the parallel at Luke x 3
where Der substitutes pecov for e pecw [against 4] and the 7gg and
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Ambr have Vb inter Zupos which von Soden does not mention, merely
stating D and not even D8r for pesov.)

Matt, ix 35. — xat ante kypvoaov, by R £0k"S, is not mentloned by
von Soden at all, not even as to 8. It is interesting because it is rather
in the Coptic manner, and actually two doZz MSS omit with & (Zesze
Horner in vol. sak.).

Besides omitting the ereomapxer of 8 in Matt. xiii 25, he neglects to
record B* [see photographic edition] for ehadnoev (pro mwapefyxev) in
xiii 24. I suppose because in the latter case Tischendorf is silent.
But when £ alone is to be coupled with Bsr for this locutus est for pro-
posuit or posuit it becomes quite important.

% is quite clear with Zocutus est illis dicens, and apparently B before
being inked over read in similar fashion elaAnoev avros Aeywv, instead
of wapefinker avrots Aeyov.

Matt, xxi 17. —efw 795 modews N is given as being alone. But 28
also omits, as duly recorded by Scholz.

Matt. xxi 33. — e avro X* Chr. So von Soden. But & only omits ev.
Von Soden is misled by the form of Tischendorf’s note and did not refer
to the original,

Matt, xxii 16. Evan. 6o4 (700), i.e. von Soden’s'®, is given for
Aeyovras. This is wrong. Apparently von Soden took the evidence
from Scrivener’s Adv. Crit. instead of from my edition, and mistook
d for b, for dser there = Evan. 66 so reads, which von Soden does not
report.

Luke xi 48. paprupere 8 B L 892 and Sod? ¥ Orig, he omits to add
6o4 also.

Matt. xxiv 34. Von Soden’s note (foot of p. 94) says: ‘add or: ante
ov A%’ = 8g2. But BD F L aZ® it vg syr Ps-Ath Origivt, as well as
cop?, all add as well ; see his upper notes.

Matt. xxv 24. - Von Soden quotes 209 (his 3 *") for avergpos instead
of oxAnpos, but Lake definitely says not.

Matt. xxvi 50. - ipgovs X z8¢T,  Von Soden neglects this altogether.
Matt. xxvi 65. «aw Aeye ( pro Aeywv). Von Soden records & but fails
to add syr».

Matt. xxvii 3. perepeAnfny kar (pro perapednfes). Von Soden records
N but fails to add syr sin arm aeth pers.

Mark vi 55. He cites N only for ev instead of e, that is to say «ai
jjpbavro & rois kpaBdrrows, but this is the way the Latins have it ‘In
grabattis’, and he should have added /a#z. It is important here as
to N.

Mark vii 37. Von Soden’s note reads ‘add ws ante xa:® A% bo’, but
whereas sa/%-adds pwcre, only a few boZz add mPput, and von Soden
neglects sak. - :
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Mark viii 18. ‘om xat H %% 7,°, He should add éo/P), for this is
the Coptic method here being illustrated by &, to which attention should
be called.

Luke xxiii 50. Here, where he omits altogether to record — xas ze7t ante
Sucaros for B, he should have quoted with sa%, thus forming another
link between B and saZ in the Coptic manner, as above for X.

Mark x 21 ‘add ere post ev (Lk 18,,) Z%2’. But von Soden forgets
that minn'® and sak o/ do so also.

Luke v 2. The order mAowa Svo credited to some few and 404 should
also indicate saZ, for this is the usual Coptic order.

Luke x 35 ©~ edoxev ante Svo Z 3. To B add sa.

x 38 ‘om es Tov owov avrys A8, To B add sak.
xi 36 ‘add e ante 7y Ta? A%, To these, B and Paris?,
add both saZ and dof.
xvi 17 *~ kepaway oy H’. To B add sa’ syr.
xii 32 “~ vpwv o margp H 5%, but to & add sa% do% as usual,
the possessive before the noun.

Luke xxiv 38. ets v kapdiav von Soden quotes only A3 (= Dial.),

-but c¢de read thus 7z cor vestrum, and so does sa/ practically and sy»
sin (Lewis, ed. 1910).

Luke v 17. ek wagys kopns. He says ¢ add s ante kouns H3% b0,
but he forgets B and should include ¥'. It is clearly indicated in
‘Tischendorf.

Luke ix 12. ‘98 loco 8¢ (Mk 6,) A% af’. The testimony of
Paris” should be added to B af-

Luke xiii 7. To B’s unique tov romov 7o v yyv the testimony of
80 should be added. Von Soden neglects 8o throughout.

Luke xiii 34. vy eavrov vooawv. He cites 816 Laura®® only.
But sak bok make the gender of the bird masculine, and he omits to
add their testimony. This is a clear Coptic reflexion in & 16 and
Laura*™™ and may not be overlooked.

Luke xxii 27. + o ante'pefwv 8. To & should be added sa% dok.

John viii 55. 4 on mwap avrov ewper (post add oda avrov).. So Ti
(= S0d”*"). Von Soden does not mention this, but he should have done
so. Every new fragment which comes from Egypt [see again imme-
diately below] confirms editorial changes. Here is another instance of
th(i new fragment Ti improvising. Von Soden has recorded it at Luke
xxiii §3 for + kar @evros avrov erebypkar To pympan Mbov peyav ov
poyts ewoot avdpas exvhiov (cf. D dcsak al), but does not do so here
in John.

Luke vii 47. Here again (see Amélineau Notices des mss coptes
P- 52) the fragment of a Greek Coptic Lectionary, whose mark I do not
know in von Soden or in Gregory, reports + xa: before ohvyov ayamra fin.

VOL. XV. v
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with only B 892 and Paris”, who read: @ 8¢ ohiyov adrerar kar oAiyor
ayara. Von Soden does not report this. Observe that thisfurther support
for B comes from the same source as the other T support. This fragment
differs by reading: o 8¢ oliyov’ ayama adierar xat odiyov ayawa, as if
aware of the variation of F E? 28 aetk: o 8¢ ohyov ayama ohvyov aderar,
but erring in the process of conflation.

Mark xiv 3. Tov toov (pro avrov pr.) D it sak boktres, Neglected
by von Soden. (Beermann and Gregory report Sod*® for avrov.)

Mark xvi 2.  avarethavros Tov nhwv. Omitted by 2 Not noted by
von Soden. ‘

Hans von Soden has condemned me in a recent number of the
Literaturzeitung for bringing as it were iron to Essen, and has said that
I had nothing new to shew him; and that everybody knew of the
matters to which I had called attention.

I submit respectfully that much has yet to be learned by the school
of von Soden in matters of textual criticism if it would make the path
smoother and not harder for students of the coming generation.

(VI) Unnecessary defficulties prexented. to Students.

Mark i 26. In von Soden’s note we find ‘ro'~ro? AZ 81, This means
that B omits 16 mvedua reé.ding Kkal mrapd§av adrov 10 dxdfaprov (that
unclean one) 1nstead of kail ow. adrov 70 mvedpa 16 dxdbaprov (the unclean
spirit).

By this note he seems to wish to suggest that it is an error from 7o
following ro. But this is rather fanciful here. Why inject further
trouble into these troublesome matters, and force the student to waste
time in seeking out what 7o'~70* means ?

-Luke xxii 6. Similarly, for the omission of xa: ewpoloynoev by BCN
lat syr sin, all we find in the apparatus is ‘xai'~? F/8%* 83 Ir gys Bug’,
This is not very illuminating, and involves a great waste of time to the
student.

Again, Luke viii 25, the important omission of ka: vrakevovow avre by
B Sod*™ 604 aeth Terimare? is only noticed in the third set of notes as

CkarnSkar 4, H 3t 12 ¥ £ f meaning 604. The arrangement of the
apparatus is most mlsleadlng

Luke xvii 6. For the omission of ravry after m ovkapuwe von Soden adds
sy7 cu to 3250870 bo [a 85 0122 AS but syr cx (as against sy sin ‘to this
mulberry tree’) says ‘Zo a Aill’. Why divorce the important variation
from its context to explain that sy# c# doesnot read ¢ # Tmis 472/°. This
kind of thing is done again and again. As a matter of fact there is no
need to add syrcx for —ravry above, for below von Soden has: ‘add
post av': Tw-opet Tovtw peraBa evrevBer exet kat pereBawer xar (cf. Mk 11,
Mt 17,, 21,,) I*3%sye (om Tovre und exe).
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Again, Luke xxiv 31, ® omits xat ereyvwcar avrov. - Von Soden once
more dignifies this by citing ‘xa'~? Z3%*°, It is placed in so insig-
nificant a position that one hardly sees it, and then has to worry to find
out what it means. :

(VII) Carelessness as to the application of € following a Codex.

As regards 157, at the important place Luke xxii 43-44, he has
gravely misrepresented my manuscript ang probably some of his own.

[He has placed 157 in his family. 7 o207 351 1152 1226 577 7]

At Luke xxii 43—44, in his upper notes (which constitute his ‘ margin’)
he records for omission of these verses 20%¢f which means the corrector
of 157 plus the family or one of them.

Now in 157 there is no sign of omission by any corrector.
I examined the place carefully. Asto f no doubt it indicates *' (= 713),
but why not say so here? If the other members of the family do not
omit (and it is questionable whether they all belong together as a family)
we should be quite sure of the fact. An f is quite insufficient here.
His *" (= 291) would be the more likely MS to omit.

The worst feature as to this is outside of St Mark’s Gospel. Because
if f follows 7835 it does not refer to 7@ ®* next in order on his list.

(VIII) Neglect of the Aethiopic.

Von Soden’s neglect of the Aethiopic is really serious, especially as
in a work up to date on the N.T. it is absolutely essential to take into
consideration the readings of aezZ and pers.

A case occurs at Matt. xxvii 50 6 82 Inoots mdAw xpdfas puvy peyddy
ddijxev 70 mvedpa, where he cites ‘mapedwker 1 agmrev (Io 19,,) Ta I¥%,
avefly syrs[<]’ and stops there. He should have added aes% exivit.

-Merx (p. 16), referring to this, says: ¢ Und damit wieder hingt die
Erzihlung Matt. xxvit 50 in Syrsin zusammen, wo es nicht heisst d¢fjxer
1o wvebpa = er sandte den Geist fort, gab ihn auf, havichte ihn aus, sondern
000y dhalw d. h. sein Geist stieg hinanf. Diese Lesart steht bis
jetzt ganz allein ; dass hier aber nicht nach #usserer Bezeugung, sondern
nach dem dogmatischen Zusammenhange zu urteilen ist, das sollte
einleuchten,’

Thus, von Soden could have supplemented Merx here by quoting ae#%
for extvit, ¢5M0¢, as does Horner, but he does not. Nor does he use
aeth in other places where its readings are both certain and most
Instructive.

So, again, at Luke ix zo, where von Soden quotes 604 for — pe Aeyere
“va, h.e neglects not only ae#% but also Dsal for this omission.

,Agam,.at Luke xvi 3, we miss ae#% which supports sa% éok syrr as to
?ui :‘3’? Important and unique addition among the Greeks of ko before
€@V,

Y2
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At Luke vi 17, where he quotes 8 398 for xare3y alone among Greeks
with Marcion, he omits to record Marcion (Epipibie diserte), algd forgets
to add to the Latins quoted the other versions cop? sy» pers and act?.

(IX) Style of note.

Luke vi 26. Can one imagine a more inadequate note than this: ‘om
ravres Ta MP K gg Hexc 014 56 {f bo ]8. 050 fyl ] 4;3, b 287 £1216 C 1091 £1098 r 72 f 0 o 351
377 ¢ 1 1841 l 4 22 33 178 {ff 1353 f 1886-~1443 1493 Al AS Kl 179 Ki b5 Eﬂ’lat, ~ ot av9pw7ro:.
wavres 020 Tr, « o avfpomor a e, Ba 1)

The phrase is: odai dray xakds eirocw tuds wdvres ol dvBpwmor (Or of
dvbp. wdvres, or ot dvfpumol fantum).

The inversion of order by 8 sa% bok and Irenint is stated nearly
correctly, sa% only being omitted. This inversion, however, points
probably to the omission of wavres being basic. It is therefore essential
that the evidence for omission should be carefully stated. What do we
find ?

“Om mavres Ta Mp K, that is Zatian Mardon and Kowy. But syr
sin and syr pesk also omit as does pers confirming it. So does aef%
(‘populus’) and also arm (feste Riex) and Macarins, all to be found
distinctly stated in Tischendorf, except as to sy» sin since discovered.
Whereas as to the Kouwnj, the textus receptus and most cursives have it
and do no# omit. On the other hand, to the MSS cited against omission
should be added 100 cursives examined by von Soden’s predecessors.
The uncials which omit: DF# LSV I' A A are not stated in von Soden’s
list, but include D. '

Could any one tell from von Soden’s grouping that D omitted? D can
hardly be included in X (Kouwsf), and they have to be sought by
a ridiculous process of elimination, or enquired after in Tischendorf.

The news which von Soden really gives us is that W (o14) and the
Tiflis MS (o50) do not omit.

Tischendorf’s note is quite clear. The important part is Irenaeus’s
interpreter’s opposition to the Latin. Under the circumstances &8
should be quoted against the Latin, for 48 omit with D8 Agr, so that to
von Soden’s note add (praeter d 8 puvg™* cod caraf., cor. vat vged)’ after
‘lat’. Supply also 48 puvged in Wordsworth and White’s apparatus.
Supply sy siz in Horner’s apparatus.

(X) Error or ambiguity in quoting fam w, and some of the most important
cursives.

x is a family of the purple uncials covering N3 @ andn.  Very loose
use is made of this. We will read = exc 17 [= ®], whereas 3 may be
only one extant at this place, N and 7 not being available.
At Luke xx 4 and elsewhere von Soden quotes = as a family, whereas
N only is extant.
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As to 2pe (Sod®), at Mark ix 28 2re reads eAfovros avrov and thus
alone, Von Soden adds iser (his *°) and fam ‘= exc. 17°. Both are
wrong. N 3 and i®T read eAfovra avrov. Asto ‘exc 17’ it is right to the
extent that ® reads e.cedfovra avrov.

Many errors and omissions as to 157 occur. This is the more repre-
hensible as I notice that von Soden had at least two Gospels recollated
(Matthew and Luke, see his card). At Luke vi 40 he quotes 157
(his ") for —mas, the exceptional omission by & Sod** 5 zg" only.
I did not note this, and I think I should have seen it. He does not
quote 157 for eocrw in the same verse which my eyes observed.

Note at Matt. xxiv 45 ert ™ okeara 157 alone, for ert ms fepameas (or
owerewas, OF owas). Von Soden quotes 157 for eme 9 owkia, so that his
collator was not accurate there.

And at Luke xx 46 he quotes: ‘add rovs ante acmacuovs 7727,
This is 157. To it add sa% bos.

But to this reading should also be added that of 157 iz the same
verse for + tas ante mwpwroxafedpuas as well as sak bok again, which
von Soden neglects. Why quote one and not the other?

Similarly, Luke xxii 7 ¢y loco yA@ev (cf. Mk. 14,) 7%, To 157
for this exceptional reading should be added pers.

Evan. 604/700 (his'*) is often misquoted by von Soden. At Luke
xi 47 it is added by mistake to the very small group & C Epiphmerc for
xat o¢ warepes, whereas it should be added on the next line and in the next
. verse to the small group for paprupes eore where von Soden omits it.

Sod'?* (Matthaei’s 0 and our 245) is frequently quoted wrongly, e.g.
Luke ii 21, xix 43.

Sod'¢ (Greg. and Scr. 892) collated by Harris. Although sometimes
. employed is often omitted by von Soden, as at Mark xiv 46. He says:
‘om avre dff*’; but add W 892 as well as ae#% and pgers, which omit er
avrov of textus receptus, which in Soden’s text is avrw.

Sod®™™ (Greg. 579 Scr. 743, Paris®). Often omitted, as at the impor-
tant place Luke xvi 30 avacry mpos avrovs (p70 mwopevby wpos avrovs)
where von Soden only quotes ¥.  Again, Luke vii 47, where eurav for Aeyo
is read by & Paris” only, correctly reported by von Soden, in the same
verse as to + xa ante olvyov ayawa he only gives B and '°f. This
obscures the issue. By ¢ he indicates 89z. By f he may mean
Paris™, but he should say so, for these three only have the reading (with
an Zuyst from Egypt published by Amélineau).

YO.n Soden often opposes Schmidtke’s edition of Paris”, as at Luke
Xx1l 17 fin., quoting avrois while Schmidtke prints definitely e:s avrovs
(with L), :

. Indeed, I question the appearance of Evan. 33 (Sodd*) several times
in the apparatus ; notably at Luke vi 38 where Soden quotes 3** for
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perpnbnoera.  Tischendorf does not. Tregelles does not. In von
Soden’s apparatus appears * (==our P). Did he not when copying
33 for P also add 848 (Evan. 33) by mistake? If I am correct, this
change of numbers leads to absolutely nothing but confusion.

But to state these matters is only to make a partial impression on my
readers of the grievous state of things in this latest book on a most
‘intricate subject. Zs is¢ sum Weinen. 1 have claimed the privilege of
presenting these few facts, gleaned in the course of a self-imposed task
for other purposes (and not for an unfriendly review), because I am pro-
bably one of the very few who could pass an oral examination as to the
‘numbers used by von Soden and their equivalents in the older notation.

H. C. HOSKIER,



