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ABSTRACT

The text and transmission of 2 Thessalonians has not received serious scholarly attention
in more than a century. This ancient Christian letter survives in Greek in more than 600
manuscripts, but prior editions have not been based on a comprehensive and systematic
selection of the extant evidence. This thesis examines the Greek manuscript tradition of 2
Thessalonians using the Teststellen method to identify the manuscripts most important for the
early history of the text. Based on these manuscripts, a critical text and apparatus is presented
in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 offers a textual commentary which details the rationale for the
selected readings and discusses the most relevant textual variants. In Chapter 4, the
genealogical relationships between the manuscripts are analyzed to ascertain what can be
detected about the textual transmission of 2 Thessalonians. Chapter 5 catalogues and
examines the various paratextual features of the manuscripts included in this study.

This thesis provides, to date, the most comprehensive account of the most significant
manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians. It also includes the most extensive genealogical data
available for the epistle’s textual tradition. Its new assessment of the data results in five
differences from the standard critical edition (NA28). In addition to numerous genealogical
and paratextual findings, the thesis demonstrates the stability of the extant tradition of 2

Thessalonians.



Homo timens Deum, voluntatem eius in Scripturis sanctis diligenter inquirit. Et ne amet
certamina, pietate mansuetus; praemunitus etiam scientia linguarum, ne in verbis
locutionibusque ignotis haereat, praemunitus etiam cognitione quarumdam rerum
necessariarum, ne vim naturamve earum quae propter similitudinem adhibentur, ignoret;
adiuvante etiam codicum veritate, quam sollers emendationis diligentia procuravit; veniat ita
instructus ad ambigua Scripturarum discutienda atque solvenda.

— Augustine, De doctrina Christiana 3.1
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The primary objectives of New Testament Textual Criticism are, firstly, the identification
of the earliest forms of the text recoverable among the extant manuscripts and, secondly, the
study of the text’s transmission through history.* To this end, scholars create both
reconstructions of the text and critical apparatuses, the former serving the first goal and the
latter the second. These tools then enable pastors, exegetes, and, indeed, anyone interested in
the New Testament more easily to access its text and variants according to their various
needs and interests. With the New Testament, unlike so much of the literature from antiquity,
these text-critical objectives are problematized by an abundance of evidence. That is to say,
the New Testament survives in more manuscripts than any other classical writing. Eldon Epp
summarizes this situation succinctly:

The quantity of MSS that we possess, ... accounts, on the one hand, for the optimism in

the discipline and for the promise of solid results, but also, on the other hand, for the

extreme complexity in the study of the NT text. The writings of no Greek classical author

are preserved on this scale.?

Somewhat surprisingly, the vast majority of the manuscripts to which Epp refers have yet

to be fully examined and incorporated into the critical editions of the New Testament. Indeed,

! For a helpful discussion on these two primary goals (or in his nomenclature a “unitary goal”) see Eldon J.
Epp, “It’s All about Variants: A Variant-Conscious Approach to New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 100
(1999): 275-308; see also Ronald S. Hendel, “The Epistemology of Textual Criticism,” in Reading the Bible in
Ancient Traditions and Modern Editions: Studies in Memory of Peter W. Flint (ed. Andrew B. Perrin, Kyung S.
Baek, and Daniel K. Falk; Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017), 252. | also find much affinity with Colwell’s assessment:
“the task of textual criticism is to establish the form of the text in time and place” (E. C. Colwell, “Hort
Redivivus: A Plea and a Program,” in Transitions in Biblical Scholarship [ed. J. C. Rylaarsdam; Essays in
Divinity 6; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968], 147).

2 Eldon J. Epp, “Decision Points in Past, Present, and Future New Testament Textual Criticism,” in Studies
in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 31. For recent discussions tempering the claims sometimes made about the
significance of the quantity of Greek New Testament manuscripts in general and vis-a-vis classical texts see
Jacob W. Peterson, “Math Myths: How Many Manuscripts We Have and Why More Isn’t Always Better,” in
Myths and Mistakes in New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. Elijah Hixson and Peter J. Gurry; Downers Grove:
IVP Academic, 2019), 48-69; James B. Prothro, “Myths about Classical Literature: Responsibly Comparing the
New Testament to Ancient Works,” in Myths and Mistakes in New Testament Textual Criticism (ed. Elijah
Hixson and Peter J. Gurry; Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2019), 70-89.



one of the unfinished tasks of New Testament Textual Criticism is the complete collation of
all extant Greek manuscripts. Any outcome short of this target ultimately will leave scholars
and students bereft of the comprehensive data needed to trace the complete history of the
New Testament’s textual transmission and to access all known readings. And until this vital
work is complete, a history of the New Testament’s transmission, in a sense, cannot be
written and any critical reconstruction of its text will be based on incomplete data.® Yet,
technological advancements within the last twenty years have made this goal more feasible
than ever. The number of digital images for manuscripts available online increases daily.*
And transcription and collation software has been created and is being updated continually,
enabling scholars more quickly to transcribe manuscripts and to create critical editions. These
developments have reduced the text critic’s work by countless hours and made the possibility
of transcribing all continuous-text Greek manuscripts, especially for the smaller epistles, a
reality.

In fact, several text-critical projects have been completed recently, whose goal, in part,
was to analyze the history of individual New Testament books based on broader textual data
and more complete transcriptions. For instance, in his 2006 monograph, The Epistle of Jude:
Its Text and Transmission, Tommy Wasserman transcribed all of the continuous-text Greek

manuscripts for the Epistle of Jude. In 2015, Stephen C. Carlson published The Text of

® The words of Thomas C. Geer Jr.—as noted recently by Tommy Wasserman and stated over twenty years
ago!—powerfully articulate the problem: “For too long in our discipline, too much has been based on too little.
The time has come for full collations of MSS to enable us to write confidently about the history of the NT text.
As the readings within the MSS become known and used in critical editions, they may also have some impact
on the search for the original text. But before we can know that, we must do the work ahead of us. For three or
four centuries now, textual critics have bemoaned the lack of information about the primary witnesses. How
many more centuries must we wait before we deal with this, the major desideratum of NT textual criticism? |
issue a plea . . .. we not allow ourselves to stop so short of our ultimate goal. . . . [the] complete study of the
witnesses to the NT text” (“Analyzing and Categorizing New Testament Manuscripts,” in The Text of the New
Testament in Contemporary Research [ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; 1st ed.; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1995], 265-266; cf. Tommy Wasserman, The Epistle of Jude: Its Text and Transmission [Stockholm:
Almgvist & Wiksell, 2006], 25).

* See especially the New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room and the Center for the Study of New
Testament Manuscripts: http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de and http://csntm.org, respectively.



Galatians and Its History; his textual base was the collation of 92 witnesses.” In 2014,
Matthew Solomon transcribed all of the continuous-text Greek manuscripts of Philemon for
his dissertation.® These shorter New Testament epistles are especially suited for such studies
because they limit the amount of data to analyze and present a feasible number of
manuscripts to transcribe.

The efforts of the aforementioned dissertations—i.e., to expand the textual data available
for the New Testament text—align with the goal of one of the major projects within the field,
the Novum Testamentum Graecum Editio Critica Maior (ECM). The ECM, an initiative of
the Institut fur neutestamentliche Textforschung (INTF), but now also partnered by the
International Greek New Testament Project (IGNTP) and the Kirchliche Hochschule
Wuppertal/Bethel, seeks to provide “the most comprehensive survey of the evidence for all
forms of the text ever undertaken” and to “document the Greek textual history of the first
millennium”—goals which are accomplished (as expected) through the creation of a critical
text and apparatus. * To date, the ECM volumes on the Catholic Epistles and Acts of the
Apostles have appeared in print, both overseen by the INTF.2 Under the auspices of the

IGNTP, work is nearly complete for the Gospel of John. The IGNTP is also overseeing the

® For the majority of the manuscripts utilized in his study, Carlson relied on the transcriptions of Reuben
Swanson (cf. The Text of Galatians and Its History [WUNT 2:385; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2015], 46-54).

®'S. Matthew Solomon, “The Textual History of Philemon” (Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological
Seminary, 2014).

" For more on the IGNTP and ECM and for the source of the quotes above see the following: (1)
http://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/ptr/departments/theologyandreligion/research/projects/gospel-john.aspx.
(2) http://www.uni-muenster.de/INTF/Projects.html. For a brief history of the partnership between these two
organizations see K. Wachtel and D. C. Parker, “The Joint IGNTP/INTF Editio Critica Maior of the Gospel of
John: Its Goals and Their Significance for New Testament Scholarship” (paper presented at the General Meeting
of SNTS, Halle, 2005). Online: http://epapers.bham.ac.uk/754/1/2005_SNTS_WachtelParker.pdf. Finally, for a
more complete history of the IGNTP see Eldon Jay Epp, “The International Greek New Testament Project:
Motivation and History,” NovT 39 (1997): 1-20.

8 Barbara Aland et al., eds., Novum Testamentum Graecum: Editio Critica Maior. IV. Die Katholischen
Briefe (2d. rev. ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2013); Holger Strutwolf et al., eds., Novum
Testamentum Graecum: Editio Critica Maior. I11. Die Apostelgeschichte (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2017).



ECM for the Pauline Epistles, which is well on its way with multiple teams transcribing
manuscripts.’

It is from the academic context described above that the present thesis on 2 Thessalonians
emerges. As noted, students and scholars of the New Testament have turned their attention
toward the study of the transmission of individual books and toward broadening the textual
base for such endeavors. This thesis intends to contribute toward this effort through a study
of the text and textual transmission of 2 Thessalonians. This analysis will be based on
transcriptions of an unprecedented number of manuscripts for 2 Thessalonians.*® To my
knowledge the textual transmission of 2 Thessalonians has not been studied in depth in over a
century.** Given this lack of attention and the ECM’s planned work on the Pauline epistles in
the years ahead, an investigation of 2 Thessalonians is fitting and well-timed.

This thesis has four primary objectives: (1) the production of a critical text and critical
apparatus for 2 Thessalonians; (2) a commentary that justifies the readings chosen herein and
traces the development of the most important variants; (3) an examination of the genealogical
relationships among select manuscripts; and (4) a survey of select paratextual features that

were observed in the transcription phase of this project.

° Cf. http://www.igntp.org. The editors assigned to the Thessalonian epistles are Ekaterini Tsalampouni of
the Aristotle University, Thessaloniki and Christos Karakolis of the University of Athens.

19| have not tallied the number of manuscripts for 2 Thessalonians utilized by von Soden in his editio

maior (H. von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt hergestellt
auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte [4 vols.; Gottingen: VVandenhoek und Ruprecht, 1902-13]). Yet even should this
number prove greater than the number of manuscripts transcribed in the present thesis, their re-transcription
herein is justified, not least because von Soden’s edition is notorious for transcription errors: “the information in
von Soden’s apparatus is so unreliable that the reader soon comes to regard this remarkably full apparatus as
little more than a collection of variant readings whose attestation needs verification elsewhere” (Kurt Aland and
Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament [trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; 2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989],
23).

1 The only dissertation-length study on the text of 2 Thessalonians (of which | am aware) is Friedrich
Zimmer, Der Text der Thessalonicherbriefe (Quedlinburg: Chr. Friedr. Viewegs, 1893). Zimmer focused mostly
on majuscules, incorporating only a limited number of minuscules (cf. ibid., 2). There is also of course the mass
of data available for 2 Thessalonians which can be culled from the apparatuses of the great critical editions of
the Greek New Testament and the early versions. For a convenient list of the most important critical editions of
the Greek New Testament see Eldon J. Epp, Junia: The First Woman Apostle (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
2005), 62—-63; for a list of the most important critical editions of the early versions see NA28, 67-76.



In this introductory chapter, | will lay out my procedure for selecting the manuscripts
included in this project, discuss how | define the editorial text presented in this thesis, outline
the theory that has guided my text-critical decisions for the critical text, and offer a brief
preview of the chapters that follow.

Manuscript Selection

Paul’s second epistle to the church at Thessalonica is preserved in at least 595 extant
continuous-text Greek manuscripts from antiquity, including 2 papyri, 18 majuscules, and at
least 575 minuscules.'? The overwhelming majority of these manuscripts are medieval, with
only 8 dated paleographically before the ninth century,™® though many of the later
manuscripts, of course, bear witness to an earlier form of the text.** This number of
manuscripts is too many to collate for a single doctoral thesis of a literary work the size of 2
Thessalonians; therefore, a suitable procedure must be identified to determine which
manuscripts to include and exclude. The approach of the ECM to this problem is to include
all papyri, but to filter out minuscules and sometimes majuscules based on the degree of their

agreement with the later Byzantine form of the text, i.e., the Majority text.”® In fact, only

12 These numbers are based on the data available in Kurt Aland, ed., Text und Textwert der griechischen
Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (I1: Die Paulinischen Briefe; Band 4: Kolosserbrief bis Hebraerbrief;
ANTF 19; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1991). | have counted all MSS in the “Verzeichnende Beschreibung” section of
Text und Textwert which have at least one Teststellen in 2 Thessalonians. There are also nineteen new
minuscules that have been added to the list since Text und Textwert that may include 2 Thessalonians
(http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de). | have not included these additional minuscules in this thesis. | am not including
Greek lectionaries in this project.

3 Namely, P30, P92, 01, 02, 03, 06, 016, 0111; the source for the dating of these manuscripts is Kurt Aland
et al., eds., Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (ANTF 1; 2d ed.; Berlin:
de Gruyter, 1994).

' For instance, minuscule 1739, a tenth-century manuscript, appears to preserve, at times, a text dating to
the time of Origen. Regarding this situation, David Parker concludes that “1739 is one of the most telling proofs
of the fact that the age of the text contained in a manuscript is not the same as the age of the manuscript” (D. C.
Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts [Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2008], 262).

15 Actually, there is not a one-to-one correspondence between the Byzantine text and the Majority text. |
note the editors’ comments for the ECM edition of James: “The term Majority text refers here to readings
supported by the majority of all the manuscripts in passages where textual variants are found, whether or not
they agree with the established text [i.e., the ECM’s text]. The term Byzantine or Koine text refers to the form of



minuscules with less than 90% and 85% agreement with the Majority text were included in
the ECM’s editions for the Catholic Epistles and the Acts of the Apostles, respectively. These
percentages were based on the data available for each manuscript in Text und Textwert,*® a
tool created by the INTF for the very purpose of identifying the manuscripts to include or
exclude in the ECM." Text und Textwert examines every available continuous-text Greek
manuscript at the same test passages (or Teststellen), allowing users to ascertain which
manuscripts show the highest agreement with the Majority text across the test passages. After
discussing one such test passage in their handbook on textual criticism, Kurt and Barbara
Aland make the following conclusion about the benefit of this procedure:
The picture we gain from this randomly selected test passage recurs elsewhere almost
consistently: the overwhelming majority of manuscripts support one reading, the reading
of the majority text. This is the reading of the Byzantine text, to which some stray
witnesses of different text types may also conform. On the whole the manuscripts listed
are always the same. This shows how pointless it would be to list them all in an edition of
the New Testament. These manuscripts are essentially mere copies, repeating the same
text with only minor variation, irrelevant to the reconstruction of the original text, and
properly to be eliminated.*®

Text und Textwert thus enables the would-be editor of a critical edition to select for

inclusion in the apparatus the manuscripts with the greatest deviation from the Majority

text defined by those readings which are attested by the majority of the manuscripts and differ from the
established text” (Die Katholischen Briefe, 12).

16 Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (ANTF 9-11, 16— 21, 27-31,
35-6; Berlin 1987-2005).

17 Cf. Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; 2d ed.; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 317-18.

'8 Aland and Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 321. The entirety of chapter V111, “Categories and
Text Types, and the Textual Analysis of Manuscripts,” provides a very accessible description of Text und
Textwert (ibid., 317-37). In the quote above, the Alands, I think, understate the relevance of the manuscripts
which conform to the Byzantine text. Westcott and Hort strike a better balance: “This large amount of present
ignorance respecting the contents of cursives is much to be lamented. Valuable texts may lie hidden among
them; many of them are doubtless sprinkled with relics of valuable texts now destroyed; and fresh collations
always throw more or less light on the later history of the text generally, and sometimes on its earlier history”
(Brook Foss Westcott and Fenton John Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek: Introduction and
Appendix [New York: Harper and Brothers, 1882], 77).



text.’® The Teststellen method is the only procedure that tests the quality of manuscripts that
has been applied to all of the New Testament and, most importantly for the present study, to
Paul’s epistles.?’ Thus, for my thesis, | have adopted a method similar to the ECM’s approach
in order to pare down the bulk of the minuscules to those that evince the greatest deviation
from the Majority text and are therefore most likely to provide unknown readings. As noted,
in the ECM volumes, minuscules are only included that have less than 85-90% agreement
with the Majority text (depending on the section in question).?* For this study, | have chosen
to include all papyri and majuscules but only minuscules which share 87.5% agreement or
less with the Majority text in test passages across both Thessalonian epistles.? | describe this

process in more detail below.

19 Of course, the unstated assumption in the Alands’ reasoning is that if a manuscript agrees with the
Majority text in the test passages selected then it likely agrees in other places as well. In other words, they
assume the sampling error in the process is negligible. Later in this thesis | hope to test this assumption. For
other criticisms of the Teststellen method see W. Larry Richards, “A Closer Look: Text und Textwert der
griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments: Die Katholischen Briefe,” AUSS 34 (1996): 37-46; idem,
“Test Passages or Profiles: A Comparison of Two Text-Critical Methods,” JBL 115 (1996): 251-69.

2 For alternative ways of studying the textual relationships between manuscripts see Thomas C. Geer, Jr.
and Jean-Francois Racine, “Analyzing and Categorizing New Testament Manuscripts,” in The Text of the New
Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d ed.;
Leiden: Brill, 2012), 497-518.

2! Manuscripts with 90% and 85% agreement with the Majority text or greater were excluded for the
Catholic Epistles and the Acts of the Apostles, respectively. The calculations were based on all of the test
passages across the Catholic Epistles (98 Teststellen) and the Acts of the Apostles (104 Teststellen); for a more
detailed description of the process see the introductions to the fascicles of the ECM. For how manuscripts were
selected for the forthcoming volume(s) of the Gospel of John see David C. Parker et al. “The Selection of Greek
Manuscripts to be Included in the International Greek New Testament Project’s Edition of John in the Editio
Critica Maior,” in Studies on the Text of the New Testament and Early Christianity (ed. Daniel Gurtner, Juan
Hernandez, and Paul Foster; NTTSD 50; Leiden: Brill, 2015), 287-328.

22| limited my analysis to the Thessalonian epistles because they are already grouped together in Text und
Textwert which helped facilitate the selection of the manuscripts. To include the data from more epistles would
have required extensive calculation done by hand, which would likely have introduced error. At a later stage in
this thesis, the INTF created an (unpublished) online application which enabled the instantaneous filtering of the
Teststellen data for the Pauline epistles; regrettably, this resource was not available in time to be used in the
manuscript selection phase of this thesis. Also, at a very late stage in this thesis, Hugh Houghton, one of the
general editors for the ECM of the Pauline Epistles, kindly shared his forthcoming article outlining the selection
of manuscripts for the Pauline Epistles. His team’s selection of manuscripts uses the INTF’s online application,
mentioned above, and incorporates Teststellen data across the whole of the Pauline corpus. Even with these
data, only twenty-three additional minuscules are included in their manuscript selection vis-a-vis the
manuscripts included in this thesis. These minuscules are 5 69 181 326 467 623 1175 1319 1505 1611 1836
1837 1875 1877 1959 1963 1996 1999 2012 2110 2495 2659 2899 (see H. A. G. Houghton, “An Initial
Selection of Manuscripts for the Editio Critica Maior of the Pauline Epistles,” in The New Testament in



For the Thessalonian epistles, nine Teststellen were utilized in Text und Textwert.?* When
minuscules with 100% agreement with the Majority text are sifted out, 232 remain. If we
then filter out those with greater than 87.5% agreement with the Majority text, the total is
reduced to 111.2* This is a reasonable number of minuscules to transcribe for the present
project. Therefore, these minuscules, an extra minuscule,? and the two papyri and eighteen
majuscules for 2 Thessalonians form the textual base for this thesis. Each of these
manuscripts has been transcribed and proofread utilizing the online transcription editor
available through the Institute for Textual Scholarship and Electronic Editing.?® For the sake
of comparison, | have also included five minuscules with 100% agreement with the Majority
text.?” Thus, the grand total of manuscripts transcribed comes to 137—the most to date for 2
Thessalonians.?®

Though this number of manuscripts substantially increases the textual base for 2

Thessalonians, | hope it does not fully satisfy Biblical scholars and textual critics. We cannot

Antiquity and Byzantium. Traditional and Digital Approaches to its Texts and Editing [ed. H. A. G. Houghton,
David C. Parker, and Holger Strutwolf; NTTSD 52; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2019], 343-359).

28 Ejve of the Teststellen are for 1 Thessalonians and four for 2 Thessalonians. I have used both
Thessalonian epistles in this study in order to increase the sample size of Teststellen.

2% In practice this means that the only manuscripts excluded from this thesis are those that either have 100%
agreement with the Majority text or deviate from the Majority text only in one of the nine Teststellen.
Manuscripts with fewer than nine Teststellen but with one deviation are included. | am excluding the additional
MSS that have been added to the Liste since Text und Textwert was published.

% At an early stage in the thesis | had transcribed GA 630. Given that | had already created the transcription
and since it is among NA28’s “Consistently and Frequently Cited Witnesses” | decided to include it.

%8 For the transcription editor and other online tools created by ITSEE see https://itsee-
wece.birmingham.ac.uk. For an overview of the Workspace for Collaborative Editing see Hugh Houghton,
Martin Sievers, and Catherine Smith, “The Workspace for Collaborative Editing,” Digital Humanities 2014
Conference Abstracts, EPFL-UNIL, Lausanne, Switzerland, 8-12 July 2014, 210-211; online:
http://dharchive.org/paper/DH2014/Paper-224.xml.

2" In this regard, I have only included minuscules that have 100% agreement across the Teststellen in
Colossians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, the Pastoral epistles, and Philemon. There are fifteen minuscules that meet
this restriction. | have transcribed the five whose images are accessible online via the INTF’s Virtual
Manuscript Room website, namely, minuscules 35, 517, 999, 1354, and 1609. After selecting and transcribing
these manuscripts, | received from the INTF a spreadsheet with the percentage of Teststellen agreement these
manuscripts have with the majority text across all of the Pauline epistles. The results, respectively, are as
follows: 98.01%, 97.11%, 97.2%, 96.34%, 97.21%

%8 Though compare n. 10 above.



lose sight of the ultimate goal—the transcription of all continuous-text Greek manuscripts.
Incremental progress toward this goal is of course needed and the present thesis hopes to
serve this purpose, but we must not allow such progress to stop us short of our final
objective.?
The Original Text

Since this thesis aims at the creation of a critical text, a note about the nature of the
critical text | intend to reconstruct is worthwhile. Traditionally, New Testament Textual
Criticism has had as its fundamental goal the identification and restoration of the “original
text;” i.e., the putative text that the author originally wrote. In this approach, the critical text
of an edition is intended to approximate the so-called “original text.” However, this
traditional goal has come under sharp criticism recently as scholars have objected both to its
feasibility and coherence.®® Two publications over the last twenty years have been especially
influential in this regard. One of these publications was a 1999 article, “The Multivalence of
the Term “Original Text’” in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in which Eldon Epp argued
that the term “original text” is semantically ambiguous. Epp suggested that for the New
Testament it is often possible to distinguish between a “predecessor text-form,” an
“autographic text-form,” a “canonical text-form,” and an “interpretive text-form;” for Epp, a
case can be made that each of these are in a sense “original.”*! David Parker has also

discussed extensively the problems with the restoration of the “original text” as the goal of

2% | am of course here echoing Thomas Geer’s plea quoted in n. 3 above.

% Two early articles that provided stimulus for this discussion are Helmut Koester, “The Text of the
Synoptic Gospels in the Second Century,” in Gospel Traditions in the Second Century (ed. W. L. Petersen;
Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 19-37 and William L. Petersen, “What Text Can New
Testament Textual Criticism Ultimately Reach,” in New Testament Textual Criticism, Exegesis, and Early
Church History (ed. B. Aland and J. Delobel; Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1994), 136-51.

%1 Cf. Eldon J. Epp, “The Multivalence of the Term “Original Text’ in New Testament Textual Criticism,”
HTR 92 (1999), 266-70; idem, “It’s All about the Variants,” 279-80. See also Michael Holmes’ criticism of
Epp at this point (“From “Original Text’ to ‘Initial Text’: The Traditional Goal of New Testament Textual
Criticism in Contemporary Discussion,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research [ed. Bart
D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013], 646 n. 33, 648-51).



New Testament Textual Criticism. In his The Living Text of the Gospels (and subsequent
articles),* Parker has suggested that the authors of the Gospels may not have intended their
literary creations to remain completely in a fixed, original form and would have regarded as
appropriate and normative some textual changes made by subsequent Christian communities,
who equally would have been unalarmed by such changes.® Parker has also noted that, given
the manuscript evidence available, “the best editors can hope to do is . . . recreate forms of
text that were current in the period 200-300 CE.”** Thus, for Parker the restoration of the
“original text” may be neither appropriate nor possible.*®

The text-critical landscape has changed over the past few decades as a result of the efforts
of Parker, Epp, and others: text-critics are less likely to speak of the “original text” without
qualification.*® The reigning perspective appears to be that of the ECM. The way the editors
of the ECM approach this issue is to make a distinction between the “original” text (or
“authorial text”) and what they call the Ausgangstext (or “initial text”).*” The stated goal of
the ECM is to identify the Ausgangstext—a reconstruction of the starting point (or “initial”
point) for the extant textual tradition. The advantage of this distinction is that it

acknowledges the possibility of textual development between the authorial text and the text

%2 D. C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); idem, “Is
‘Living Text’” Compatible with ‘Initial Text’?” in The Textual History of the Greek New Testament (ed. Klaus
Wachtel and Michael W. Holmes; Atlanta: SBL, 2011), 13-22; idem, “Textual Criticism and Theology,”
ExpTim 118 (2007): 583-589; idem, Textual Scholarship and the Making of the New Testament (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2012), 25-29.

%8 parker, “Textual Criticism and Theology,” 585.

% Ibid., 586. For a discussion of these issues in regard to the Pauline epistles see Brent Nongbri, “Pauline
Letter Manuscripts,” in All Things to All Cultures: Paul among Jews, Greeks, and Romans (ed. Mark Harding
and Alanna Nobbs; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013), 94-95.

% Cf. Parker, “Textual Criticism and Theology,” 585. “Appropriate” and “possible” are Parker’s words.

% For a helpful summary of the discussion over the last twenty years see Holmes, “From ‘Original Text’ to
‘Initial Text,”” 637—688.

%" For an overview of the origin of the term Ausgangstext and its own potential semantic ambiguity see
Eldon J. Epp, “In the Beginning was the New Testament Text, but Which Text? A Consideration of
‘Ausgangstext’ and ‘Initial Text,”” in Texts and Traditions: Essays in Honour of J. Keith Elliott (ed. Peter Doble
and Jeffrey Kloha; Leiden: Brill, 2014), 35-71.
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that is reconstructed in the ECM. Thus, the editors do not assume that there is a one-to-one
correspondence between the authorial text and the Ausgangstext and remain open to the
possibility of editorial activity occurring between the two. Gerd Mink, in his seminal article,
“Problems of a Highly Contaminated Tradition” offers a helpful summary:

The initial text is a hypothetical, reconstructed text, as it presumably existed, according to

the hypothesis, before the beginning of its copying. . . . The initial text is not identical with

the original, the text of the author. Between the autograph and the initial text, considerable

changes may have taken place which may not have left a single trace in the surviving

textual tradition.*®

Despite this possibility of differences existing between the Ausgangstext and the authorial

text, Mink nevertheless acknowledges that “the simplest working hypothesis must be that
there are no differences between the original and the initial text (except for inevitable scribal
slips).”*° It is also important to point out, as Mink’s statement implies, that the Ausgangstext
has a close relationship with the archetype—the hypothetical manuscript from which all other
manuscripts from a particular tradition descended. However, the Ausgangstext can be
distinguished from it, since, through conjectural emendation,*° the Ausgangstext may actually
include readings that predate the archetype.*' Due to these distinctions, Michael Holmes

defines the Ausgangstext as follows: “the reconstructed hypothetical form of a text from

which all surviving witnesses descend, a state of a text’s history that stands between its

%8 Gerd Mink, “Problems of a Highly Contaminated Tradition: The New Testament—Stemmata of Variants
as a Source of a Genealogy for Witnesses,” in Studies in Stemmatology Il (ed. Pieter van Reenan, August den
Hollander, and Margot van Mulken; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2004), 25.

% Ibid., 26. Similarly, Holger Strutwolf says that “as long as we have no evidence that suggests a radical
break in the textual transmission between the author’s text and the initial text of our tradition, the best
hypothesis concerning the original text still remains the reconstructed archetype to which our manuscript
tradition and the evidence of early translations and the citations point” (“Original Text and Textual History,” in
The Textual History of the Greek New Testament [ed. Klaus Wachtel and Michael W. Holmes; Atlanta: SBL,
2011], 41). The validity of all modern historical scholarship—or at least historical scholarship that relies on
authorial texts to make assertions—nbuilds its evidential foundation on this assumption.

“0 For the use of conjectural emendation and the New Testament see Jan Krans, “Conjectural Emendation
and the New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research [ed. Bart D. Ehrman and
Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013], 613-36).

*I Though see Gurry’s comments that the Ausgangstext must necessarily be the authorial text in cases of
conjectural emendation (Peter J. Gurry, A Critical Examination of the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method
in New Testament Textual Criticism [NTTSD 55; Leiden: Brill, 2017], 89-101).
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literary formation, on the one hand, and the archetype of the extant manuscripts, on the
other.”*?

This reformulation of the aim of textual criticism to identify the Ausgangstext is
obviously a slightly more modest (though no less difficult!) objective than the traditional
attempt to identify the “original text.” | think it is also a rather cumbersome to describe and,
compared with other approaches to textual criticism, peculiar to the field of New Testament
Studies. Consequently, | prefer simply the “earliest attainable text” as a primary goal of any
text-critical endeavor and the intention of any reconstructed critical text.** By “earliest
attainable text,” | mean the text, which the evidence suggests, predates the others and is the
source from which the alternate readings were derived.** To my mind, this formulation has
several advantages. First, it articulates an important goal of New Testament Textual Criticism
and of a critical edition not idiosyncratically but in a way that is immediately understandable
and can serve as a common denominator for the text-critical study of any ancient literary
work. Second and relatedly, inherent in its title, “earliest attainable text,” there is the clear
absence of a claim as to which stage in the transmission process is achieved (authorial,

editorial *°

archetypal, etc.); it only claims that for the variation unit in question we have
gone as far back as our methods allow. Of course, some may reply that there is no material
difference between the “earliest attainable text” and the Ausgangstext since their definitions

are similar and, in practice, attempting to identify either should produce the same critical text.

2 Holmes, “From “Original Text’ to “Initial Text,”” 653. However, see also Gurry’s critique of a similar
definition of the initial text (Gurry, A Critical Examination, 89-101).

3 My preference for the “earliest attainable text” has been influenced by Eldon Epp (cf. “It’s All about
Variants,” 282-87, 294-98, 308).

** Theoretically, the “earliest attainable text” could be identified using conjectural emendation or only
versional or patristic sources.

“% | have not attempted to identify the “earliest attainable text” with a particular early collection of Paul’s

letters. For an overview of the current theories and options for the early Pauline letter collections see Parker,
New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, 249-256; 279-282.
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However, | prefer the former to the latter given some of the confusion* in the secondary
literature regarding the latter and the straightforwardness of what is being attempted with the
former.

For all of the reasons above, | claim only to reconstruct the earliest attainable text in the
critical edition that accompanies this thesis.*’ For each variation unit, | will attempt to
identify the earliest form of the text available among the surviving documents and from
which the other readings were most likely derived.*® Of course, at times, it will not be
possible to identify which reading is the earliest; on such occasions I will alert the reader to
this predicament.*® How then will I achieve this goal of identifying the earliest attainable
text? Or, to say it another way: what text-critical method will | adopt in order to establish
such a text? I turn now to discuss text-critical methods.

Text-Critical Methods
Three methods (or theories) have been utilized in New Testament Textual Criticism in the

twentieth and twenty-first centuries to establish the text: the Majority-Text (or Byzantine-

“6 See Gurry’s discussion of the confusion in the secondary literature related to the definition of the “Initial
Text” (Gurry, A Critical Examination, 89-101). | also note that, at times, Mink seems to locate the “initial text”
at a particular point in time, namely, the point at which a text was “published” or began to be disseminated.
Note his comment in the definition quoted above that the initial text occurs “before the beginning of its
copying.” Also, in an interview with Yii-Jan Lin, Mink states that “We don’t know which steps were between
the authorial text and the text as published for the first time” (The Erotic Life of Manuscripts: New Testament
Textual Criticism and the Biological Sciences [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016], 183). Mink’s intentions
with these comments is unclear to me. | note also that the Alands, Mink’s colleagues, appear to have defined as
their goal of textual criticism “the text-form in which the NT writings were officially put into circulation” (cf.
Eldon J. Epp, “In the Beginning was the New Testament Text, but Which Text?”, 57)

“T| agree with Mink’s and Strutwolf’s assertions on the previous page that, lacking sufficient evidence to
think otherwise, the Ausgangstext, or in my case, the earliest attainable text, is most likely equivalent to the
authorial text. Consequently, at times, | present intrinsic evidence based on the author’s style to support a
particular variant as the earliest. On the limitations of using intrinsic evidence depending the type of text one is
trying to reconstruct see Gurry, A Critical Examination, 100-101.

“8 Consequently, the critical text represented in this edition will not be a text that actually existed in any
manuscript from antiquity, but rather the “earliest attainable” form for each variation unit in question (cf. Epp,
“It’s All about Variants,” 287). The “earliest attainable text” for each variation unit need not be from the same
stage in the transmission process as the “earliest attainable text” in other variation units.

49 “\Where no positive solution avails, the critic must admit that the problem cannot be plausibly solved, and

should have a way to accommaodate the analytical impasse. Admitting defeat is a necessary part of the game”
(Hendel, “The Epistemology of Textual Criticism,” 263).
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Text) method, Thoroughgoing Eclecticism, and Reasoned Eclecticism.* In this section, |
offer a brief overview of and response to the first two of these approaches followed by a
description of the method | adopt, namely, Reasoned Eclecticism. | have not attempted to
provide a full description nor, in the case of the former two, a full refutation of these
methods, though | have referenced the most relevant bibliographic items in the footnotes,
which deal with these issues in more depth.
The Majority-Text Method
The Majority-Text method claims that the text extant in the majority of witnesses is more
likely to be the earliest and, given that the majority of extant manuscripts are Byzantine, the
earliest text must have been the Byzantine text. This line of reasoning assumes what its
advocates describe as a ‘normal’ state of transmission. In their own words:
From a transmissional standpoint, a single Textform would be expected to predominate
among the vast majority of manuscripts in the absence of radical and well-documented
upheavals in the manuscript tradition. This ‘normal’ state of transmission presumes that
the aggregate consentient testimony of the extant manuscript base is more likely to reflect
its archetypal source (in this case the canonical autographs) than any single manuscript,
small group of manuscripts, or isolated versional or patristic readings that failed to
achieve widespread diversity or transmissional continuity.>*
In any tradition where there are not major disruptions in the transmissional history, the
individual reading which has the earliest beginning is the one most likely to survive in a
majority of documents. And the earliest reading of all is the original one.*?
The underlying logic of these statements appears to be that manuscripts or “textforms” are

typically copied at roughly the same rate across time and that many genealogical independent

branches going back to the archetype will have survived among the majority of extant

%% These are the three methods included in David Alan Black, ed., Rethinking New Testament Textual
Criticism (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2002). Discussions of or polemics against each of these methods can
also be found in Ehrman and Holmes, The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research and Carlson,
The Text of Galatians and Its History, 18-43. | have found the discussions in Black and Carlson especially
helpful.

%! Maurice A. Robinson and William G. Pierpont, The New Testament in the Original Greek: Byzantine
Textform (Southborough: Chilton Book Publishing, 2005), v.

%2 Hodges and Farstad, Greek New Testament, xxii. Carlson’s monograph alerted me to this quote (The Text
of Galatians and Its History, 24)
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manuscripts.®® Ergo, the reading with the most manuscript support must be the earliest given
that the longer a reading or ‘Textform’ has been in existence, the more textual (and
genealogical-independent) support it should have under these so-called ‘normal’ conditions.
To my knowledge, Majority-Text advocates have not demonstrated that these ‘normal’
conditions have in fact been operative in the majority or even in a significant number of
textual traditions from Classical antiquity.>* The absence of this support makes it unclear just
how normal so-called ‘normal’ conditions were. Relatedly, this perspective seems somewhat
idealist and perhaps ignores the potential vagaries of history. Is it really that ‘radical’ to
imagine that certain readings or textual traditions became less popular or died out while other
traditions (even if they were later) expanded and became widespread? In fact, this is what our
extant evidence suggests as it relates to the Byzantine text. The Byzantine text does not
dominate the textual tradition until after the transition to minuscule script in the ninth — tenth
centuries.”® Additionally, “there is simply no solid evidence that the Byzantine text type

existed prior to the fourth century.”® And the formation of the Byzantine text itself appears

%% If manuscripts or “textforms™ are not produced at the same rate across time then the majority could
reflect a branch with aberrant readings, which was simply produced at a faster rate than other branches. If the
majority of readings does not include multiple genealogically independent branches than the majority could
represent a branch (with aberrant readings) which survived while others did not. Thus, both the survival of
independent branches and an even rate of production of those branches appear to be necessary presuppositions
for the Majority-Text method.

** Robinson briefly examines the textual traditions of Homer and Hippocrates in his defense of Majority-
Text theory (cf. “Appendix: The Case for Byzantine Priority,” in The Text in the Original Greek: Byzantine
Textform, 542-544).

% In the words of Aland and Wachtel: “the Koine text in the standardized form typical of the second
millennium came to dominate the tradition only after the New Testament began to be transmitted in the
minuscule script” (“The Greek Minuscules of the New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research [ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013],
71). See also the section of this thesis entitled “2 Thessalonians and the Byzantine Text” in Chapter 4 (“A
Textual History of 2 Thessalonians”).

% Daniel B. Wallace, “Majority Text Theory: History, Methods, and Critique,” in The Text of the New
Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d ed.;
Leiden: Brill, 2013), 734.
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to have been the result of a process.”” Thus, (1) the normality of so-called ‘normal’
transmission has not yet been demonstrated across a significant number of other textual
traditions, (2) the extant evidence cannot validate the existence of a Byzantine text prior to
the fourth century, and (3) the available evidence indicates that the Byzantine text was not
fully formed and did not become the majority until the ninth century or later. None of these
data support the assumptions of Majority-Text advocates outlined above.

It should be noted that modern Majority-Text followers do advocate the use of the
traditional canons of textual criticism.®® However, these methods are secondary to their
commitment to the “transmissional evidence” (= following the majority reading). In practice,
the traditional canons are only utilized when the Byzantine text is split or to demonstrate
“how one could explain the variants that deviate from the Byzantine text.”*

To close this brief discussion of the Majority Text method, | would like to point out that
the later dominance and evolution of the Byzantine text has a notable parallel in liturgical
studies, where local rites used by churches in antiquity gradually underwent a process of
‘Byzantinization.” Robert Taft describes this phenomenon:

At the beginning of the fifth century evidence from Greece, Cappadocia, and Pontos,

shows that the Churches in these Greek-speaking Orthodox regions, even if under the

political domination of the capital, did not use the Constantinopolitan rite. . . . by the end
of the first millennium it [the Constantinopolitan rite] had taken over the whole

patriarchate of Constantinople and spread to the Orthodox monasteries of Antiochia,
Palestine, and Sinai, . . . In the first centuries of the second millennium, the liturgical

%" The best and most recent overview of this process can be found in Gregory R. Lanier, “Taking Inventory
on the “‘Age of the Minuscules’: Later Manuscripts and the Byzantine Tradition within the Field of Textual
Criticism,” CBR 16 (2018): 263-308. See also the section of this thesis entitled “2 Thessalonians and the
Byzantine Text” in Chapter 4 (“A Textual History of 2 Thessalonians™).

%8 Cf. Maurice A. Robinson, “The Case for Byzantine Priority,” in Rethinking New Testament Textual
Criticism (ed. David Alan Black; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2002), 125-140.

% Jongkind, An Introduction to the Greek New Testament Produced at Tyndale House, Cambridge
(Wheaton: Crossway, 2019), 97 (italics mine). The most robust defense of the Majority-Text method is that of
Robinson in his “Appendix: The Case for Byzantine Priority,” in The Text in the Original Greek: Byzantine
Textform, 532-586. The strongest of critiques are those of Wallace and Fee (Wallace, “Majority Text Theory:
History, Methods, and Critique,” 711-744; Gordon D. Fee, “The Majority Text and the Original Text of the
New Testament,” in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism [ed. Eldon Jay Epp
and Gordon D. Fee; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993], 183-208).
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Byzantinization of the Orthodox patriarchates of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem . . .

proceeds apace . . . By the end of the thirteenth century the process was more or less

complete in Alexandria and Antioch.®
Daniel Galadza has described ‘liturgical Byzantinization’ as “the process of making liturgical
practices conformable to those of the Great Church of Constantinople, at the expense and to
the detriment of local ... liturgical practices.”® Thus, in the history of the liturgy, a
Byzantine form gradually comes to dominate. Furthermore, this Byzantine form was itself the
result of a process. Galadza also states that “‘the Byzantine Rite is a mongrel.” Like in the
Roman rite and, indeed, in most great cultural traditions, the synthesis of various liturgical
elements from the Eastern Mediterranean led to the birth of something new.”®? Now, | do not
want to make too much of these parallels between the Byzantine liturgy and the Byzantine
text,® but it is striking that the evidence suggests that both gradually came to dominate and
that the formation of both was the result of a gradual process—and during broadly the same
timeframe. Could there be an interaction or relationship of some sort between these two
phenomena? An in-depth comparison would be outside the scope of this thesis but would
certainly be a worthwhile question and one that | would recommend for further investigation.
Thoroughgoing Eclecticism

Stephen Carlson has defined eclecticism as “a method for constructing a critical text by
examining the witnesses at each individual variation unit and selecting the reading for the

critical text based on the textual evidence at that individual variation unit.”®* The reason a

variant-by-variant approach is needed for the New Testament is because its textual tradition

% Robert Taft, “Liturgy,” in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies (ed. Elizabeth Jeffries with John
Haldon and Robin Cormack; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 607-608.

®! Daniel Galadza, Liturgy and Byzantinization in Jerusalem (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 5.
* bid., 4.
8 Also, “Byzantine” need not have the same exact meaning in “Byzantine Liturgy” and “Byzantine Text.”

8 Carlson, The Text of Galatians and Its History, 34.
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is what Michael Holmes has described as “open” (or “mixed”). In a “closed” (or “pure”)
textual tradition, a stemma demonstrating the relationships between the manuscripts can be
more or less accurately depicted enabling the text critic to identify which manuscripts are
clearly descendants of other manuscripts. Younger manuscripts, which are genealogically
derivative, can be discarded in favor of their extant ancestor. For instance, for orations 3-31
in the corpus of Lysias, it has been demonstrated that all of the extant medieval manuscripts
are descendants of Palatinus Graecus 88.%° Therefore, they do not provide any independent
evidence for the text of Lysias and do not need to be consulted when constructing his critical
text. To quote the Classicist Paul Maas, “the stemma settles the relationship of witnesses for
every passage in the text—if we have a pure tradition. No cure has yet been discovered
against contamination.”®® In the case of the New Testament, however, we are indeed
confronted with contamination (an ‘open tradition’ in Holmes’ nomenclature) in which no
clear stemma can be discerned among the manuscripts. In fact, the genealogical branches of
the New Testament have cross-pollinated to such an extent that readings from different
textual groups are spread across the whole tradition.®’

In the absence of a clearly detectable stemma, the New Testament textual critic’s only
recourse is to eclecticism since so many manuscripts cannot simply be eliminated based on
genealogical relationships and, theoretically, nearly any textual source could attest the

earliest reading.®® Thus, confronted with such complex conditions, the text critic must bring

655, C. Todd, A Commentary on the Speeches of Lysias 1-11 (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 19.

% As quoted by Michael W. Holmes in “Working with an Open Textual Tradition: Challenges in Theory
and Practice,” in The Textual History of the Greek of the New Testatment: Changing Views in Contemporary
Research (ed. Klaus Wachtel and Michael Holmes; SBL Text-Critical Studies 8; Atlanta: SBL Press, 2011), 65.

¢ Holmes states “As Zuntz reminds us, the New Testament is ‘beside Homer, the paramount example’ of
an ‘open’ or ‘mixed’ tradition. Indeed, it is a tradition in which all surviving manuscripts and textual traditions
appear to exhibit both the presence and effects of mixture” (Michael W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research [ed. Bart D.
Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013], 782-783).

88 Cf. ibid.
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every piece (hence “eclecticism”) of evidence available to bear on each individual variation
unit. This includes both internal evidence (transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities) and
external evidence (quality, age, and genealogical and geographical distribution of the textual
sources). Rather than lamenting this methodological state of affairs, Holmes recognizes the
formation and use of the eclectic method as one of the major achievements of Biblical textual
scholarship in the last century: “the adaptation of the classical methods of textual criticism to
deal with the realities of a mixed textual tradition represents a primary methodological
achievement of twentieth-century New Testament textual criticism.”®® Indeed, perhaps New
Testament textual critics have identified the only available “cure” for the contamination of
which Maas laments.

Against this backdrop, Thoroughgoing Eclecticism can be discussed. The method has
been defended most thoroughly and most often in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries by
G. D. Kilpatrick and his student J. Keith Elliott.”” Thoroughgoing eclectics adopt the variant-
by-variant approach described above but advocate that only internal evidence should be
utilized in textual decisions. This argument is based on the assumption, allegedly put forth by
Vogels and often mentioned by Kilpatrick, that “apart from errors, the great majority of
variants in the New Testament text have come into being before A.D. 200.”"* If this is the
case, as Elliott reasons, then “the date of the source for a given reading, be it a fourth-,
seventh-, or eleventh-century manuscript, does not matter, because one may be convinced

that the reading goes back beyond the year 200 and therefore into a period from which

% pid., 783.

" Both have produced a voluminous amount of scholarship and have helped advance the field. Their
research is most accessible in the following volumes: (1) G. D. Kilpatrick, The Principles and Practice of New
Testament Textual Criticism: Collected Essays of G. D. Kilpatrick (ed. J. K. Elliott; Leuven: Leuven University
Press, 1990); (2) J. K. Elliott, New Testament Textual Criticism: The Application of Thoroughgoing Principles:
Essays on Manuscripts and Textual Variation (NovTSup 37; Leiden: Brill, 2010).

™ As quoted by Fee, “Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism,” in Studies in the Theory and Method of New
Testament Textual Criticism (ed. Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 126.
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virtually no manuscripts survive. Thus external evidence as such is of little relevance.”’

Thoroughgoing eclectics criticize other eclectics, who incorporate external evidence, as
promoting, at times, a “cult of the best manuscripts.””® This criticism, of course, may be well-
founded in cases where scholars have slavishly followed certain manuscripts.

I have multiple objections to Thoroughgoing Eclecticism. First, its most important
premise lacks catalogued support. Kilpatrick cites VVogels to support the claim that “apart
from errors, the great majority of variants in the New Testament text have come into being
before A.D. 200.”™ Yet, this premise stands on a brief comment made by Vogels in the
“Fehlerquellen” section of his Handbuch der Textkritik des Neuen Testaments.” Given the
importance of this premise for Thoroughgoing Eclecticism, a thorough analysis of the textual
tradition which actually quantified this claim would be preferred (versus merely citing a
perhaps passing comment made by Vogels) since it would provide an idea of the percentage
of variants that can really be shown to predate A.D. 200. To my knowledge, such data does
not exist. Moreover, VVogels appears to be discussing only “bewufte Korrektur;” in his very

next sentence he states “Dagegen finden sich Schreibversehen natirlich, solange man den

72, Keith Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text of the
New Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d. ed.;
Leiden: Brill, 2013), 761.

"3 J. K. Elliott, “The Case for Thoroughgoing Eclecticism,” in Rethinking New Testament Textual Criticism
(ed. David Alan Black; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2002), 108.

™ As quoted by Fee, “Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism,” 126.

" Here is the entire paragraph from Vogels to which Kilpatrick refers: “Bevor wir damit beginnen, die
wichtigsten Regeln fur die Textkritik und ihre Handhabung zu erldutern, wird es sich empfehle, einiges tber die
Fehlerquellen voraufzuschicken. Bei den Varianten hat man zu unterscheiden zwischen unabsichtlichen Fehlern,
wie sie bei handschriftlicher Vervielfaltigung eines Textes unvermeidlich sind, un bewuf3ten Korrekturen, das
heift Lesarten, die nicht durch den Irrtum eines Schreibers veranlaBt sein kénnen, sondern auf Uberlegung und
Absicht beruhen missen. Die Unterscheidung zwischen beiden Arten mag mitunter wohl einmal schwierig sien;
meistens ist sie es nicht, und immer ist sei wichtig. Die Zahl der Lesarten, die wir nur als bewuRte Korrekturen
betrachten kdnnen, is erheblich groRer wie jene, die lediglich Schreibversehen darstellen. Alle bewufte
Korrektur is alt. Nichts von derartigen geht, soweit ich sehe, Uiber das 4. Jahrhundert hinaus, und das weitaus
meiste, wenn nicht geradezu alles, wird ins 2. Jahrhundert hinabreichen. Dagegen finden sich Schreibversehen
natirlich, solange man den Text abschrieb. Doch gibt es auch heir eine Anzahl ehrwiirdig alter, weitverbreiteter
Fehler, die im folgenden besondere Beriicksichtigung finden sollen” (H. J. Vogels, Handbuch der Textkritik des
Neuen Testaments [Bonn: Peter Hanstein Verlag G.M.B.H., 1955], 162).
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Text abschrieb.” What portion of extant variants would Thoroughgoing eclectics categorize
as “bewulte Korrektur” as opposed to “Schreibversehen”? If a significant number of
widespread variants were due to the latter, this would seem to be problematic for a
Thoroughgoing approach.

But even if we grant this claim about the date of the great majority of intentional variation
in the New Testament, it still does not dispense with external criticism. To support this
statement, | quote Fee, who has provided perhaps the strongest critique of Thoroughgoing
Eclecticism:

For it is both illogical and unhistorical to imply, as both Kilpatrick and Elliott do, that

because no MSS have escaped corruption, therefore all MSS are equally corrupt, and no

MS(S) may be judged better than others. In fact, the very internal considerations for

which Kilpatrick and Elliott argue as a basis for the recovery of the original text, Hort

used first for the evaluation of the existing witnesses. And if his evaluation of B as

‘neutral’ was too high a regard for the MS, it does not alter his judgement that compared

to all other MSS B is a superior witness.® (italics his)

In other words, the internal evidence used by Thoroughgoing eclectics to justify certain
readings can also be used to justify the superiority of specific manuscripts, which attest a
significant number of superior readings and whose superiority should naturally be considered
in subsequent textual decisions. Elliott actually conceded this point in a recent defense of the
method. In one of his more recent articulations of the theory, Elliott acknowledges that
certain manuscripts could theoretically be more valuable than others. In his own words:

What | am conceding is that by examining without prejudice the readings in all

manuscripts we may at a later stage reach decisions about the relative worthiness of

particular witnesses to support, perhaps even singly, the original text. To be really
thorough | suggest we do our textual criticism eclectically without bowing to
preconceived theories about the alleged superiority of certain witnesses. Then, having
done our work, I suggest that we review the behavior of individual witnesses—in effect,
rate them. Those that fall below a certain level of accuracy would in the future be
regarded with some suspicion. Thoroughgoing eclecticism may in fact be a better way of

ultimately enabling scholars to make certain deductions about the reliability (or
nonreliability) of witnesses’’

"® Fee, “Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism,” 127.

" Elliott, “The Case for Thoroughgoing Eclecticism,” 123.
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But has not this rating of manuscripts already taken place in large part?"® The relative

superiority of many of the manuscripts thought to be the best has been demonstrated—at least
for Acts and the Catholic Epistles—via the pregenealogical data released in conjunction with
the ECM volumes. And so many of the usual (and often oldest) manuscripts (01 02 03 04 81
1739) rank high in pregenealogical coherence (= agreement) with the hypothetical
Ausgangstext. Of course, one could put forth the criticism that the ECM editors’
preconceived notions of the superiority of these documents affected their decisions which, in
turn, resulted the justification of the documents they already held to be the best at the outset.
But, to my mind, the burden should be on such a critic to demonstrate that a Thoroughgoing
approach would invalidate these results and produce a substantially different set of
pregenealogical data. It is also worth noting that the editors of the ECM are keen to recognize
the value of the Byzantine Text and have in fact preferred several Byzantine readings
previously thought to be secondary. Thus, these pregenealogical data occur in a context that
would seem to be less devoted to the “cult of the best manuscript.”

In summary, I find the key premise of Thoroughgoing Eclecticism without catalogued or
quantified support, but, even it were true, to be an insufficient reason to jettison external

criticism.

"8 Along these lines, see also Epp’s comments: “Manuscripts (and also versions and patristic citations) have
been assigned various values in accordance with their consistency in supporting early or ‘reliable’ readings, and
some have emerged as ‘better’ or ‘best’ witnesses. Over time, certain of these textual clusters came to be
identified (in the same manner as individual witnesses) as more likely than others to preserve earlier or ‘better’
readings” (Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons,” of New Testament Textual Criticism: Their Value, Validity, and
Viability—or lack thereof, ” in The Textual History of the Greek New Testament: Changing Views in
Contemporary Research [Society of Biblical Literature Text-Critical Studies 8; ed. Klaus Wachtel and Michael
W. Holmes; Atlanta: SBL, 2011], 88).
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Reasoned Eclecticism

I now turn to discuss Reasoned Eclecticism, the method of “nearly all contemporary
textual critics.””® Some of the reasons for my preference for this methodological approach
should already be clear from the discussion of Thoroughgoing Eclecticism above: the “open”
or “mixed” nature of the textual tradition of the New Testament, | think, makes a variant-by-
variant approach necessary and I am unconvinced by the reasons of the advocates of
Thoroughgoing Eclecticism for ignoring external criticism. This leaves a variant-by-variant
approach, which avails itself of both internal and external evidence, as the only viable
alternative.

Reasoned Eclecticism begins with what Eldon Epp has called the “preeminent” or
“super” criterion,®® namely, that “the variant most likely to be original is the one that best
accounts for the origin of all competing variants in terms of both external and internal
evidence.”® The idea here is essentially the application of stemmatics to each variation unit.
Kurt and Barbara Aland have called this the “local-genealogical method.”®* Rather than
creating a stemma depicting the relationship between the manuscripts (the genealogical
method), the text-critic—using both external and internal evidence—creates a stemma of the
relationships between the readings at the variation-unit (or “local”) level. When the text-critic
has been able, with a high degree of confidence, to recreate a local stemma, he or she should
also have a high degree of confidence that the reconstructed text is the earliest attainable. Of
course, at times, multiple stemma reconstructions are possible and evidence supporting

different readings can conflict. In these situations, Reasoned Eclecticism calls for a balancing

" Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism,” 771.

8 Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons,’” 92-96.

81 | prefer Holmes’ definition of this principle, which has been quoted above (“The Case for Reasoned
Eclecticism,” in Rethinking New Testament Textual Criticism [ed. David Alan Black; Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2002], 79). In a later publication Holmes changes “original” to “initial text” (“Reasoned Eclecticism
in New Testament Textual Criticism,” 771)

82 Aland and Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 34-35.
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or a weighing of the manifold evidence.®® The external and internal evidence will look
different at each variation unit and the text critic must judiciously decide which evidence is
most relevant depending on the textual situation.®* Several helpful articles have been written
recently which lay out the “criteria” or “canons” (whether of internal or external evidence)
that text critics use to evaluate and decide between readings. Though | will not review all of
them here in detail, | have reproduced below the titles of the “canons” given by Epp in his

: 85
recent overview.

A. The Preeminent Criterion/Probability: Local Genealogical Priority
a. The variant is able to account for the origin, development, or presence of all
other readings in its variation-unit.
B. Criteria/Probabilities related to External Evidence
a. A variant supported by the earliest manuscripts, patristic citations, or versions,
or by manuscripts (or other witnesses) assuredly preserving early texts.
b. A variant’s support by the ‘best quality’ manuscripts (or other witnesses).
c. A variant supported by manuscripts (or other witnesses) with wide
geographical distribution.
d. A variant supported by one or more established groups of manuscripts (or
other witnesses) of recognized antiquity, character, and perhaps location, i.e.,
of recognized ‘best quality.’
e. A variant with multiple attestation, that is, support by two or more of the
preceding or following criteria.
C. Criteria/Probabilities related to Internal Evidence
a. A variant that is the harder/hardest reading in its variation-unit.
b. A variant—depending on circumstances—that is the shorter/shortest reading or
that is the longer/longest reading in its variation-unit.
c. A variant that conforms to the author’s recognizable style and vocabulary.
d. A variant that conforms to the author’s recognized theology or ideology.

8 Cf. Tommy Wasserman, “Criteria for Evaluating Readings in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in The
Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD
42; 2d ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 579-580; Michael W. Holmes, “Reconstructing the Text of the New
Testament,” in The Blackwell Companion to the New Testament (ed. David E. Aune; Oxford: Blackwell, 2010),
82-85.

8 Hendel notes that textual criticism, like diagnostic medicine or forensics, is an “evidential discipline.” He
states that “like a good detective or diagnostician, the textual critic must be able to assess the situation, assemble
relevant evidence, imagining possible causes, and distinguish degrees of probability.” He also notes that textual
criticism deals with “individual cases” not “general laws.” In other words, each textual problem must be dealt
with in all its uniqueness and the text-critic must have the finesse to know what evidence is most relevant given
the textual problems confronting him or her. | regard Hendel’s article as essential reading for all textual scholars
(Hendel, “The Epistemology of Textual Criticism,” 251). See also A. E. Housman, “The Application of
Thought to Textual Criticism,” PCA 18 (1922), 67-84. For the quintessential example of this approach to
textual criticism see Gunther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum (The
Schweich Lectures of the British Academy, 1946; London: Oxford University Press, 1953).

8 Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons’ of New Testament Textual Criticism,” 79-127.
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e. A variant that conforms to Semitic forms of expression.

f. A variant—depending on circumstance—that conforms to Koine (rather than
Attic) Greek, or vice versa.

g. A variant that does not conform to parallel passages or to extraneous items in
the context generally.

h. A variant that does not conform to Old Testament passages.

i. A variant that does not conform to liturgical forms and usages.

J. A variant that does not conform to extrinsic theological, ideological, or other
socio-historical contexts contemporary with and congenial to a text’s scribe.

Epp’s formal outline does not reflect this distinction, but I note that items ¢, d, and e
under “Internal Evidence” fall under the traditional category of “Intrinsic Probability” while
the remaining items in that section fall under “Transcriptional Probabilities.” Also, item e
(“Semitic forms of expression”) is not relevant for every genre of writing in the New
Testament. Finally, none of the criteria can be followed mechanically. Epp’s article provides
several helpful qualifiers for the criteria that must be taken into the consideration.

So, advocates of Reasoned Eclecticism utilize all of the criteria above prioritizing item A
in the outline and balancing the probabilities of the various criteria depending on the text-
critical problem under discussion. This method, I think, is the only one available given the
state of the textual tradition of the New Testament described above. Therefore, it is the
method | have adopted to establish the earliest attainable text for 2 Thessalonians, which is
represented in the critical text presented in this thesis. And in the textual commentary
included in this thesis, | have utilized Reasoned Eclecticism and the relevant text-critical
criteria, depending on the variation-unit in question.

Having laid out my method for establishing the critical text, I would like to make a few
additional comments regarding my application of Reasoned Eclecticism. First, we obviously
should not reject Byzantine readings simply because they are Byzantine. Though many
Byzantine readings are secondary, the “open” nature of the New Testament textual tradition

means that early readings can be found among Byzantine manuscripts even when these
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readings are not attested by the earliest and “best” manuscripts.®® I have kept this in mind
when approaching text-critical decisions. Second, when possible, | have tried to pay attention
to tendencies of particular manuscripts, especially the more famous majuscules since they are
often considered among the best manuscripts.?’” Third, for good reasons, the length of a
reading has fallen out of favor as a “canon” of textual criticism.®® Therefore, in my
commentary, | will not appeal to length, whether shorter or longer, to justify one reading over
another. Finally, I should note that I have not utilized the Coherence-Based Genealogical
Method (CBGM) and, therefore, do not have access to the evidence it may have yielded for
textual decisions.®® This is the approach pioneered at the INTF and used by the editors of the
ECM.® 1t should not so much be considered a separate text-critical method but rather a way
of using computer technology to generate additional data to make text-critical decisions. In

this sense, it is compatible with the Reasoned Eclecticism in that it offers more evidence to

8 See my more extensive comments on the Byzantine Text in the section entitled “The Byzantine Text” in
“Chapter 4: A Textual History of 2 Thessalonians.”

8 This approach is always limited or enhanced by critic’s knowledge of the documents, the present author
being no exception. On the importance of manuscript tendencies see THGNT, 507.

88 Cf. Jeff Miller, “Breaking the Rules: Lectio Brevior Potior and New Testament Textual Criticism,” BT
70 (2019), 82-93; Alan Taylor Farnes, Simply Come Copying: Direct Copies as Test Cases in the Quest for
Scribal Habits (WUNT 2:481; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2019), 202-203; Peter Malik, P. Beatty 11 (P47): The
Codex, Its Scribe, and Its Text (NTTSD 52; Leiden: Brill, 2017), 114-115; Elijah Hixson, Scribal Habits in
Sixth-Century Greek Purple Codices (NTTSD 61; Leiden: Brill, 2019).

8 | had originally intended to use the CBGM; however, the technology was not ready at the genealogical
analysis phase of this thesis to be incorporated effectively. For an accessible introduction to the CBGM see
Peter J. Gurry and Tommy Wasserman, A New Approach to Textual Criticism: An Introduction to the
Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017). The “Further Reading” section at the back
of the volume provides an annotated bibliography to the essential works on the CBGM. See also volume 20
(2015) of TC: A Journal of Biblical Criticism, which has several very helpful articles discussing the CBGM.

% | regard the CBGM as an innovative and elegant solution to the problem of contamination. Part of its
genius lies in its ability to use the overall agreement between manuscripts, which has traditionally been viewed
as having “no probative value for genealogical inference,” to reconstruct how the extant texts are related to one
another (Hendel, “The Epistemology of Textual Criticism,” 255). Contamination rendered the New Testament
textual tradition unsuitable for stemmatological analysis, but the CBGM has made this possible (though for texts
rather than manuscripts). Indeed, common errors enables the creation of stemma for manuscripts when
contamination is not present while coherence (both pregenealogical and genealogical) enables the creation of a
stemma for texts in the case of contamination. Of course, the CBGM is still, in a sense, undergoing peer-review
as scholars outside of Munster grow in their understanding and use of it. Finally, although the CBGM produces
additional data for the text critic, it does not solve every text-critical problem and does not remove the need for
the “application of thought” to text-critical problems.
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be taken into account and weighed. Among the important data it offers is its ability to
identify which readings are more likely to have arisen multiple times in the textual
tradition.”* These readings are inherently less likely to be the earliest.
The Authorship of 2 Thessalonians

The Pauline authorship of 2 Thessalonians was doubted as early as 1801 by J. E. C.
Schmidt.” Other notable scholars that have doubted its authenticity include Wrede and
Trilling.%® The latter’s 1972 monograph, Untersuchungen zum zweiten Thessalonicherbriefe,
seems to have prompted an increase in the number of scholars hesitant about Pauline
authorship.** Nevertheless, Malherbe and Fee both state that the majority of scholars still
hold to its authenticity.*® These claims are supported by the research of Foster, who
conducted a survey of scholars at the 2011 British New Testament Conference.® Fifty-seven
percent of participants indicated that they held to Pauline authorship of the epistle; twelve
percent believed it was not written by Paul; thirty-two percent were uncertain.®” Not counting

the Hauptbriefe, 2 Thessalonians had the highest number of scholars in support of Pauline

° Cf. Gurry and Wasserman, A New Approach to Textual Criticism, 59-93.

%2 ], E. C. Schmidt, Vermutungen iber die beiden Briefe an die Thessalonicher” (vol. 2 of Bibliothek fiir
Kritik und Exegese des Neuen Testaments und &lteste Christengeschichte; Hadamar: Gelehrtenbuchhandlung,
1801), 380-386. For a helpful overview of the arguments and a brief history of scholarship on this topic see
Edgar M. Krentz, “Thessalonians, First and Second Epistles to the,” ABD 6:515-522.

% William Wrede, Die Echtheit des zweiten Thessalonicherbrief untersucht (Leipzig: Henrichs, 1903);
Wolfgang Trilling, Untersuchungen zum zweiten Thessalonicherbrief (Leipzig: St. Benno, 1972).

% Cf. Charles A. Wanamaker, The Epistles to the Thessalonians: A Commentary on the Greek Text
(NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 21.

% Abraham J. Malherbe, The Letters to the Thessalonians (AB; New Haven: Yale, 2000), 364-365; Gordon
D. Fee The First and Second Letters to the Thessalonians (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 234. Fee’s
assertion is actually a bit more limited: he notes that only one commentary has been written in English over the
last century and a half that argues for non-Pauline authorship.

% Of course, as Foster clearly acknowledges, the survey was not administered according to scientific
standards. Obviously, it was also restricted only to attendees of this particular conference.

°" Foster, “Who Wrote 2 Thessalonians? A Fresh Look at an Old Problem,” JSNT 35 (2012): 170-171.
These figures add up to 101 due to rounding.
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authorship. Of course, the popularity of a viewpoint does not validate it, but these data do
help demonstrate the current state of the debate.

The reasons put forth in the secondary literature against Pauline authorship include (1)
non-Pauline stylistic and linguistic features, (2) contradictory theological claims vis-a-vis 1
Thessalonians (especially eschatological assertions), (3) clear literary dependence on 1
Thessalonians, and (4) “lack of personal warmth” vis-a-vis 1 Thessalonians. I think each of
these (and other) objections have been adequately addressed in some of the more recent
technical commentaries.® The recent article by Foster is also very effective in defending
Pauline authorship. Foster’s summary is worth quoting at length:

The case for the Pauline authorship of 2 Thessalonians appears strong. However,
‘authorship’ must be conceived of as broadly as it is in the case for the seven epistles
widely regarded as genuine. Traditional arguments against Pauline authorship appear to
have little analytic value. Paul’s change in eschatological outlook between the two
epistles says more about his pedagogical and pastoral approach. The supposed synoptic
parallels between the two letters do not reveal direct literary dependence, especially once
the fairly standardized opening and final greeting are removed from consideration. The
stylistic deviation between 2 Thessalonians and the seven accepted Pauline letters when
measured using a variety of statistical methods shows that 2 Thessalonians frequently is
not as distant in stylistic terms from Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians and Galatians as is 1
Thessalonians. Finally, it is difficult to explain the letter signature except on the grounds
that it is a genuine Pauline feature. In fact, given the supposition in 2 Thess. 2.2, real or
imagined, that a forged letter might be circulating in Paul’s name, Hill asks the logical
question in relation to the authenticating signature, namely, ‘[H]ow else would the real
author have approached such a misunderstanding?’®®

% Cf. Fee, The First and Second Letters to the Thessalonians, 237-241; Malherbe, The Letters to the
Thessalonians, 349-369; Wanamaker, The Epistles to the Thessalonians, 17-27; Foster, “Who Wrote 2
Thessalonians?” 154-159; Jeffrey A. D. Weima, 1-2 Thessalonians (BECNT; Baker Academic, 2014), 46-54.

% Foster, “Who Wrote 2 Thessalonians?” 169-170. Alternatively, for an article that defends the non-
Pauline authorship of 2 Thessalonians and summarizes the best arguments against Paul as the author, see Edgar
Krentz, “A Stone that Will Not Fit: The Non-Pauline Authorship of Second Thessalonians,” in Pseudepigraphie
und Verfasserfiktion in friihchristlichen Briefen (ed. Jorg Frey et al.; WUNT 246; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2009), 439-470. If 2 Thessalonians is indeed pseudepigraphic, the genius of the pseudepigrapher, I think, has
been underappreciated and perhaps rivals Paul’s own: he has created a literary work steeped in Pauline
language—which, for the most part, does not slavishly follow Paul—filled with imaginative echoes from the
LXX, which are equally reminiscent of the apostle’s style. Moreover, he has managed to get his literary creation
recognized as Pauline in the narrow timeframe between Paul’s death and the turn of the century; it is likely
quoted by Polycarp, one of the earliest church fathers (circa 69-155 CE) and bishop of Smyrna, a town on the
coast of Asia Minor opposite Thessaloniki (cf. AF, 95).
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I think the evidence makes Pauline authorship likely and, as a result, | have occasionally
referenced Paul as the author throughout this thesis. The authorship of the epistle is relevant
from a text-critical perspective due to arguments from intrinsic probability.® That is to say,
a variant’s conformity to an author’s style elsewhere, is thought, all other things being equal,
to make it more likely to be the earlier reading. If the author is Paul then appeals to the
author’s style can include evidence from the other authentic Pauline epistles. But if the author
is a Pauline imitator, then appeals to style can only come from 2 Thessalonians or potentially
from other Pauline letters the imitator knew. Given that | find it more likely that Paul wrote 2
Thessalonians, | include intrinsic arguments that make use of the other Pauline letters.
However, these arguments are never decisive and, in my opinion, not a single reading would
change in this thesis if Pauline authorship were not assumed.
Chapter Summary and Thesis Preview

In this introductory chapter, | have described the context from which this thesis has
emerged: scholars are studying the text and transmission of individual books of the New
Testament in greater depth and broadening the manuscript data on which editions are based
by transcribing more manuscripts. This thesis contributes to this conversation by focusing on
the text and transmission of 2 Thessalonians. Additionally, in this introductory chapter, |
have laid out my method for manuscript selection. Manuscripts were selected using
Teststellen, an approach pioneered by the INTF. | have also defined the type of text that | aim
to reconstruct: the earliest attainable text. Finally, | have articulated the method by which |
will reconstruct the editorial text presented in this thesis, namely, Reasoned Eclecticism. My
use of this method is apparent in the textual commentary chapter of this thesis. | have not yet
described the method by which | will analyze the transmission of 2 Thessalonians. A full

articulation of my approach can be found in the textual history chapter of this thesis. In short,

1901t is worth noting the INTF editors of the ECM prioritize transcriptional probability over intrinsic
probability (cf. Georg Gébel et al. “The CBGM Applied to Variants from Acts: Methodological Background,”
TC 20 [2015], 2).
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I use three different types of data to analyze the transmission and genealogical relationships
between the manuscripts: pregenealogical coherence, Byzantine coherence, and agreements
in variation. Each of these categories and their results are described in Chapter 4 (“A Textual
History of 2 Thessalonians™).

This thesis will proceed as follows: in Chapter 2 (“Critical Text and Apparatus™), |
present the editorial text and a negative apparatus of the variation attested in the manuscripts.
Then, in Chapter 3 (“Textual Commentary”), | defend the editorial decisions presented in
Chapter 2 and | discuss the most relevant and most interesting variation units for 2
Thessalonians. This is followed in Chapter 4 (A Textual History of 2 Thessalonians™) by an
analysis of the most relevant genealogical relationships between the manuscripts and a
discussion of what can be discerned about the epistle’s textual history. In Chapter 5 (“The
Paratextual Features of the Manuscripts™), | analyze the paratextual features of non-
commentary minuscule manuscripts (an important subset in this thesis). The thesis closes

with a conclusion which summarizes my findings and suggests avenues for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
CRITICAL TEXT AND APPARATUS

Before presenting the critical text of this thesis, | will (1) briefly describe the technology
used and process followed to create the digital transcriptions and apparatus, (2) provide a full
list of the manuscripts included herein, and (3) explain conventions used to organize the
critical apparatus.

Digital Editing: Tools and Process'

The majority of the manuscript images utilized for this project were accessed via the
NTVMR, though a substantial number also came from CSNTM and a few from the digital
archives of larger libraries.? The source of all images can be viewed in the table below.
Electronic transcriptions were created using the Online Transcription Editor produced and
maintained by the Workspace for Collaborative Editing.® For each manuscript, | transcribed
its text by employing the Nestle-Aland 28" edition as a basetext and made changes to this
basetext at each point of variation while transcribing the manuscripts.* Each transcription was
also proofread by comparing the initial electronic transcription against the images a second
time.> My hope is that the majority of these electronic transcriptions can serve as one of the

two independent transcriptions required by the ECM and, thus, provide a starting point for

! Portions of this paragraph were adapted from a paper | presented at the 2016 annual meeting of the
Society of Biblical Literature (Grant G. Edwards, “A New Collation of 2 Thessalonians,” [paper presented at the
annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, San Antonio, TX, 20 November, 2016]).

2 Respectively, the NTVMR and CSNTM can be accessed online at http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de and
http://www.csntm.org.

® Online: https://itsee-wce.birmingham.ac.uk.

* Regarding the possibilities of how to make an electronic transcription, Parker makes the following
remarks: “A transcription can be made in one of two ways: by typing the whole text from the manuscript, or by
taking a base text and altering it at each point of difference to conform to the text of the manuscript. The latter is
more practical” (David C. Parker, Textual Scholarship and the Making of the New Testament [Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2014], 114).

® For an overview of the typical accuracy of electronic transcriptions see H. A. G. Houghton,
“Electronic Transcriptions of New Testament Manuscripts and Their Accuracy, Documentation, and
Publication,” in Ancient Manuscripts in Digital Culture (ed. David Hamidovi¢, Claire Clivaz, and Sarah Bowen
Savant; Leiden: Brill, 2019), 133-153.
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that edition reducing the overall workload. Once the transcriptions were created and
proofread, they were uploaded to the Collation Editor, another tool of the Workspace for
Collaborative Editing. The Collation Editor allows the user to view the results of their
transcriptions in a format similar to the ECM and to organize the data in a way that aligns
with scholarly conventions. For the most comprehensive overview of the technological tools
used and the process followed to create digital editions of the Greek New Testament see
Houghton and Smith’s recent article, “Digital Editing and the Greek New Testament.”®
Manuscripts in this Critical Edition

Below, | provide a table listing each of the manuscripts included in this thesis with their
Gregory-Aland number (GA), their contents (Contents), their date according to the Liste
(Century), their percentage of Majority readings across 1 & 2 Thessalonians according to
Text und Textwert (TuT), and the institution or organization from whose website | accessed
the images of the manuscript (Image Source). In the “Contents” column, “p” indicates that
the manuscript includes all or practically all of 2 Thessalonians; “K” indicates that the
manuscript in question is a commentary manuscript. For the “TuT” column, “-” indicates that

there were zero test passages available for the manuscript.

Table 1.1: Manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians in this Thesis

GA Contents Century TuT Image Source
P30 2Th1:1-2 | I - University Library, Ghent
P92 | 2Th1:4-5,11-12 | III/1V - NTVMR

01 p|IV 11% | NTVMR’
02 p|V 44% British Library
03 p|IV 0% Vatican Library
06 Y 290 Bibliothéque nationale de
France
010 o | IX 290 UCLA Digital Library

® Hugh A. G. Houghton and Catherine J. Smith, “Digital Editing and the Greek New Testament,” in
Ancient Worlds in Digital Culture (ed. Claire Clivaz, Paul Dilley, and David Hamidovi¢; Ledien: Brill, 2016),
110-127.

"I consulted the authoritative transcription available online at http://www.codexsinaiticus.org/en/.
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GA Contents | Century TuT Image Source

Die Sachsische

012 p|IX 22% | | andesbibliothek & Facsimile?
016 p (vac. various) | V 33% | Sanders Transcription®
018 pK | IX 100% | NTVMR
020 p|IX 100% | NTVMR
025 p|IX 50% | Tischendorf Transcription®
044 p | IX/IX 44% NTVMR & CSNTM
056 pK | X 100% | NTVMR
075 pK | X 78% NTVMR
0111 2 Th1:1-2:2 | VII - NTVMR!
0142 pK | X 100% | Bayerische Staatsbibliothek
0150 pK | IX 78% CSNTM
0151 pK | IX 100% | CSNTM
0278 p|IX 33% NTVMR
6 p | XII 44% NTVMR
33 p|IX 50% NTVMR
35 p | Xl 100% | NTVMR
38 p | Xl 44% NTVMR
61 p | XVI 78% NTVMR
81 p | Xl 44% NTVMR
88 p | Xll 67% NTVMR
90 p | XVI 78% NTVMR
103 pK | XII 44% NTVMR
104 p | Xl 56% British Library
131 p | XIV 67% NTVMR
142 p | Xl 78% NTVMR
203 p | Xl 78% NTVMR
218 p | Xl 67% NTVMR
254 pK | XIV 78% NTVMR

® Images at the Die Sachsische Landesbibliothek were used through folio 83a, after which the
manuscript becomes far less legible. For folios 83b-85b, | used the images of the following facsimile available
at CSNTM: Alexander Reichardt, Der Codex Boernerianus: Der Breife des Apostels Paulus (Leipzig:
Hiersemann, 1909).

® Henry A. Sanders, The Washington Manuscript of the Epistles of Paul (New York: MacMillan,
1918), 292-293.

19 Constantine von Tischendorf, Monumenta Sacra Inedita. Nova Collectio. 5: Epistulae Pauli et
catholicae palimpsestae (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1865), 274-281.

1 For this transcription | consulted the one available in C. R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testaments
(vol. 3; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1909), 1075-1078. This manuscript has undergone damage since Gregory’s
transcription. An older image of the recto available on the NTVMR attests the extent of the damage. | have
noted two instances in the apparatus below where Gregory may have had better access to a reading of 0111.
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GA Contents | Century TuT Image Source

256 p | XI/XII 56% NTVMR

263 p | Xl 33% NTVMR

330 p | Xll 78% NTVMR

365 p | XIl 67% | CSNTM

384 p | Xl 78% British Library

425 p | XIV 78% NTVMR

436 p | XI/XII 44% NTVMR

442 pK | XI/XIII 56% NTVMR

451 p | Xl 67% NTVMR

454 pK | X 78% NTVMR

455 pK | XII/XIV 56% NTVMR

459 p| Xl 67% NTVMR

506 p| Xl 67% NTVMR

517 p | XI/XII 100% | NTVMR

582 p | XIV 50% NTVMR

606 pK | XI 78% NTVMR

608 pK | XIV 56% NTVMR

620 p | Xll 63% NTVMR

629 p | XIV 44% Vatican Library

630 p | XI-XIII 100% | Vatican Library

720 pK | XIlI 78% NTVMR

858 pK | XIV 78% | NTVMRY

886 pK | XV 57% NTVMR

915 p | Xl 67% NTVMR

941 p | XI/XIV 78% NTVMR

999 p | Xl 75% NTVMR
1101 p | XVII 67% NTVMR
1115 p | XIl 78% NTVMR
1127 p | XIl 78% NTVMR
1241 p | Xll 67% NTVMR
1311 p | Xl 78% NTVMR
1352 p | Xl 78% NTVMR
1354 p | XIV 100% | NTVMR
1390 p | XIV 83% NTVMR
1398 p | Xl 56% NTVMR
1409 p | XIV 78% NTVMR
1448 p | XIl 78% NTVMR
1456 p | Xl 88% NTVMR
1524 pK | XIV 67% NTVMR

12 Though cited as 858 in TuT, this manuscript has been assigned a new GA number: 2899.
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GA Contents | Century TuT Image Source
1573 p | X1/XI11 44% | NTVMR®
1609 p | XI 100% | NTVMR
1661 p | XIV 78% NTVMR
1678 pK | XIV 67% NTVMR
1729 p (vac. 2:5-3:7) | XV 83% NTVMR
1739 p| X 22% NTVMR
1751 p | XV 67% NTVMR
1798 pK | XIlI 50% NTVMR
1830 p | XV 67% CSNTM
1838 p | Xl 38% NTVMR
1845 p| X 78% NTVMR
1867 p | XIl 86% NTVMR
1881 p | XIV 33% NTVMR
1890 p | XIV 88% NTVMR
1899 p | XIV 88% NTVMR
1908 pK | XI 78% NTVMR
1910 pK | XI/XII 78% NTVMR
1912 p|X 33% NTVMR
1918 p | XIV 43% NTVMR
1935 pK | XVI 56% NTVMR
1942 pK | XIlI 67% NTVMR
1943 pK | XIV 44% NTVMR
1945 pK | XIlI 78% NTVMR
1947 pK | XV 56% Vatican Library
1950 pK | XIV 56% NTVMR
1961 pK | XIV 63% British Library
1962 pK | XI/XII 44% NTVMR
1969 pK | XIlI 78% NTVMR
1973 pK | XIlI 56% CSNTM
1976 pK | XIlI 67% NTVMR
1977 pK | XIV 75% NTVMR
1984 pK | XIV 67% NTVMR
1985 pK | XVI 44% NTVMR
1987 pK | XIV 56% NTVMR
1991 pK | XIlI 56% NTVMR
1995 pK | XV 67% NTVMR
2000 pK | XIV 56% NTVMR
2002 pK | XIlI 44% NTVMR
2003 p | XV 78% NTVMR

3 The last folio of 1573 (3:12b—18) for 2 Thessalonians is an insert written by a different hand.
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GA Contents | Century TuT Image Source

2004 p| Xl 78% NTVMR

2005 p | XII 83% NTVMR

2102 pK | XV 44% NTVMR
2104 pK | XII 44% NTVMR

2105 pK | XIV 56% NTVMR

2127 p| Xl 56% NTVMR

2138 p (vac. 2:11-3:3) | Xl 88% NTVMR
2197 pK | XIV 56% NTVMR

2248 pK | XIV 67% NTVMR

2998 o | Xl 28% Bibliothéque nationale de

France

2400 p | XIlI 78% University of Chicago
2464 plIX 43% CSNTM

2482 pK | XIV 44% NTVMR

2492 p | XIV 78% NTVMR

2516 p | XII 56% NTVMR

2523 p | XV 56% NTVMR
2544 p | XVI 56% NTVMR

2558 p | XII 83% NTVMR

2576 pK | X1l 56% NTVMR

2625 p | Xl 50% NTVMR
2674 p | XVII 88% NTVMR

2736 p | XV 83% NTVMR

2772 p | XII 83% NTVMR

2805 p | XH/XIII 63% NTVMR

Guide to the Text and Critical Apparatus

As discussed in the introduction, | consider the critical text presented below to be the
“earliest attainable text.” Below the critical text, | have provided a negative apparatus of the
textual data. A negative apparatus includes only variants which diverge from the editorial
text. For each divergent variation unit, | provide the editorial text followed by a “],” followed
by the alternate reading(s), followed by the manuscript(s) that support(s) the alternate
reading(s). Alternate readings are separated by a semicolon and arranged by popularity
though sometime | have grouped similar readings together. That is to say, | have listed the

readings first which have the most support, but I occasionally deviate from this convention to
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list similar readings near one another.* Manuscripts not listed with the alternate reading(s)
support the editorial text. For the sake of space, sub-variants which are nonsense readings
(Fehler) or due to orthographic differences have not been given in full but instead have been
listed with their parent reading.®> However, these readings are fully accessible in Appendix 1
(“Orthographic, Erroneous, and Reconstructed Readings”). My transcriptions follow IGNTP
transcription guidelines; readers not familiar with standard transcribing conventions, such as
the use of dots under letters or the bracketing of letters, should consult those guidelines.*®
The following abbreviations have also been used:

ad init. ad initium (“at the beginning”) and indicates that a variant occurs
before the first word of the editorial text of a verse

Byz a reading read by the majority of the “pure” Byzantine manuscripts
selected for this thesis (35 517 999 1354 1609).

C A “C” attached to the end of a manuscript number indicates a corrector
reading. The presence of numbers (“C1”) indicate multiple correctors,
which are ordered by their numbers. The order of correctors is only
applicable within variation units. That is to say, “C1” for a particular
manuscript in a specific variation unit may not be the same corrector as
“C1” for the same manuscript in a different variation unit. If the
original hand (indicated by a *; see below) is not listed among the
alternate readings, then it supports the editorial text. If subsequent
correctors support the editorial text, | have indicated this situation with
a footnote (cf. 2 Thess 2:1).

def a manuscript is defective or lacunose for a particular verse.

4 The entry for ev kupww tnoou ypiotw in 2 Thess 3:12 provides a good example of the utility of such
an approach, where grouping similar readings near one another facilitates readability of the apparatus. |
reproduce the entry below.

EV KUPLW LNOOU XpLotw ] ev kupww tnoou 025; Sia tou kuplou nuwv tnoou xptotou 01C 06C 018 020
056 075 0142 0150 0151 6 35 38 61 90 131 142 218 254 330 384 425 442 451 454 455C 517 582 606 608 620
629 630 720 886C 941 1101 11151127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661
1678 1729 1751 1830 1867 1908 1943 1945 1947 1962 1969 1976C 1977 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004
2104 2105 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516 2523 2558V 2674 2736; Sia tou Kuplou tnoou xptotou 044 2005
2138; &1a tou kuplou Nuwv tnoou 1899; dia Tou kupLou NuUwWv xpLotou 999; peottnv napalapBavovteg Tov
xptotov 103 455* 858 1935 1950 1961 1973 1984 1985 1987 2102 2197; om 886* 1798 1918; lac 1976*

> | have not made any orthographic decisions for variation involving second and third person personal
pronouns (e.g., hp@v vs UpGv), since confusion between the two occurs frequently and too often both pronouns
make sense in context. Thus, these readings are given in full in the apparatus.

16 «“Guidelines for Transcribing Greek Manuscripts Using the IGNTP Implementation of the Online

Transcription Editor.” Available Online: http://epapers.bham.ac.uk/2161/1/Transcription_Editor_Guidelines_1-
2.pdf.
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ill char

lac

NA28

om

fehler (“error”) and indicates an error reading which cannot be
regularized to another reading in the same variation unit.

the presence of illegible characters (i.e., letters). The number of
illegible letters is usually noted (e.g., “ill 3 char” to indicate the
presence of three illegible letters).

a manuscript is lacunose for a particular variation unit. If placed in
angled brackets (<lac>), then lac indicates that a portion of the reading
IS missing.

a reading in the editorial text of the Nestle-Aland 28" edition.
a manuscript omits the reading in question.

supplementum (supplement) and indicates that a page with a later hand
has been inserted into the manuscript.

ut videtur (“as it seems”) and indicates that all or a portion of the
reading in question has been reconstructed.

A “*” attached to a manuscript siglum indicates that the reading in
question is the original hand of a manuscript. It also indicates that at
least one corrector reading is present for the indicated manuscript for
the variation unit in question. If the corrector reading is not listed in
the negative apparatus, then it supports the editorial text. If subsequent
correctors support the editorial text, | have indicated this situation with
a footnote (cf. 2 Thess 2:1).

As in the ECM, this symbol indicates that the evidence is inconclusive
as to which reading is the earliest. The relevant reading is marked with
this symbol in the critical text as are its competing reading(s) in the
apparatus.

This symbol indicates that the reading | have selected as the earliest
differs from NA28.

This symbol indicates that the variation unit in question is discussed in
the commentary chapter of this thesis.

A full positive apparatus with links to individual transcriptions of the manuscripts can be

found at the following website: www.purl.org/itsee/edwards-phd.
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Critical Text and Apparatus

— Inscriptio

Whole verse ] def. P92 025 0111 582 629 630 1115 1838 1910 1918 1943 1985 2104
2772; om. 056 075 103 455 606 608 720 858 886 1798 1935 1945 1947 1961 1969 1973
1991 1995 2000 2002 2102 2138 2197 2248 2482 2576

npog Becoalovikelg B 01 02 03 06 06C 016 018 044 0142 0150 0151 6 33 61* 61C
81 104 142 436 442 454 459 517 1354 1448 1751 1845 1890 1908 1912 1976 1984 2003
2005 2127 2298

npog Becoalovikelg B emtotoAn 35 38 131 1456 1729 1867 1962V,

npog Becoalovikng B emotoAng 256 1609 1977

npog Becoalovikelg B emiotoAn mavAou 999 2400 2516

npog Becoalovikelg B emtotoAng mavAou 1661

npog Becoalovikelg B emiotoAn mavAou armoctoAou 90

npoG BecoaloVviKelS B emLloToAn MauAou Tou anootoAou 384

npog Becoalovikelg B emiotoAng mavAou tou anooctolou 425 1409V

npoG BecoaloVIKeLS B emLOTOANG TOu aylou mauAou 218 1352

TpoG BecoaAOVIKELS B €MLOTOAN TNG aylou amootoAou mauvAou 2523

npog Becoalovikelg B mavAou emotoAn 1830

npog Becoalovikelg emiotoAn B 365 2544

TpoG BecoaloVviKeLS emLOTOANG B tauAou 620

npog BecoaloVviKelg emiotoAng aviou B 451 1398

npoG Becoalovikelg mavAou emiotoAn B 941 2558V

TpoG BecoaAOVIKELS ETTLOTOAN B TOU aylou Ttauvlou 2674

n npo¢ Beooalovikelg B emotoAn 1101 2736

N Mpo¢ BecoaAoVIKELG B ETLOTOAN TOU aylou amootoAou nauvlou 2105
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Inscriptio - cont. —

™G mpo¢ Becoalovikelg B emotoAng 1942

apxet[at] mpog Beocaiovt B 012

apxetat po¢ Becoaovikatwy B 010

€TLOTOAN Tpo¢ Becoalovikelg B 263 1241 1573 2464

ETLOTOAN TMpo¢ Becoalovikelg B mavAou 1739

TAUAOU armooTtoAou emLoTtoAn npog Becoalovikelg B 0278 88 915 2805
TLAUAOU QIOCTOAOU TIPOG EMLOTOAN B tpog Becoalovikelg 1678

mavAou emotoAn B nmpog Becoalovikelg 330; mMauAog amooToAOC P0G
Beooalovikelg emiotoAn B 1899

TauAou emotoAn npog Becoalovikelg f 1390 1881

o mavlog ypadel tolg Becoalovikeuot 2492

TOU ayLlou amootoAou mauAou mpog Becoalovikelg emiotoAn B 020

TOU OyLOU amooTtoAou mauAou emiotoAn B mpog Becoalovikelg 254 1524
TOU OyLOU amooTOoAOU TTaUAoU €mLoTOAN Tipog Becoalovikels B 1311
TOU ayLou amootoAou mauAou mpog Becoadovikels B emtotoAn 203

Tou aylou Kal evdofou amootoAou auvAou npog Becoalovikelg 506

TOU ayLlou Kal moveudnuou anooTtoAou TtauAou pog BecaAoVIKELS B EMLOTOANG
2625

TOU aUTou emLotoAn npog Becalovikelg B 1950 1987
TOU QUTOU TIPO¢ BecOAAOVIKELG ETLOTOAN B 1127

TOU auToU Maveudnoy TIAUAOU TOU AOGTQAQY ETILOTOAN TPOG OE0CAAOVIKELG
2004

lac P30
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2 Thessalonians 1:1

MNadAog kat ZLhovavog kat TinoBeog tff EéKkkAnoig OsooaAoviKEWVY &V Be® matpl AWV
kal kupiw Incod Xplot®,

Whole verse ] def P92 1838 2138
navAog ] lac P30 0111 2772
kat ] om 630*; lac P30 0111 2772
ollovavog kat TipoBeog tn | lac P30 0111
Beooalovikewv | lac P30
€V Bew TATPL NUWV KOL KUPLW tNoou Xplotw | om 33
— ev Bew ] ev xplotw 1524; + kat 01* 056 0142 2558; lac P30
TIOTPL LWV KOL KUPLW thoou Xplotw | om 629
natpt | lac P30
nuwv ] vpwv 1729; om 1661 1678* 1751 1830 1912; lac P30

kat ] lac P30 0111

— KUPLW LNOOU XpLoTtw | Kuplw tnoou xptotou 0150 620 1912 1969; kuplou tnoou xpLoTou
365 1573 1918; kuplou tnoou xplotw 2127 2625; kupww xpLotw tnoou 06; xplotw tnoou 010

012 0142; kuplw nUwV tnoou xplotw 1995; kupww Nuwv tnoou xptotou 608; kuptlou <ill 4-8
char> 016; lac P30 0111
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2 Thessalonians 1:2

XApLG LUV Kal eiprvn &mno Beol matpog ¢ NUAV Kal kupiou Incol Xplotod.

Whole verse ] def P92 1838 2138; om 044 0150 608 1942

<ad init> ] + mavAog kat othovavog 1950*f
vy ] nuuwv 38 365 1398 2102; lac P30 0111
kat elpnvn ano Beou ] lac P30; + <ill 3 char> 2558

natpog | lac P30

— nuwv ] ¢ om 03 06 025 0111 0142 33 455 886 1729 1739 1881 1912 1961 1976 1984
2102 2104 2576; lac P30

kat ] om 1918; lac P30
kuptou ] lac P30; + nuwv 0142 1976 1984; lac P30
tnoou ] lac P30

xplotou ] om 218; lac P30
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2 Thessalonians 1:3

Euxaplotelv odeilopev TQ) Be® mavtote mept LUV, adeAdol, kabBwg GELov éoTLy, OTL
UMEepPaUEAVEL ) TILOTLG UV Kol TTAgoVATEL | AyATn EVOG EKACTOU MAVIWV VUV £ig
AaAARAoucg,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 1838; om 1942

evxaplotewv | lac 2138

odpelopev | wdehopev 075; [4]Aopev 0111

Tw Bew navrote | mavtote tw Oew 38 218 455 886 1352 1961 2576
UMWV | nuwv 010 1311; [2]wv 0111

adeAdot ] om 2000 2248

kKabwg ] + kat 1241

a&lov eotwv | ot aglov 1661

unepavéavel | unepauéel 142; unep avtou auavel 1311

UpwV | nuwv 1751 1830; [2]wy 0111

kat ] lac 016; + wa 1985 2102; lac 016

mAeovadlel | lac 016

n ayann ] ev ayann 2772; om 1935; lac 016; + vpwv 2127 2544*; lac 016
€vog ekootou | om 1798; lac 016

— mavtwv Vpwv | vpwv 0278 33 142 330 451 1398 1739 1881 2400 2516; mavtwy 01*
1729; mavtwv nuwv 1127 1950C; to kat 1950*; om 2127; lac 016

€1g aAAnAoug ] lac 016
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2 Thessalonians 1:4

Wwote alToUg NUAG év DTV éykauxdoBat év talg ékkAnaolalg Tol Beol UMEp T
UTOMOVIi¢ UUQV Kal ToTEWG €V TTACLY TOTG SLWYHOIE LUV Kal Talg BAlpeaLy ailg
AvexeoHe,

Whole verse ] def P30 016 1838; om 1942

<ad init> ] + wa 103f; lac P92
worte ] lac P92

— autoug nuag ] nuag avtoug 02 06 010 012 018 020 044 056 0142 0150 0151 6 35 88
103 104 131 142 254 256 365 436 454 455 459 517 606 608 629 630 720 858 886 915 941
999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1354 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1678 1729 1739 1751 1798
1830 1867 1881 1890 1899 1908 1910 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1976
1977 1984 1987 1991 1995 2000 2003 2004 2005 2104 2105 2127 2138 2248 2298 2400
2492 2516 2523 2558 2576 2625 2674 2736 2772 2805 Byz; autoug upag 025 38; vuag
avtoug 075 90 263 330 384 425 451 582 620 1390 1398 1661 1918 1973 1985 2002 2102
2197 2482; [avtoug] [2]ag 0111; nuag 1311; lac P92

— €V ULV eykauxaoBat | ev upy kavxacBat 06 018 020 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151
0278 35 38 61 88 90 103 104 131 142 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 436 442 451 454
455 459 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1352
1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1729 1830 1845 1881 1890
1899 1908 1910 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985
1987 1991 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2102 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482
2492 2516 2523 2544 2558 2576 2625 2674 2736 2772 Byz; ev vy kavxnoacBat 010 012;
€V UULV Kal kavxoaoBal 6 1739; ev uuwv peyoda kavyacBat 1798; eykavyacBat ev v
1751; kavxaoBat ev vutv 1311 1995; ev nuwv kavxoaoBal 1867 2104; lac P92

€V TOLG EKKANGLALG Tou Beou umep tng untopovng | lac P92
UMWV KOl TILOTEWG €V Aot Tolg Stwypolg | om 0142 0278*
UpwV | nuwv 620 1918 2004 2674; [1]uwv 720; lac P92
kat ] lac P92 2772

— motews ] Tng motewg 38 103 254 455 608 858 886 1524 1935 1947 1950 1961 1973
1976 1984 1985 1987 1995 2000 2005 2102 2104 2138 2248 2576; lac P92 2772
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2 Thessalonians 1:4 —cont. —

v AoV TOTC Stwypolc UMV Kal Tailc OAlPeotv aic Avéxeobe,

€V MAOLV TOLG SLwyUOoLS VWV Kat Talg BAupeowv aig avexeobe | om 1910
ev maow | kat maowv 1524; lac P92 2772
Tolg ] om 1899 1962; lac P92 2772
Sdwwypolg | lac 2772
Upwv ] nuwv 454 582 620 1390 1918 2104; om 630 999* 1354 1448 2558; lac P92 2772
kat ] lac P92 2772
— tatg OAWeoty | BAweowy 06* 010 012 025 0111V 442; tng OAwpewg 1950; lac P92 2772
aig ] ev aug 018 38 1524 2492; om 075 2105%; lac 2772

— avexeobe | evexeobe 03 1867 2544; lac 2772
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2 Thessalonians 1:5

gvdelypa tic dikaiag kploewg tol Beol €ig 10 kataflwORval LUAC tfig Baoelag Tod
Beol, UMEP NG KAl TTACYETE,

Whole verse ] def P30 016 1838; om 1942

<ad init>] + e1g 442 455 1751 1961 2576; lac P92
evdelypa ] evéelypartt 38 582 1918; lac P92

g ] lac P92

— Skaag kploewg | Sikatokplotag 142 629 858 941 1609 1678 1729 1751 1867 2003
Tou Beov €1§ To Kataflwbnvat vpag tng Baocetag ] om 075 33 1661

tou ] lac P92
Beou ] yptotou 425; lac P92 0111Y

€1g | wg 1352; kat 1995; lac P92 0111; + evdelypa tng Sikoag KPLOEWG TOU Beou €Lg
1969f

10 ] lac P92

kataflwonvat | aftwbnvat 2005 2138; [3-6]wbn[3] P92; + kaw 2492; lac P92
vpag | nuag 2105*; lac P92
G Baoelag | tnv Baothelav 1751; lac P92

Tou Beovu ] lac P92; + €1¢ to katafwbdnval upag tng Bactelag tou Beou 1830*f 2674f;
lac P92

unep n¢ ] meptng 010 012 1609 1798 2104; ev ng 1918; lac P92

kaL aoxete | kat enacyete 6 81 1739; naoyete 010* 2516; enaocyete 1881; lac P92

17 Gregory reads 8eou (Textkritik des Neuen Testaments, 1075).
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2 Thessalonians 1:6

elnep bikalov mapa Be® dvranodoivat toilg OAiBouov LUAG BATYLY

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 1838; om 629* 1942

<ad init>] + tn¢ 1573

eutep | mep 010 012; + kat 203 506

Swkatov | + eotwv 254C 858 1973 1985 2000 2102 2197 2248

— napa Bew | mapa Tw Bew 02 0278 38 104 203 218 263 365 442 459 506 999 1352 1573
2005 2127 2138 2492 2523 2576

avtamnodouvat | + avtotg 010 012

ToLg BALBouoLy upag BALpL | tolg BALBouoy nuag BAupy 582 620 1910 1918; tolg
OALBouoLy upag BAeL 451 1398 2492 2516; OAwv tolg BALBouaoty upag 629C; om 1573
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2 Thessalonians 1:7

kal UV Tolg BALBopEVOLG Aveaty LeD’ LDV, év T} dnokaAueL tod kupiov’Incod ar’
oupavol Het’ dyyéAwv Suvapewg autol

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 1838; om 1942
KoL UpLLY Tolg BALBopevolg aveowy | om 1910-2
KoL URLLY Tolg BALBopevolg | om 629*

kat ] om 1573

upv | nuw 0151 1881 2127 2298 2558; om 1573

> nuwv ] upwy 01* 044 90 330 451 1115 1311 1398 1729 1881 1985 2003 2102 2492
2516; [1]uwv 81; lac 1947

ev N anokoAuel | ev tn nuepa 442
— TOU Kuplou thoou ] Tou kuplou nuwv tnoou 0111 330 451 629 1398 2492 2516 2772;
TOU KUPLOU tnoou xplotou 263 365 1573 2127 2523; tou kuplou nuwv tnoou xptotou 020
075 442 720 1908 2400 2544 2736; lac 1947
ar oupavou ] lac 1947
UET ayyeAwv duvapewg avtou | om 1910-2
uet ayyelwv | lac 1947

Sduvapewg | duvapewv 1899 2102 2482 2674; Suvapew[1] 608 1115; lac 1947

auvtou | lac 1947
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2 Thessalonians 1:8

¢ £v tupl dAoyog, S1d6ovtog €kdiknaoly Tolg un eidooLv Beov kal Toig R uImakoloUoLV
T gvayyeAiw tol Kupiou NUAVIncod,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 1838

<ad init> ] + kat 010 012

—> v TupL dpAoyoc ] ¢ ev droyt mupoc 03 06 010 012 044 075 0150 203 330 451 506 606
1398 1908 1912 2005 2138 2400 2464 2492 2516 2805; ev dAoyt Tupoc v upt GAoyoc
263; om 1942: lac 0111**8

— 8téovtog | tdoug 06* 06C2 010 012 044 606 2005 2138; didovteg 06C1; didovt[l]g
2105*

ToLG N €doaty | tolg un etdofay 1918; toig <lac> 2558; om 1985 2102

— Beov ] tov Beov 01C 025 0278 218 254 256 263 330 365 451 606 1115 1127 1241 1352
1398 1524 1573 1830 1935 1945 1950 1987 2127 2400 2516 2523 2544 2576; tov KupLov
38; Bew 915; om 1985 2102; lac 2558

kat tolg un ] lac 2558
untakououolv | untakouoaoty 075 1908; akouvouotv 606 1969; emakovouoiy 0278
Tw evayyeAw | Tw guayyeAov 1918 1977; tw ayyelw 2127; om 2000 2248; lac 2558

— TOU KUPLOU NHWV tnoou ] Tou Kuplou nuwv tnoou xptotou 01 02 010 012 056 075 0142
0150 0278 6 35 38 61 81 104 131 218 256 263 365 425 436 442 454 459 506 582 606 620
629 630 999 1101 11151127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1409 1448 1456 1573 1661 1867 1890
1899 1912 1918 1935 1950 1987 2127 2400 2464 2516 2523 2544 2576 2625 2736 2805
Byz; tou kuplou tnoou 88 103 254 455* 608 858 886 915 1524 1729 1798 1910 1942 1943
1961 1962 1969 1973 1976* 1977 1984 1985 1991 1995 2000 2002 2102 2104 2105 2197
2248* 2482; tou kuplou tnoou xplotou 455C 2248C; lac 2558; + tolg un Wbwot Bgov 1985
2102

18 NA28 reads ev mupt proyog for the first hand of 0111 (with superscripted vid). This could be due to
the fact that Gregory, at times, printed the visible corrected text in his editio princeps, only noting which
readings were corrections in his accompanying comments. For this variation unit, Gregory writes in his
comments that for “1,8 ist mupt dbAoyog &to von sp Hd [spater Hand] tiberzogen und das AIO fiir 68ov ist
undeutlich (man mochte denken, dass dAoyt tupog zuerst gestanden habe mit B DY F G)” (Textkritik des Neuen
Testaments, 1077). To my eye, the first hand is illegible and, therefore, | have marked the first hand of 0111 as
lac for this variation unit.
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2 Thessalonians 1:9

ottveg diknv tloouov 6AeBpov aiwviov Anod npoowrmou Tod Kupiou Kal Amo Thg
606¢&n¢ Ti¢ loxbog alTod,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 1838
dwknv ] diknowv 1573; dwkag 2000

— oheBpov ] oAeBprov 02 075 0278 33 81V 90 263 330 384 442 451 606 608 1678 1751
1845 1908 1910 1942 1962 1995 2005 2138 2492 2516 2544; o[4-5]v 0111;" o[6-7] 2558

— Tou kuplou | kuptou 06 010 012 044 075 6 38 218 254 330 451 455 608 886 941 1115
1127 1311 1352 1935 1943 1950 1961 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2002
2102 2105 2197 2248 2400 2482 2516 2576*; tou Beou 81; lac 2772

kat ] om 2105%*; lac 2772
ano’ ] lac 2772; + mpoowrou 254 1524 2523; om 2000 2248; lac 2772

NG 80€NG TNG Loxvog autou | 6o€ng tng toxuog avtou 1729 1976 1984 2400; tng Loxuog
™G 60€ng autou 104 459; tng Suvapewg tng Loxuog avtou 2105%; lac 2772

19 Gregory reads oAeBpov (Textkritik des Neuen Testaments, 1076).
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2 Thessalonians 1:10

otav EAOn évbofaobijval év tolg ayilolg autold kal Bavpaocbijval év mactyv Toig
TILOTEVOAOLY, OTL ETLOTEVON TO paptupLlov NUAOV €’ LA, &V TH NUEPQ EKELVN.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 1838

otav eABn evdofaoBnval ev Tolg aylolg avtou | om 1311

otav eAOn ] otL eABn 2127; lac 016 2772

evdofacBnval | ofaoBbnvar 2298; [2-4][€]acOnvar 016; [7-9]var 2772
€V TOLG QyLOLG AUTOU Kot BaupacBnval ] om 2464

€V TOLG QYLOLG AUTOU | ToLg aylolg autou 629 941 1678 2736; ev Tolg ayyeAOLG AUTOU Kot
Tolg aylolg 2105*

BavpacOnvat | BavpaotwOnvar 330 451 999 1398 1661 2400 2492 2516;
evBavpacOnvat 06* 010 012

ev maow ] et maowv 606 1945; ev tolg naowv 0278*

— ToLG TLoteuoaoty | tolg motevouoty 044 33 90 254 384 442 454 582 620 630 1390 1448
1524 1751 1845 1912 1918V 1984 1985 2000 2102 2248 2298 2464 2492 2544 2558V 2805;
tolg <lac> 0111; + ¢ autov 0278

ott] om 1751
EMLOTELON TO HOPTUPLOV NUWV | TO papTuplov NUwv emtoteudn 506
— emoteudn | emotwOn 104 459

nuwv ] vpwv 330 451 1115 1127 1890 2104 2105*; avtou 1729; lac 2558; + kow 454 582
620

edb upac ] ed nuac 254 1456 1729 1890 1977 2005 2104; ed [1]uac 0111 1947

€V TN nuepa ekewvn ] om 88
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2 Thessalonians 1:11

Eig O kal mpooguxopeBa mavtote mept LUV, (v LUAG aflwon Thg KARogwg O Bedg
AUV kal mMAnpwon ndoav evdokiav dyabwolvng

Whole verse ] def P30 1838

€1G 0 KOL TTPOOEVXOED A MAVTOTE TtEPL VWV va | om 88
€1G 0 ] e1g omep 1962; lac P92 1947 2464

kot ] om 1456; lac P92 0111 1947 2464
npooguyoueba | lac P92 0111

navtote | mavteg tote 1311; mavteg 263; om 1678; lac P92 0111; + kat 06*V 103; lac
P92 0111

TepL VMWV | mept nuwv 263 582 1573; nept [1]puwv 2492; nept <lac> 0111V; lac P92
wa ] lac P92 016 0111

upag afwwon ] nuag agiwon 38 263 330 442 451 1398 2004 2400 2492 2516 2576 2772;
vpag afwbal 0278; afiwon vpag 629 1995; afiwon 88 915; [1]uag afiwon 016; <lac>
awon 0111V; lac P92

NG KANCEWG 0 B0g NUWV ] TNg KAnoewg o Bgog upwyv 06C 018 020 0151 61C 90 384
454 517 1390 2004 2104 2298; tn¢ kAnoew¢ upwv o Bgo¢ nuwv 010 012; tng kKAnoswg o
Beog 06* 256 263 365 436 442 606 1409 1573 1845 2127 2625; tng KANCEWS NUWV 0 B€0g
044 1995 2005 2138; tn¢ kAnosw¢ upwv o0 Beog 1241; ¢ kKAnoew¢ vpwv 1729; g
KANCEWC AUTOU 0 Kuplog NUwV 629; o Bo¢ TnG KAnoewg nuwv 2805; tn¢ kAnoswcg <lac>
016; <lac> kAnoswg <lac> 0111V; lac P92

kat ] lac P92
— mAnpwon ] mAnpwoetl 02 018 025 044 0151 0278 6 38 81 103 263 915 1241 1311 1409
1573 1751 1845 1912 1945 1973 1985 2000 2004 2102 2104 2464; nAnpwoal 2674,
mAnpwoe 010; mAnp[3] 0111, lac P92
naoayv | av 1950; eig macav 606 1945; lac P92

eudokiav ayaBwaouvng ] eudokiav ayabwouvn 2482; sudokiav ayabwaouvny 2674;
ayaBbwouvnv eudokiag 1729; emBuptav ayabwouvng 33; Sikatoouvnv 1751; eudokiav
ayabwgyv[2] 1977; ey[6] [a]yabw[5] 0111; lac P92 016
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2 Thessalonians 1:11 - cont. —

Kal €pyov TmioTewg év SUVAEL,

kat ] lac P92 016 0111

epyov | epywv 0278 38 218 256 365 1311 1573 1912 2127; epyou 1991; epya 1985;
epyw 2102; epy[2] 2558: £p[3] 016; lac P92

ruotewg | lac P92 016 0111
ev ] lac P92 016

Sduvapel ] tn duvapel 2248; dikatoouvel 0151; lac 016
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2 Thessalonians 1:12

onwg €vdofaobfj 10 6vopa tol kuplou AUV INCcoD év LUV, Kal UUETG €v 0T, KATA
TV xapLv tod Beold NIV Kal

Whole verse ] def P30 016 1838; om 1942
onwg ] onwg av 0278; ott onwg 90; lac P92

evbofaaoBn | evbofaoBat 630; evdo[5-6] 0111; Sofacbn 0278 1912 2248; lac P92

— KUPLOU NUwV tnoou ] kuplou nuwv tnoou xptotou 02 010 012 025 0150 0151 0278 33
3538 61 81 90 103 104 131 142 203 254 365 384 436 455 459 506 582 608 620 629 720 858
886 941 999 1101 1352 1354 1409 1448 1524 1573 1661 1678 1739 1751 1798 1881 1890
1899 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987
1995 2000 2002 2005 2102 2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2482 2544 2576 2625 2736
Byz; kuplou inoou 442 1127 1729 2523; kuptou 1115; lac P92

€V UMLV KOl UMELG €V OLUTW KOTO TNV XOPLV TOU BE0U NUWV KAl KUPLOU LhGOU XPLOTOU |
om 1962

€V ULV | ev nuuv 1950 2482 2576; ev duvapel 1729; om 1985 2102; lac P92

KOL URLELG €V OUTW KOLTAL TNV XAPLV Tou B€0U NUWV Kal Kuplou thoou xptotou | om 010
012

kat ] om 2002*; lac P92

upelg ] nuewg 02 425 1881; [1]perg 0111; om 2002*

ev avtw ] lac P92

KQTOL TNV XOPLV TOU BE0U NUWV Kal KUPLOU thoou xplotou | om 1961 2005
kata | lac P92

v xopw ] xapwv 88 263 915; tnv apx[1-2] 1115; lac P92

Tou Beou ] Beou 018 0151; tou kuplou 131

nuwv ] vpwyv 1729; om 2000 2102; lac P92

kat ] om 131; lac P92
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2 Thessalonians 1:12 - cont. —

kupiou Incol Xplotod.

KUPLOU LNOOU XPLOTOU | KUpLou tnoou xplotou nuwv 1985 2102; kuplou nuwv tnoou
xptotou 38 2000; kuplou tnoou 2558V 2772; inoou xptotou 131 2127; lac P92; + kat upwv
ermol 1729*f; lac P92
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2 Thessalonians 2:1

Epwt@pev 6 UGG, adeddol, Umep thig mapouaoiag Tol kupiou AWV Incol XpLotod
Kal NUOV Emouvaywyig € autov

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 1838 2005; om 1942

epwTwiev b€ vpag adeAdol UTIEP TNG TTAPOUGCLOG TOU KUPLOU NUWV LhoOU XPLoTou | om
331962

epwtwpev | [6-7]v 01*

6g vpag adehdot ] om 1751
o€ | ko 2482

upag ] npog 38

— umep ]| mept 056 0142 103 142 254 455 608 720 858 886 1524 1609 1798 1830 1910
1935 1947 1950 1961 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2104 2105
2138 2197 2248 2482 2544 2558 2576; to mept 1985 2102; lac 1943

— Tou Kuplou nuwv ] tou kuptou 03 044; tou xpLotou nuwv 38; om 90 384
tnoou xptotou | tnoou 1739 1881; inoou kat kuptou 38; inoou <lac> 0111
nuwv ] vpwy 88 915 1985 2102

enwouvaywyng ] ouvaywyng 61 720* 2248*; e yng 018; emouvaywvicacdat 044; lac
0111 2772

en avtov | em avtwv 330 451 1398 2104 2400 2516 2674; 15 avtov 018 0151; em avtnv
2105; npog autov 2523; <lac> auvtov 0111V; lac 2772
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2 Thessalonians 2:2

€lg TO un Toxewg caleuBivat LAG &mo tol voog unde Bposiobal,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 1838 2005
€1G TO 1N TAXEWG OAAELONVAL LUOG ATTO TOU Voog pUNnde BpoetaBat | om 1942
€1§ To un ] to un 018 0151; wote un 2544; wg to un 1991; lac 2772

Taxewg calevBnval | taxewg BouleuBnvat 1985 2102; taxewg caleveabal 2544;
cohevecBat taxewg 1910-2; caleuBnval taxewg 044; taxewg <lac> 1943; lac 2772

uHag arto tou voog unde BpoetcBal pnte Sla veupatog unte dta Aoyou pnte 6t
ETLOTOANG WG 8L NUWV WG OTL EVECTNKEV N nUepa tou kuptou | lac 0111

upag ] npag 38 90 365 384 629 886 1729 1845 1910-2 1984, [1]pag 720 1976; lac 1943
2772

Qo Tou voog ] umo tou voog 2558; om 1910-2; lac 1943 2772; + upwv 06 330 451 454
582 620 1398 1661 1918 2400 2492 2516; lac 1943 2772

unée BpoelcBal punte dta mvevpatog Unte dta Aoyou pnte 8L emMotoAng we St NUWV WG
OTL EVECTNKEV N NUEPA Tou Kuptou ] om 1910-1

— unde®® ] unte 06C1 018 020 025 056 0142 0150 0151 35 38 61 81 88 90 104 131 142
203 218 330 384 425 451 454 455 459 506 517 582 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941
1101 11151127 1241 1352 1354 1398 1448 1456 1609 1661 1678 1729 1798 1830 1867
1890 1899 1910-2 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977
1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104 2105 2197 2248C 2298 2400
2464 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2558 2576 2674 2736 2772 2805 Byz; un 254 1390 1524;
unrote 33 1311; unte 6 999; om 2248*

— BpoeoBat | BpoeloBe 02 03 0278 38 81 104 131 218 254 263 330 365 451 454 459 582
608 620 915 1127 1390 1398 1661 1798 1881 1890 1918 1947 1961 1984 1985 1991 2127
2400 2464 2492 2516 2558 2576 2674, Bpoe[4-5] 2772; Bpoeob[1-2] 1524; om 2248*

20 Both the original hand of Claromontanus (06*) and a subsequent corrector (06C2) read punde.
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2 Thessalonians 2:2 —cont. —

unte St veLpatog urte Sta Adyou pnte U EmoToAfig wg 6L AUV, wg OTL
€veoTnkev N NUEpa tol Kupiou-

pnte dla mveupatog pnte Sta Aoyou | unte Sta Aoyou pnte Sta mveupatog 0278; om
1409

unte ] unée 010

dla mvevpatog ] Sta tou mveupartog 2003

unte ] unde 06* 06C2 010C; om 2523*

Sta Aoyou ] + unte Swa mpodntetag 103; om 2523*

unte ] un 1985; unée 010

8L emiotoAng ] 8t emotoAwv 1976 1987 2000 2197 2248 2772

wg ] om 2000; lac 33

oL ] map 025; €€ 2544; lac 33

nuwv | vpwyv 2492; [1]uwv 1991; [2]wv 33

wg ott ] ot 365

gveotnkev | aveotnkev 941

n nuepa | nuepa 06* 0150 2104 2805

— Tou kuptlou ] tou xprotou 06C 018 056 0142 0150 0151 35 38 90 131 142 384 425 454

455C 517 582 620 630 720 941 1101 1311 1354 1390 1448 1456 1573 1609 1661 1729 1830
1867 1890 1899 1918 1942 1962 2003 2004 2298 2558 2674 2736 2772 Byz; xuplou 010

012 025 103 254 608 858 1524 1798 1881 1943 1947 1961 1973 1976 1977 1991 1995 2000
2002 2102 2105 2400 2482; tou kuplou tnoou 33; xpLotou 2248; om 886
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2 Thessalonians 2:3

Mn T UGG E€amatnon kata undéva tpomov. OTL €av pr €AOn ) dnootacia mpltov

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 2005
un tg | undeig 2544

vpag | nuoag 1729; om 2104

e€anatnon | anatnon 720

kata undeva tpomov | kata oudeva tpomov 61; + unte wg mpodnTNg UNTE WG
S16aokalog unte w¢ epou ypadovtog toavta 103

oTL Qv N €ABN n anootacla pwtov | om 2674
ott ] om 1976 1984

eav un ] eav yap pn 1984; €L un 61; lac 1991
eNOn ] lac 1991

n anootacta npwtov | anootacta npwtov 103; mpwtov n anooctacia 61C; mpwtov
anootaota 61*; <lac> anootacia mpwtov 1991V
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2 Thessalonians 2:3 —cont. —

kal drokaAu B 0 avBpwmog ti¢ dvouiag, 0 Lidg Thg AnwAeiag,

Kal arnokaAudOn o avBpwrnog tng avoulag | om 582* 620 1918

kat ] lac 2558

anokoAudOn ] anokaAupOnoetat 606

o avBpwrog ] lac 1991

NG avouLag o utog | om 1899

— ™G avoutag | tg apaptiag 02 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151

35 61C 88 90 103 131 142 254 330 384 425 442 451 454 455 459 517 582C 606 608 629
630 720 858 886 915* 941 999 1101 1241 1311 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609
1661 1678 1729 1751 1798 1830 1867 1890 1908 1910 1935 1942 1943 1945 1947 1950
1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104
2105 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516 2576 2674 2736 2772 Byz; tng <lac 7-8
char> 33; tng [4-5]wag 2558V, lac 1991

0 ULOG TNG anwAeLag | om 1962*

o utog ] lac 1991

NG anwAelag ] tng moAwtetag 1985
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2 Thessalonians 2:4

0 AVTIKE(LEVOG KOl UTtEPALPOUEVOG ETTL TtAVTA AeyOoevov Beov R o€faoua,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 2005
0 QVTLKELUEVOG | avTikeLlpevog 1943

KOLL UTLEPOLLPOEVOG ETTL TTAVTA AgyouEvVoV Bgov N cePACUA WOTE QLUTOV ELG TOV VOOV TOU
Beou kabloal anodelkvuvta eauTov otL €0ty Beog | om 1729

kat ] om 01*
unepatpopevog | ematpopevog 010 012; om 01*

€TL TavTa Aeyopevov Bgov n cefacpa WOTE AUTOV ELG TOV vaov Tou Beou kabloat
QoS ELKVUVTA EQUTOV OTL €0TLV Beog | om 2625

ent mavta | untep mavta 104 459 1751 1838; emu mav 1311
Aeyopevov | Aeyopevog 61* 1985; om 1991

Beov ] Beog 61*; om 1838; lac 33

N o€BOOUA WOTE AUTOV €LG TOV vaov Tou Beou ] om 38

n ] lac 33

oeBaocpa | ogBacpata 1573 2104; lac 33
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2 Thessalonians 2:4 —cont. —

WoTe aUTOV €ig TOV vaov tol Beol kabioal dmodelkvivta Eautov OtTL EoTLv BedC.

WOTE AUTOV €L TOV Vaov Tou Beou kabloat ] om 1961

QUTOV £L¢ TOV vaov Tou Beou kabloat | kabloal autov €LG Tov vaov tou Bgou wg Beov
1409

autov | eautov 256 2127; om 1678

£LC Tov vaov | ei¢ 2248*:%! vaov 1456*

Tou Beou ] tov Beou 1352

— kaBoat ] wg Bgov kabloal 06C 018 020 056 075 0142 0150 0151 0278 35 38 61 131

203 218 425 454 506 517 606 630V 886 941 999 1101 1241V 1311 1352 1354 1390 1448
1456 1609 1661 1845 1867 1890 1899 1908 1910 1945 1969 1977 2003 2004 2248C2 2558
2674 Byz; kaBioal wg Beov 103 254 608 720 858 1409 1524 1751 1798 1830 1935 1943
1947 1950 1973 1976C 1984 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2104 2105 2197 2248C1%* 2298
2482V 2736 2772; wa Bgov kabioat 010; wva Beov kabeoal 012; kabloal wg Beou 1976%*;
kaBlotnot wg Beov 1985 2102; povov kabloat wg Beov 455 2576

anoSelkvuvVTa eaUTOV OTL €0TLV Beog | om 1995

anodetkvuvta | untodetkvuvta 254 1524

eautov | autov 629; [2-3]tov 1947

ott ] kat ot 075

€otTwv Beog | eotal Beog 1985; Beog eotwv 2544

2! Two separate correctors of 2248 read €1¢ tov vaov.

22 Although | have labeled the correctors of 2248 as C1 and C2, in this instance | am not sure which
corrector is earlier.
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2 Thessalonians 2:5

OU pvnUOVEUETE OTL £TL WV TIPOG VUGG Tadta EAeyov UUly;

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 0111 1729 2005 2625

ott] om 915

ett] om 886* 1751 2104 2464

wv>® ] epou ovtog 06*; epw ovtog 06C1; om 2492; lac 2736
npog | lac 2558 2736

vpag ] lac 2736

tauta | lac 2736

eleyov | eheyev 2127; lac 2736

up ] lac 2736

28 A subsequent corrector of Claromontanus (06C2) reads wv.
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2 Thessalonians 2:6

kal vOv T0 katéxov oldate €ig 10 anmokaAudBfjval autov Tév @ altol kalp®.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 0111 1729 2005 2625 2736
kat vuv | kat 075

1o Katexov | Tov katexov 1973

owdate ] om 2576

€1 To amokaAudOnvat ] kat ott anokaAupOnvat 131

autov ] lac 1409

— Tev tw autou kalpw ] ev tw gauvtou katpw NA28 01C 03 06 010 012 016V 020 044 056
0142 0150 0151 0278 6 35 38C 88 103 104 131 142 254 425 436 442 454 455 459 517 582
606 608 620 629 720 858 886 915 1101 1241 1409 1456C 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1739
1798 1845 1867 1881 1899 1908 1910 1918 1942 1943 1945 1947 1961 1962 1973 1976
1977 1984 1991 1995 2002 2004 2104 2105 2138 2197 2482 2576 2805 Byz; ev Tw autw
kapw 1115 1127 2127; ev tw avtw katpw 1838; ev eautou katpw 2003; ev Tw [1-2]utou
Kalpw 2558
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2 Thessalonians 2:7

TO Yap puotiplov dn évepyeital TG AVopiag: LOVoV O KAaTEXwY APTL EWG €K LEGOU
yévntou.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 0111 1729 2005 2625 2736

TO yap puotnplov | un yap puotnplov 1943; kat to puotnplov 131; to <lac> puotnplov
1976

nén evepyettat TnG avoutag | nén evepyette tng avoutag 02 506 1845 1918 1962 2464,
nén evepyettal talg avoptats 330; ndn evepyettal tng pLag 1661; tng avopiag ndn
evepyettal 606 1945; ndn evepyettat 1910-2; nén yap evepyettal tng avoutag 01*

LOVOV O KATEXWV apTL EWG €K peoou yevntal | om 1910-2

— 0 katexwv ] To katexov 254 455C 858 1524 1947C 1973 1976 1984 1985 2000 2102
2197 2248 2576; o katexov 131 1751 1947*; katexwv 455*

aptt ewg | aptt ewg av 010 012; apti ewg ou 81; ewg aptt 608; aptt wg 131; apTt wg wg
2104

€K MEOOU yevnTal | + TNG OVOULAG LOVOV O KATEXWV OPTL EWG €K oou yevntot 1573f
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2 Thessalonians 2:8

Kal tote anokaAudBroetal 0 dvopog, Ov ¢ 0 kKUPLoGIncolc AveAel T® veL patL Tol
otopatog avtod kat katapynoel tf émudaveia thig mapouvoiag avtod,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 0111 1729 2005 2625 2736

KaL tote anokaAudpOnoetat o avopog | om 1910-2

kat ] vuv 1985 2102

anokaAudpOnoetat | anokaAudpdnvar 1985 2102

0 avopog ]| o avBpwmnog avopog 2674; o avepog 1524; om 1573

OV 0 KUPLOG LNCOUG OVEAEL TW TIVEURLATL TOU OTOLOTOG OLUTOU KOl KATOPYNOEL TN
enudaveLa tng mapouaotag autou | om 1942

— 0 KupLog tnooug | ¢ o kuptog 03 06C 018 020* 056 0142 0151 6 35 38 61 88 90 131 142
218 263 384 425 442 454 517 606 620* 629 630 915 941 999 1115 1127 1311 1352 1354
1390 1409 1448 1456 1609 1661 1678 1739 1830 1867 1881 1890 1899 1910-2 1976 1984
1991 2003 2004 2248 2298 2523 2558 2576 2674 2772 2805 Byz; o kuplog <lac> 016

> avehet ] avahwoel 06C 018 020 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 6 35 61 90 103 131 142
254 384 425 454 455 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858V 886 941 999 1101 1115
1127V 1241 1311 1354 1390 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1867
1881 1890 1899 1908 1910-1 1910-3 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1969 1973 1976
1977 1984 1985 1987 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104 2105 2138 2197 2248 2298
2482 2544 2558 2576 2674 2772 Byz: avehot 01C 010 012 33 1739; avohot 01*; av[4] 06*;
avoA[2-4] 1991; lac 016

Tw nveupartt | lac 016

Tou otopatog | tou cwpatog 010; lac 016

QUTOU KOl KatapynoeL tn emipavela tng napouotag | om 88 915 1115 1910-3
auvtou ] lac 016

kat ] om 941; lac 016

katapynoet | lac 016
™ erudavela | tn epdavela 1867; tnv emudavelav 044; om 606; lac 016
NG mapouotag | tou mveupatog 1947; lac 016

avtou ] lac 016
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2 Thessalonians 2:9

o0 ot fj mapouaia kat Evépyelav Tod oatavd év mdon Suvapel kal onpeiolg kat
tépaoLv Pevdoug

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1729 2005 2625 2736
OU E0TLV N APOUCLA KAT EVEPYELAV TOU catava | om 1942
ou gotwv ] om 1943 2002* 2482

n napouota | mapoucta 010 104

€V maon SuvapEeL kat onueLoLg kat tepaoty Peudoug ] om 1910-1

kat ] om 0151 33 1838

ONMELoLS Kat Tepacty Peudoug | onpelolg kat tepacty patvol 1573
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2 Thessalonians 2:10

kal év tdon amadrtn adikiog Tolg drmoAAupévoLS, Ave’ wv TV dydmnv TH¢ dAnBeiag
oUK €6€€avto €i¢ 10 owdival avtouc.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1729 2005 2625 2736
kat ] om 1678 2000
ev aon anotn | noon aratn 056 0142 38 1127

— adwiag ] tg adikiag 01C 06 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0151 35 38 61 90 103 131
142 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 454 455 517 582 606 620 629 630 720 858 886 941
999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678
1751 1798 1830 1890 1899 1908 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1969 1973
1976 1977 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2102 2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298
2482 2492 2516 2523 2558 2576 2674 2772 2805 Byz

— ToLG anoAAupevolg | ev totg anoAupevolg 01C 06C 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142
0151 6 3538 61 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 436 442 451
454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1127
1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409V 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798
1830 1838 1845 1867 1881 1890 1899 1908 1910 1918 1935 1942 1943 1945 1947 1950
1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102
2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492V 2516 2523 2558V 2576 2674 2772
Byz

avl wv tnv ayamnnv tng aAndelag ouk edefavto £1g To cwbnval avtoug ] om 1910 1943
1991 2002 2482

v ayannv ] tnv anatnv 2104; lac 2138
NG aAnBelag ouk edefavto | ou kat SofaoBat tng aAnbelag 1751
NG aAnBelag ] tg adikiag 1890; lac 2138; + xplotou 06*; lac 2138

ouk gdefavto | ouk e€edefavro 010 012; ouk edefato 131 1890; ouk <ill 7 char> 02*;
ou kot 6ofacBat 1751; lac 2138

€1¢ To owBnvat ] lac 2138

auvtoug ] om 629; lac 2138
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2 Thessalonians 2:11

Kal 61& ToUto méumel autolg 6 Be0g Evépyelav MAAVNG €ig TO moteloal AUTOUG TQ
Pevdey,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1729 2005 2138 2625 2736; om 1942

— kat 6la touto | Sta touto 06* 6 941 1739 1751 1881 1910 1969; om 2003

— niepnet | nepp el 01C 06C 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 0278 35 38 61
81 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 365 384 425 436 442 454 455 459 506 517 582
606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1409
1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1899 1908 1910
1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987
1991 1995 2000 2002 2004 2102 2104 2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2464 2482 2523 2544
2558 2576 2674 2772 2805 Byz; mep[1]el 2492; om 2003

auTtolg o Bgog | autoug o Beog 61* 2516; aut[2]g o Beog 1115; o Beog autolg 1311
2298; autolg 131 886; o Beog 38 2003

gvepyelav mAavng | evepyelav tng mAavng 1115

€1 TO TLOTEUOAL AUTOUG Tw Peudet ] om 1910

elg 1o ] lac 2558

ruotevoat | mownoat 1573; muotevew 81; lac 2558

autoug ] om 010 012 2464 2772; autou 90; auto[1-2] 384; lac 2558

Tw Yeudel | Yeubdel 010; lac 2558
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2 Thessalonians 2:12

tva kplBWoLv Tamavieg ol pn miotevoavteg tf) AANOeia AAAG eUSokACAVTEG TH
adikiaq.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1729 2005 2138 2625 2736; om 1942
wa ] lac 2558

— tanavteg | mavteg NA28 03 06 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 0278 6 35
61 88 90 103 131 142 254 256 263 365 384 425 436 442 454 455 517 582 606 608 620 629
630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1241 1311 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524
1573 1609 1661 1751 1798 1830 1845 1867 1890 1899 1908 1910 1912 1918 1943 1945
1947 1961 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104
2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2464 2482 2523 2576 2674 2772 2805 Byz; lac 2558

oL un ] €L un 1918; lac 2558

ruoteuoavteg | motevovteg 018 1945; mioteuvoovteg 104; lac 2558
™ aAnBeia ] tnv aAnBeiav 1985

guboknoavteg ] evdoknoav 1918 2298; eudoknoavta 1751; lac 2558

— tn adikia | ev tn adkia 01C 02 06C 018 020 025 044 075 0142 0150 0151 6 3581
90 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 365 384C 425 436 442 454 455 459 506 517 582 608
620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 1101 1115 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1409 1448 1456
1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1890 1899 1908 1910 1918
1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1987 1991 1995 2002
2003 2102 2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2482 2492 2523 2544 2674 2805 Byz; ev tn aAnBela
61 1985; ev tn anwAeta 2000; ert tn adikia 2004; tn aAnBeia 2104*; tn anwlewa 0278; lac
2558

70



2 Thessalonians 2:13

‘Huelg 6 0deilopev evxaplotely T Be® mavrote mept LWV, ddeAdol Ayamnuévol
UTO Kupiou,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1729 2005 2138 2625 2736; om 1942
nuetg ] uperc 38 1935 1977 2772; om 1838
8¢ ] yap 330 451 1398 2400 2492 2516: om 263 1751

EVUXAPLOTELV TW Bew TaVTOTE TEPL LWV adeAdoL nyamnpevol umo kuplou | adeAdot
OlYQTtNTOL UTIO KUPLOU EUXAPLOTELV Tw Bew mavtoTe mepl UpPwv 1661

Tw Bew mavrote mepl VPWV | tavtote Tw Bew mept NUwv 2004; tw Bew mepL WY
navtote 1739 1881 2105

Tw Bew | Tw xprotw 1991; tw <lac> 2558V

nept | unep 2544

Upwv | nuwv 365 1573 2004

adeAdot ] om 90 142 384 506 1838 2492

nyannuevol | nytaopevol 104 459; nynoapevol 1838; ayanntol 1661

— umo Kuptou ] uto tou kuptou 01 02 044 61 81 606 1899 1945; umo Beou 06* 06C2
1995; tw kuplw 2000 2248; uno kupww 010f 012f; lac 2558
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2 Thessalonians 2:13 - cont. —

OtL elAato LUAG O BeOG amapynv eig cwtnplov €v ayLaop® VeV LATOG Kal TILOTEL
AaAnBeiag,

— elhato ] elleto 018 056 0142 0151 0278 6 35 38C 61C 88 90 103 104 131 142 203
254 256 365 384 425 436 442 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 620 629 630 720 858 886 915
941999 1101 11151127 1311 1354 1390 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1739
1751 1798 1830 1838 1867 1881 1890 1899 1908C 1910 1918 1935 1943 1947 1950 1961
1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104
2105 2127 2197 2298 2482 2523 2544 2558 2576 2674 2772 Byz; el\[1]to 2248 2805

upag ] npag 01* 06* 0150 38 61 218 1352 1354 2000 2104 2248 2516 2674; om
1985 2102

o Bgo¢ anapxnv ] art apxng o Beog 218 455 886 1352 1961 2104
0 Bgo¢ ] 0 Beog eautw 88 915 1845C; om 38 61*

— anapxnv ] art apxng 01 06 018 020 044 056 0142 0150 0151 6 35 38 61* 88 90 103
104 131 142 203 218 254 330 384 425 436 442 451 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620
629 630 720 858 886 915941 999 1101 11151127 1241 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448
1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1890 1899 1910 1918 1935
1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000
2002 2003 2102 2104 2105 2197 2248 2298 2400 2492 2516 2523 2558 2576 2674 2772
2805 Byz; am apx[2] 1311 2482; an[5] 02

OWTNPLAV EV AYLACUW TVEUATOC Kal TiLoTel aAnBetag ] om 1890

€V QYLOOMW TIVEVHOTOG | ev aytaopw 075

ruotel aAnBetag | motewg aAnBelag 33 131 451 1398 1661 2400 2516
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2 Thessalonians 2:14

€lc 0 kal ékaAeoev LUAG 6L ol evayyeAiov AUV €ig meputoinolv §6&ng tol kupilou
AUV Inool Xplotod.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 0111 1729 1890 2005 2138 2625 2736; om 1942
€1g 0 ] elg ov 1985 2102; e1g o1 010 012; e nv 1409; lac 016

— kat ] om 03 06 018 020 044 056 0142 0151 6 33 35 61* 90 103 104 131 142 203 254
384 425 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 915 941 999 1101 1115
1127 1241 1354 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1739 1751 1798 1830 1838 1867
1881 1899 1908 1910 1918 1935 1943 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1984 1985
1987 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104 2197 2248 2298 2482 2576 2674 2772 Byz; lac
02 016 1991V 2558V

ekaheoev | ekaleoapev 1985 2102; ekaleca 38; eudooev 1409f; lac 016

— upag | npag 02 03 06* 056 0142 38 330 451 1398 1881 1910 1943 1984 1991 1995
2400 2516%*; lac 016; + o Beog 104 459 1838; lac 016

Sla tou gvayyeAou | lac 016
nuwv ] upwy 01* 142 506 629 941; autou 720; [1]uwv 1991; om 33 2674; lac 016
elg mepurtownowv | lac 016; + tng 1678; lac 016

nuwv ] vpwyv 1311; om 1115
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2 Thessalonians 2:15

"Apa o0V, &SeAdol, OTAKETE Kal KPATETTE TAC MoPASOTELS &G £818AxONTE €lte SLat
Abyou eite U EMLOTOARG NUGV.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 0111 1729 1890 2138 2625 2736; om 1942
apa ouv ] om 2005
adeldol ] om 61*

OTNKETE KAl KPATELTE TaG MoPaSOOELG | OTNKETE KpateLte Tag napadooelg 2298
2516; + nuwv 06*; + vpwv 33

ag edbaxOnte ]| ag Stbayxbnte 38*; om 629

ewte | om 2003

Swa Aoyou ] Sia Adoywyv 131

elte 6L emiotoAng | ette 8L emuotoAny 2674; eite &L emotoAwy 1127 2104

NUwv ] tnv ev xplotw tnoou 1985 2102
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2 Thessalonians 2:16

AU0TOG 8¢ 0 KUpLOG AWV INcoTG XpLoTog kal ¢ 0 Bedg O atnp AUV O Ayamnoog
AUAG Kal 60U¢ apdkAnowv aiwviav kat EAntida ayadnv év xaptty,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 0111 1729 1890 2138 2625 2736
nuwv ] om 256 365 1573 2127

— Inooug xpLotog | tnooug o xplotog 02 075 1908 1910; xprotog tnooug 03 1739 1881,
tnooug 88 915 1830; inooug <lac> 2558

kat ] om 01* 582 941 1115 2000 2248*; lac 2558

— 0 Beog o matnp ]24 4 Oeoc o matnp 03 06* 33 1739 1881; o B=o¢ kat matnp 06C 016
020 025 044 056 075 0142 0278 6 35 38 61 81 90 103 104 142 203 218 254 263 330 365 384
425 436 451 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 941 999 1101 1127
1241 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830
1845 1867 1899 1908 1910 1912 1918 1943 1945 1947 1961 1962 1969 1973 1977 1995
2000 2002 2004 2104 2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2400 2464V 2482 2492 2516 2544 2558
2576 2674 2772 2805 Byz; 6=o¢ kat matnpe 018 0150 0151 88 131 915 1838 1935 1950 1987
2523; 0 Beog kat o matnp 256 1942 1984 1985 2102; o 6eo¢ matnp 2003 2005; o Beog 1976;
natnp 1115

nuwv ] om 1935

o ayannoog | o ayanwv 1573; om 01*

nuog ] vpag 1354 1661; [1]pag 2492; om 01* 2248*

kat ] om 2000 2102 2248

doug mapakAnotv atwviay Kat eArda ayadnv ev xapttt | om 1985 2102
doug ] o doug 2000 2248; 5160ug 2523; + v 629

awwviav | awviov 010 012 330 451 606 999 1398 1910 2005 2400 2492 2516; lac
016

ayadnv ] ayabag 1918

2 There are multiple correctors for 01: both the first and second occurrences of the article have been
marked out; the first article was also restored by a corrector. Since it is difficult to reconstruct the order of the
corrections it is also difficult to reconstruct which reading the correctors intended for the whole phrase.
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2 Thessalonians 2:17

napakaAeoal LUV Tag kapdiag kal otnpifat v mavtl €pyw Kot Adyw dyabw.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 0111 1729 1890 2138 2625 2736; om 1942
<ad init> ] + ko 6e1 1985 2102; + ko 442; lac 016

napakalecal | mapakaieon 010 012 999 1912; napakaieoestl 2104 2464;
napakalecol 61*; napakale[1l]o[2]al 06*; napakaieoag 0150*; napakAnoewg 056

— UMWV Tag kapdlag | nuwv tag kapdiag 018 0151 38 263 365 2400; tag kapdlag
vuwyv 01 02V 629 2544

kat ] om 1969; lac 016

— otnptéat ] otnpiEet 1838 1912 2464; otnpeign 010 012; otnpiéol 61*; otnpig[2] 33
1976; om 1969; lac 016; + vuag 06C 018 020 056 0142 0150 0151 35 61 88 103 131 142
203 218 254 330 384 425 436 451 454 455 506 517 608 620 630 720 858 886 915 941 999
1101 11151127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1524 1609 1661 1678 1751
1798 1830 1867 1899 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1973 1976 1977 1984
1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2003 2004 2102 2105 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516
2523 2558 2576 2772 Byz; lac 016; + nuag 38 90 582 2674; lac 016

ev mavtt | mavtt 2464; lac 016

— gpyw Kat Adoyw ayabw ] Adoyw kot epyw ayabw 010 012 018 056 0142 0150 0151 6
3538 61 88 90 131 142 203 218 384 425 436 506 517 630 915 941V 999 1101 1115 1127
1311 1352 1390 1409 1448 1456 1609 1678 1751 1830 1899 1910 1935 1950 1962 1987
2003 2004 2104 2298 2523 2558 2674 2772 2805 Byz; epyw ayobw kat Aoyw 1985 2102;
epyw ayabw 33 1661 1969; lac 016
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2 Thessalonians 3:1

To Aounov npooel)ecBe, adeAdol, mepl UMV, (va 6 Adyog tol Kupiou TpEXN Kal
bo&ailntat kabwg kal mPO¢ LUAG,

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1729 1890 2138 2625; om 1942
To Aourtov | Aoutov 010 012; lac 2736

npooeuxecbe adehdol mept nuwv | mpoosuxeobe mept nuwv adeAdol 06* 06C*
0278 442 606 1115 1127 1241 1845 1945; npoosuxecabe mept upwv aderdot 1311

— npooeuxeoBe adeddol | aderdpol npooeuxeoBe 010 012 629 1678 1739 1881 2005;
geuxeoBat adeAdol 1838; lac 2736

nept npwv | mept upwy 1311; <ill 4 char> nept nuwv 38; mept [1]uwv 1961; lac 2736
wva o Aoyog tou | lac 2736

kuptou ] Beou 010 012 025 33 131 1661 1910 2002; xpLotou 1881; lac 2736

Tpexn kat dofalntat | lac 2736

TPOG VMG | mpog nuag 2127

% The difference between 06 and 06C is orthographic.
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2 Thessalonians 3:2

kal va puoB@dpev amo tiv ATonwv Katl movnp®dv AvOpwrwv: oU yap TAVIWY N
THOTLG.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1729 1890 2138 2625
kot ] om 506 1115 1678 1881 1910 2004 2248* 2492
atonwv | amotwv 90 384; om 2674; lac 2492

kat ] om 2674

navtwy | mav 915; lac 2492; + eotwv 010 012; lac 2492

n ] lac 2492

ruotis | lac 2492
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2 Thessalonians 3:3

Motog 6€ €oTLv O KUPLOG, OC otnpiéel LUAC kal duAdatel amno tol movnpod.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1729 1890 2138 2625; om. 1942
— €0TLV 0 KUpLOoG ] eotwv 0 Beog 02 06* 06C2 0151 1912 2464 2805; o kKupLog 0TV
01*; eotwv ev mavtt o kuptog 582 620 1918; o Beog 010 012; o kuplog 2298; eotwv <lac>
2558V

o¢ ] ootig 1973 1985 2102 2197; o 1573; lac 2558; + kat 02 0278 61C 256 263 455C
1912 2464 2523

— otnptée®® ] otnpiéat 582 1115 1127 2005; otnpilet 61*; tnpnoet 010 012; otnpt[3]
33; otnpt[1]eL 2464; lac 2558

upag ] nuog 629 1241 1354; vuwv 1398; [1]uag 2464; lac 2558
kat ] €1¢ to kat 1947; om 1661; lac 2558

dulatet | duhagar 1115 1947 2005; bura&[2] 582 1918; om 1661; lac 2558; + upac
2127

aro Tou movnpou | amno navtog novnpou 2005; lac 2558

%6 03 reads the alternative form of the future, otnpoet.
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2 Thessalonians 3:4

nienoiBapev 8¢ €v kupiw € LUAG, OTL & TTAPAYYEANOLLEV # KOl TTOLETTE KAl TIOLOETE.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1729 1890 2625; om. 1942
nenolBapev &¢ ev kuplww €d vpag ] om 2138
nenoBapev 6¢ ] lac 2558

€V KUplw €0 vpag ] ev xplotw ed vpag 1867; ev Tw kupww ed vpag 1947; ev kupw
ed nuag 1918; ev kupww mpog vpag 506; ev kuplw €1 vpag 606; ed vpag adeddol ev Kuplw
629; vpag ev kupww 1311; lac 2558

ott ] onwg pn 1985 2102; lac 025 2558
a ] ta 1409: om 1985 2102; lac 025 2558

— napayyeAopev | mapayyeAopev vuv 02 06C 010 012 018 020 025V 056 075 0142
0150 0151 0278 35 38 61 81 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425
436 442 451 454 455C 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 630 720 858 915 941 999 1101 1115
1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830
1838 1845 1867 1881 1899 1908 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1950 1962 1973 1976 1977
1985 1987 1991 1995 2002 2003 2004 2005 2102 2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298
2400 2464 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2576 2674 2736 2772 2805 Byz; mapayyeA\opev
nuw 1573; mapnyyeAnuev vy 2000; mapayyeAopeva vy 1409; v mapayyeAAopev
629; lac 2558

—> KOLL TIOLELTE KOl TIOLNOETE | ¢ molelte Kat motnoete 01* 02 6 218 629 1661 1678 1739
1881; kat motette kat ownoate 38 131 1573 1838; nolette kat mownoate 06*; kal emownoate
kat otette 010 012; kot emolnoate kat molette kal ownoete 03; kot motette 90 384 1390
1867 1912; kot mownoate 941; €1 te katL mownonte 2102; eite kot mownoate 1985; amo €L e

kat mownoete 2674f; kat motette kat mowno[1]te 1977 2127; kai motette kot owno[3] 2492
2736; kat <lac> [5-6]te 025; kat <lac> [3]ng[1]te 2558
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2 Thessalonians 3:5

'O 6¢€ kUpLOG kKaTeuBUVaL LUWV TAG Kapdiag i¢ TV ayannv tod Beol kal €ig TV
umopovnv to0 Xplotod.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1729 1890 2625; om. 1942

o &g kuplog ] o 6e Beog 454 620 1910 1918; o kuplog b 629; de kuplog 506; o &¢
<lac> 2558

katevBuval | kateuBuvel 131 365 1912 1985 1991 2102 2464; kateuBuvn 010 012
0278; kateuBuvetal 1573; lac 2558

UMWV Tag Kapdiag | nuwv tag kapdiag 012* 131 1943 1962 2138 2464; tag kapdlag
upwv 06; [1]puwv tag kapdiag 2558; tag kapdlag Kal Ta cwuata Vpwv 629

€1¢ TNV ayarmnv tou Beou ] €1g tnv ayamnnv 1448C; om 1448*
kat ] om 1448* 2000 2248*
elg] om 1751

xpLotou | kuplou 2004
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2 Thessalonians 3:6

MNapayyéAopev &€ uulv, adeldot, €v ovopatt 1ol kupiou AUV Incol Xplotod
otéAMeocBal UUAG Ao aviog AdeAdol ATAKTWG epUTATODVTOG KAl KR KaTtd THV
napadootv v napeAdfooav mop’ AUOV.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1729 1890 2625
napayyeropev | mapayyeAw 0142 131; mapnyyeAin 2000 2248*

6€ vy adeAdol ev OVOUATL TOU KUPLOU NUWV LNOOU XPLoTou oteAAecBal upag amo
ntavtog adeAdou ATAKTWE TEPLTATOUVTOC Kal KN Kata Tnv apadoaoiv nv napelafocav nap
nuwv ] om 218

6e ] om 256 365 629 1115 1573 1751 2127
up | vpag 1985 2102; om 1751

adeAdor ] om 1751 1838

— TOU KUPLOU MKWV tnooU XpLotou] Kuplou nuwv tnoou xplotou 010 012 0278 38 1115
2005 2138; tou kuplou tnoou xptotou 03 06*; inoou xplotou 131

vpag ] €1g vpag 38; om 131 142 999 1976
novtog | maviwg 38

QTAKTWG TEEPUTATOUVTOG | MEPUTATOUVTOG aTaktwg 06 629; aTaKTwG MEPLTATOUVTEG
010; ataktwg mept mavtog 0150* 1573; ataktwg neputatouvtag 1661; ataktwg
neputatouvta 1985; ataktwg neputatouv[1-3] 2558

nv]n 010 012

— napehaBooayv | ntapehaBov 01C 06C 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 6 35
3861 81 90 103 104 203 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 451 454 455 459 506 517 606 629
630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456
1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1739 1798 1830 1838 1867 1881 1899 1908 1910 1935 1943
1945 1947 1950 1961 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2003 2004
2102 2104 2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2492 2516 2523 2544 2558V 2576 2674 2736 2772
Byz; napehaBete 03 010 012 131 142 436 442 582 620 1912 1918 2005 2138 2464 2805;
elaBooav 06*; nepehaBov 1311; maperaBev 1942 1962 2002 2482; napehafo[1-3] 608;
napeha[2-4] 2400; lac 6

— Tap nUwv ] map vpwv 629 858 941 1311 2248; ad nuwv 03 104 459 630 1838; nap
nuw 2400; om 1977
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2 Thessalonians 3:7

AUtol yap otdate g 6l pLpeloBat AUAC, OTL OUK ATOKTACOMEV €V UV

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1729 1890 2625; om. 218 1942
nwg SeL ppeloBat | mwg pipeoban 2127

nuog ] vpag 582 941 2492 2516 2558

ntaktnoapev | nmatnoapev 1409; ntaktno[2]ev 61*

ev ] map 025; om 33 999
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2 Thessalonians 3:8

006¢ dwpeav Aptov EPAayopeV Mapd TLvoG, AAN" €v KOTIW Kal LoxOw ¢ VUKTOG Kal
NUEPOG EpyalOpeVOL TTPOG TO UN EmBapioal Tiva LUV

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 0111 1890 2625; om. 218 1942
oude dwpeav aptov epayopev mapa Tvog | om 1729
oude ] oute 010 012; o &g 1573C; lac 016 1573*

dwpeav ] lac 016

— aptov edpayopev | aptov eAaPBopev 056 0142 90 330 384 451 630 999 1115 1390
1398 1448 1867 2400 2492 2516 2558 2674; edayopev aptov 61 1845; aptou edpayouev
1985 2102; aptwv edayopev 1352

nopa | lac 2772

Twog ] T 2544; lac 025 2772
oAA ] lac 016 2772

ev ] om 1830; lac 016 2772

Komw kot poxBw ] lac 2772

— VUKTOG Kot nuepag | ¢ vukta kat nuepav 02 06 018 020 025 044 056 0142 0150 0151
6 353861 88 90 103 131 142 203 254 330 384 425 436 451 454 455 506 517 582 606 620
629 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448
1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1739 1751V 1798 1867 1881 1899 1910 1918 1935 1943 1945
1947 1950 1961 1962 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004
2102 2104 2105 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516 2523 2558V 2674 2736 Byz; vukta
kat npepag 630 1830 1969 2576; vukta kat nu[4] 016 608; lac 2772

epyalopevol | epyalopevog 630 1985 1991 2102; lac 2772
npog to | lac 2772

un ] om 1976* 1984*; lac 2772

emBapnoau | lac 2772
Twa | © 1985 2102; lac 2772
Upwv | mept upwy 1985; mept nuwv 2102; lac 2772
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2 Thessalonians 3:9

oU) OtL oUK €xopev €€ouaiav, GAN" (va €autolg TUToV SMUEV DTV €16 TO pLUeloBat
ALAC.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 0111 1890 2625 2772; om. 218 1942
ouK gxopev efouatav | e€ouolav ouk exouev 2674

gautoug tutov | tumov sautoug 056 0142 1838; eautolg tunov 1311; eaut[2-3]
tumov 1947*

Swpev vy | upy dwpev 1678

Sdwpev | wpev 1985 2102; stbwpev 1115; §[4-6] 016

up ] avtoug 0142*; autog 0142C; ev v 1751; om 1739 1881; + eyt 1311
€1¢ TO MipeoBal ] om 1918

nuog ] vpag 0151 630* 1115 1398 2104 2482 2516 2558; om 1918
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2 Thessalonians 3:10

kal yap OTe AUEV TIPOG VA, TOoUTO TapnyyEANOpEeY UiV, BT €1 Tig o0 B€AeL
€pyaleocBal unde écOLETW.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 0111 1890 2625 2772; om. 218 1942
KO yap OTE NEV TTPOG ULAG TOUTO TtapnyyeAAopey vy ] om 1918
KaL yap OTe nuev mpog upag | om 915 1398

ote ] otav 1977

NUev mpog upag | mpog upag nuev 33 2005 2138; nuev npog nuag 38 1729; nunv
TpoG upag 582

TouTo mapnyyeAAopev upLy | Touto apnyyehapev up 010C 012 044 263 442
1739 1881 2000 2127; mapnyyeAlopev v 01*; mapnyyeAhopev vty touto 2104

et] lac 016 1311*

1] lac 016

ou ] un 06*V 06C2; lac 016
BeAel ] tehel 90*; lac 016
unde ] un 858; lac 016

eoBletw ] lac 016
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2 Thessalonians 3:11

AkoUopev yap Tvag nepuatoivrag v UV ATAKTWG Lndev €pyalopévoug AAAQ
nieplepyalopEVOUG:

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1890 2625 2772; om. 218
yop ] 6¢ 1881
— TLVAG TIEPUTATOUVTOG EV UHLV ATOKTWG ] TLVAG €V ULV aTAKTWG Tteputatouvrag 075
104 256 263 365 436 442 459V 1573 1678 1838 1845 1908 2127 2523; Twvag €V ULV
nepunatouvtag ataktws 06 61C; tivag meputatouvtag ev upty ataktoug 1991 2105*; twvag

TIEPLITATOUVTAC ATAKTWE 61*; Tvag MEPUTATOUVTOG EV UHLV 6; EV UULV TLVOG OTOKTWG
niepunatouvtag 0278; ev vy tvag nmeputatouvrtag 1739 1881

aMa ] aAa kot 2298; om 075 0151 582 1409 1845* 1908 2674; lac 2558

neptepyadopevouc ] om 075 0151 582 1409 1845* 1908 2674: lac 2558
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2 Thessalonians 3:12

101G 6€ TolouToLg tapayyéAopey kal mapakaAol ey v kupiw Incold Xplot®, va
HETA Nouxiag épyalOevoL TOV EQUTOV ApTtov €0B0ilwoly.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1890 2625 2772; om. 1942
ToLG &€ TolouTolg apayyeAlopev | om 218

ToLg 6€ Toloutolg | tolg Totoutolg 104 459 1838 2000 2248*; toug b€ toloutoug 06%;
lac 2558

napayyeropev | lac 2558

KO TTAPAKOAOULEV €V KUPLW LNOOU XPLOTW | €V KUPLW LNOOU XPLOTOU Kal
napokaAovpev 1838

kat mapakaAoupev | om 203 506 1976; lac 2558

— €V KUPLW LNOOU XPLoTw | &V kuplw tnoou 025; dLa Tou KUPLOU NUWV LoOU XPLOTOU
01C 06C 018 020 056 075 0142 0150 0151 6 35 38 61 90 131 142 218 254 330 384 425 442
451 454 455C 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 886C 941 1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352
1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1729 1751 1830 1867 1908 1943
1945 1947 1962 1969 1976C 1977 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2104 2105 2248 2298
2400 2482 2492 2516 2523 2558V 2674 2736 Byz; 6t tou kuplou tnoou xptotou 044 2005
2138; &la Tou Kuplou nuwv tnoou 1899; dia tou kupLou NUwv xplotou 999; peottnv
napalapBavovteg tov xprotov 103 455* 858 1935 1950 1961 1973 1984 1985 1987 2102
2197; om 886* 1798 1918; lac 1573* 1976*

wa peta nouywag | wa peta 2105*; nouyiag 19180; om 1985 2102; lac 1573* 2558
epyalopevol ] lac 1573*
TOV €QUTWV aptov | Tov autwv aptov 1241V, lac 1573*

eoBwwolv | eoBuwwv 1935; lac 1573*
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2 Thessalonians 3:13

YUeTg 6¢, ddeAdol, ur €ykaknonte KAAOTOLOUVTEG.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1890 2625 2772
upeLg | nuelg 61 1127; lac 1961 2558

6e ] om 90 1985 2102; lac 1961 2558

adeldol ] lac 1961

un ] lac 1961

— gykaknonte ] ekkaknonte 06C 010 012 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151
0278 6 33 3538 81 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 436 442
451 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115
1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573S 1609 1661 1678 1729
1739 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1881 1899 1910 1912 1918 1935 1942 1943 1945
1947C 1950 1961 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004
2005 2102 2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2464 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544
2558 2576 2674 2736 2805 Byz; eykakette 06*; eykaknoate 61*; ekkakn[2] 1947*

— KaAomolouvteg | kalov motouvteg 010 012 0150 608 2005 2805; To KAAOV TTOLOUVTEG
442 506 1910; kakomotouvteg 1881 1985 2102; ayaba nowouvteg 1409; kaAo[9-10] 1961;
KaAA[10-11] 2558
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2 Thessalonians 3:14

El 8€ TIg oUY UTtaKkoUEL T AOYWw NUQV SLa TG ETLOTOAR,

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1573* 2625 2772; om. 1942
eLde g | e &g 1985 2102; €L 6 11 018; lac 1890

OUX UTTAKOUEL TW AOYW NUWV | Tw Aoyw NUwv oux urtakouel 1573S

ouy ] lac 1890
untakouel | emakouel 2104; [2]akouel 02; [3]kouel 941 2558; lac 1890
Tw Aoyw ] Tov Aoyov 1729; lac 1890

— nuwv ] upwv 03 0150 38 61 81 142 263 455 506 517 582 620 720 858 1524C 1729
1918 1947 1961 1976 1977 1984 1985 1995 2102 2464 2576; om 384*; lac 1890

Sta ] lac 1890 2558
tng ] om 010 012 608 1661 1995 2544; lac 1890 2558

emotoAng ] lac 1890
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2 Thessalonians 3:14 - cont. —

to0tov onuelodoBe un cuvavapiyvuoBat alt®, tva évtparnf-

Toutov ] touto 0151 38 1838 2000 2558; tov totoutov 075 1908 2004; om 1910; lac
1890

onuetoucBe ] om 1910; lac 1890; + kat 06* 06C2 010 012 018 020 025 056 075 0142
0150 0151 0278 6 35 38 61 81 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 384 425 436
442 451 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115
1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573S 1609 1661 1678 1729
1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1890 1899 1908 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950
1961 1962 1969 1973 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2102
2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2464 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2558 2576
2674 2736 2805 Byz

Un ocuvavaplyvuoBal autw wva evipann ] om 365

— un ocuvavapyvuoBatl | un cuvavaulyvuoBe 06C 018 020 025 056 075 0142 0150
0151 3538 61* 61C 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 384 425 436 442 451 455
459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915941 1101 11151127 1241 1311
1352 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573S 1609 1661 1678 1729 1739 1798 1830 1838
1845 1867 1881 1890 1899 1908 1910 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962
1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2105 2127
2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2558V 2576 2674 2736 2805 Byz

autw wa evipann ] om 1573S
autw ] autov 999 2464; autou 1115; autolg 1838
wa ] om 1910

evtpann ] evtpanwotv 1838; om 1910
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2 Thessalonians 3:15

Kal KN wg €xBpov nyeloBe, AAG vouBetelte wg AbeADOV.

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 0111 1573* 2625 2772; om. 1942
KaL pn wg exBpov nysloBe ] om 1573S

— kot pn ] un 06* 6 1739 1881, lac 2558; + &¢ 1969; lac 2558
wg ] om 61* 606; lac 2558

— nyeloBe | nyeoBbar 06* 010 012 0278 81 365 506 1311 1729 1751 1935 1950* 2464;
nyeloBe autov 629 1115; autov nyewoBe 61; nyewod[1] 020*; ny[5-6] 33

oAAa vouBetette | aAla vouBetelte autov 61 2127

wg adeldov | wg adeAdol 1918; lac 2558
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2 Thessalonians 3:16

A0TOG &€ 0 KUpLOG TG €lprvng Swn LKV TV eiprivnv SLa avTtog v mavTl TPOTW. O
KUPLOG LETA TLAVTWY UUQV.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1573* 2625 2772; om 1942
autog | avtw 425

6 ] om 1918

— 0 KupLog NG epnvng ] o Bgog tng elpnvng 010 012 020 88 103 203 254V 455 506
608 629 858 886 915 1241 1524 1798 1830 1867 1912 1935 1943 1947 1950 1961 1973
1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2102 2104 2105 2197 2248 2298 2464

2482 2576* 2805; tng elpnvng o kuplog 720
Sdwn ] dw 38* 1739 1881
upw | nuw 1573S 2805; [1]uwy 1409; lac 2558
— v ] om02 6 61 1739 1881 2138; lac 2558
— Sla tavtog ev Tt tpomnw | ev mavtt tponw 103 451 608 1398 1661 1881 1995

2400 2516; 6iwa mavtog ev mavtl tonw 02* 06* 010 012 33V 2105 2544; dia mavtog ev mavtL
npoownw 90 384; ev mavtt tonw &ia mavtog 1115; ev mavtt tponw Sia mavtog 2482; v Tl

tponw 330

upwv ] nuwv 330 451 1311 1398 2102 2400 2516; om 38*; lac 459 1947; + aunv 263
1661, lac 1947
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2 Thessalonians 3:17

O domaopog tfi Ui xelpt NavAou, 6 €0ty onpelov €v Ao EMLOTOAL: oUTw ypddw.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1573* 2625 2772
o] lac 720

eun xewpt ] lac 2558

0 €o0Twv onuetov ] om 1908

0] og 044 0150 81; lac 459

eotwv | eotn 1751; lac 459

ev] om 1354 1910

noon ] om 1354; + tn 582

outwg ypadw ] outwg ypadwv 33 6080; Touto ypadw outwg 2105
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2 Thessalonians 3:18

H xapig to0 kupiou AUEOVINCcoD Xplotod peTa mAVTwWY UUOV.

Whole verse ] def P30 P92 016 0111 1573* 2625 2772

<ad init> ] + o kuplog peta mavtwy vuty 38f

n ] nyap 1573S; lac 459

nuwv ] om 010 012; lac 2464

tnoou xptotou | lac 2464

HETA TTOVTWY Uwv ] om 38

novtwy | om 620

UpwV | npwv 2516; [1]uwv 254

— Vpwv ] + apnv 01C 02 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 35 38

61 81 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 436 442 451 454 455
459 506 517 582 606 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 11151127 1241 1311
1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573S 1609 1661 1678 1729 1751 1798 1830
1838 1845 1867 1881C 1890 1899 1908 1912 1935 1942 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962

1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2102 2104 2105
2127 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2576 2674 2736 2805 Byz
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— Subscriptio

Whole verse ] def. P30 P92 016 056 0111 131 630 1573 1910 1918 1977 2000 2104
2625 2772; om. 0142 38 61 103 254 263 365 454 455 582 606 608 620 629 720 858 886 941
1115 1354 1448 1609 1661 1751 1798 1867 1881 1890 1910 1935 1943 1945 1950 1961
1969 1973 1976 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2002 2005 2105 2127 2138 2197 2400 2464
2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2576 2674

npog Becoatovikelg B 01 03 044 33

npog Becoalovikels B eypadn amo abnvwv 02 03C 018 025 075 0150 0151 0278
218 256 442 517 1352f 1409 1830 1845C 1908 1942 1962 2003 2298

npog Becoalovikelg B eypadn amo pwung 1845* 1912

npog Becoalovikelg B emiotoAn eypadn ano abnvwv 88 425 915 1390
npog Becoalovikelg B emtotoAn eypadn amno pwung 1678

TpoG BecoaAoVIKELS B KAl TipwTn €MLOTOAN gypadn amno adbnvwy 384

nipo¢ Becoalovikels B eypadn amo abBnvwyv umo TTauAou Kot GLAOUAVOU Kol
TipoBeou 81

nipo¢ BecoaloviKeLG B eypadn KoL Ut armo aBnvwyv €K TPOCWTIOU TTAUVAOU Kal
cllovavou Kat TipoBeou 459

npog Becoalovikelg B emAnpwOn 06

eteAeodn npog Becoalove B 010 012

eypadn amno adbnvwyv 436 1729 2004

eypadn amno pwung 6 351101 1899

geypadn autn ano pwun 1127

geypadn ano pwung n pog BeccadoviKel B emlotoAn 2736

TeEAOG NG TPo¢ BecoaAoviKeLS B emiotoAng 1947 2248

TeAoG NG tpo¢ BeccaoviKeLS B emlotoAng eypadn ano abnvwv 1456
TeEAOG NG TPo¢ BecoaovIKeLS B emlotoAng eypadn amo pwpng 506

TeAOG TNG Po¢ BecoAAovikels B emotoAng eypadn amn|[3-4] 203
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Subscriptio — cont. -
TeEAOG NG Po¢ BecoaAoVIKELG B emloTtoAng ypadel amo 142

TEAOG TMAUAOU ATIOCTOAOU ETILOTOANG TIPOG BecoaAoVIKELS B NTLS eypadn armo
aBnvwv 330 451 1398

TeAOG NG emLotoAng pog Becoalovikels B eypadn amno abnvwv 1739
teAoG NG po¢ Beccalovikng B emiotoAng mavAou Tou xplotou aunv 2102

TEAOG TNG ETLTOUNG €LG TtPOC Becoahovikels B eypadn &€ n eMLOTOAN A0 PWUNG
1524

tehog mpog Becoalovikelg B eypadn amo abnvwy K TPOCWTOU TTAWWAOU Kol
cllovavou Kot TipoBeou 1838

n nmpo¢ Becoalovikelg B eypadn amo abnvwy 1311

N mpo¢ BecoaAOVIKELG B KoL TPWTN €miotoAn amno adnvwyv 90

n npo¢ BecoaoviKeLg eypadn amo pwung 999

n mopouoa pog Beooalovikelg emlotoAng B eypadn ano abnvwv 1241
TLAUAOU QIMOCTOAOU €TLOTOAN TtpoG Becoalovikels B eypadn amo abnvwv 2805

TOU ayLloU amootoAou nmauAou tpog BecoalovikeLlg emLlotoAn B eypadn amno adnvwv
020 104

autn n pog Beocalovikelg B emlotoAn eypadn ano abnvwv 2558
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CHAPTER 3
COMMENTARY
In the following chapter I will provide a textual commentary on the text of 2
Thessalonians based on selected variant readings. The primary purpose of this commentary is
to offer the rationale for my selections for the editorial text in the previous chapter—a text

which I believe to be the “earliest attainable.”

A secondary and related purpose is to trace
how select variants arose in the textual tradition and thus give the reader a sense of the
emendations and variations which occurred throughout the textual transmission of 2
Thessalonians. Variation units selected for this commentary have been chosen either because
of their relatively strong case for being the earliest reading or because they provide insight
into the transmission or critical editions of 2 Thessalonians.

In the commentary that follows, the editorial text is cited as a heading for each new
variation unit under discussion. | have adopted the rating system of Wasserman, which was

also recently used by Solomon.? Thus, included with each variation unit heading is one of the

symbols defined below:?

{e+i} External and internal evidence unequivocally support the adopted variant
reading.
{e>i} External evidence favors the adopted variant reading, whereas internal

evidence is ambiguous.

{e<i} External evidence is ambiguous, whereas internal evidence favors the adopted
variant reading.

{e=i} External and internal evidence are balanced or, alternatively, external
evidence favors one variant reading, internal evidence another.

The advantage of this rating system is that a reader can get a sense of the rationale behind

each text-critical decision at a glance. When citing text-critical editions and commentaries |

! For a description of the type of text | am trying to reconstruct see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” 9-13.

2 Tommy Wasserman, The Epistle of Jude: Its Text and Transmission (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell,
2006), 234-36; S. Matthew Solomon, “The Textual History of Philemon” (Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist
Theological Seminary, 2014), 534.

® The definitions are word-for-word those of Wasserman (The Epistle of Jude, 236).
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have used abbreviations, for which the reader can refer to the front matter of this thesis.
When versional evidence has been employed, | have made use of NA28 and the
abbreviations therein. “Byz” is utilized to indicate the text of the Byzantine tradition, which
is determined by the majority of the “pure” Byzantine manuscripts that were selected for this
thesis, namely, 35, 517, 999, 1354, and 1609.* Unless otherwise noted, the reader can assume
that Byz also represents the majority of manuscripts in my edition. On occasion, | have used
pc (pauci), al (alii), and pm (permulti) to indicate respectively that fewer than ten, ten to
forty-five, or more than forty-five manuscripts support the reading in question in addition to
those cited individually in the commentary. | have also, when appropriate, utilized the two
following symbols alongside variation unit headings:
* As in the ECM, this symbol indicates that the evidence is inconclusive as to
which reading is the earliest. The reading in the critical text and head of the
variation unit is only cited for convenience and is as likely the earliest as the

other reading(s) with ¢ in the apparatus.

t This symbol indicates that the reading | have selected as the earliest differs
from NA28.

As for my pattern in listing manuscripts in the commentary, | have consistently cited Byz
and the twelve manuscripts with the highest pregenealogical agreement with the editorial text
(namely, 01 02 03 025 6 81 203 256 436 1845 1912 2805). | have also consistently included
several manuscripts which have been deemed to have a particular value by textual critics (06
010 012 33 1739 1881).> When these manuscripts are not explicitly cited in the commentary
(or the accompanying footnotes), the reader can safely assume that they agree with the

editorial text. Other than these patterns, manuscripts are cited as needed and it is

* For details on how these manuscripts were selected see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” 8 n. 27.

® These manuscripts are among NA28’s “consistently cited witnesses.” They are also listed in either
category | or Il in Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (trans. by Erroll F. Rhodes; 2d
ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 159-162 (though 012 is category I11). On their importance see also the
comments in Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration
(3d ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 42-66 and D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament
Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 256-262.
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recommended that readers consult the apparatus if they would like to view the complete
manuscript data.

Throughout the commentary the reader may notice substantial interaction with NA28.
This interaction is due to NA28’s status as the most popular edition within the academic
community. On more than one occasion, | point out where I think NA28 should have
included a variation unit when it did not or places where it should have left out a variation
unit which it included. These criticisms are minor and are not intended to detract from what
this great edition has accomplished. Indeed, my respect for NA28 has only increased as a
result of this thesis.

Inscription

In his study of the inscriptions and subscriptions of the New Testament, David

Champagne concluded that “scribes generally expanded the superscription [= inscription] and

subscription over time.”®

According to Champagne these expansions typically included the
same common elements, namely, genre, authorial, provenance, reverential, and
initial/terminal modifiers.” For 2 Thessalonians specifically, he notes that it includes “a large
number of singular readings.” All of these observations are affirmed by the inscription data
available in this thesis.

The earliest text, of course, did not include an inscription. Nevertheless, the earliest
detectable inscription in the data is likely mpog¢ 8ecoalovikelc B, which is read by the earliest
and best manuscripts (01 02 03 06 6 33 81 436 1912 al). The Byzantine tradition is split with

two manuscripts (517 1354) reading mpog Becoalovikelg B, one manuscript (35) reading

NpOG Becoalovikels B émiotolr), one (1609) reading mpog Beoocalovikels B €miotoAiig, and

® David Champagne, “Scribal Habits within the Superscription and Subscription Traditions of Greek
New Testament Manuscripts” (Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary), 432.

" Ibid., 400-425. Cf. Linnea Arvedal, “The Subscriptions of 1 Timothy: An Investigation of Their
Traditions and Development” (Bachelor Diss., Orebro School of Theology, 2016), 6, 21-29.

101



one (999) reading npog Becoahovikels B EmiotoAn mawAou. Other readings among my
consistently cited witnesses are dpxet[at] npog Becoarovt (012), dpxetal mpog
Beooalovikaiwv (010), tol ayiouv armootdAou mavAou mPog BecoaAOVIKETS B EMLOTOAN
(203), émuotoAn mpog BecoaAovikelg B mavAou (1739), mavAou AnootdAou mpodg EMLOTOAN B
npog Becoalovikels (2805), and mavAou €miotoAr) pog Becoalovikelg (1881). | also count
twenty-three singular readings. These readings seem mostly to be the product of the different
possible combinations of the modifiers mentioned above. A significant number of
commentary manuscripts lack an inscription for the text of 2 Thessalonians proper, though
they often include an inscription for the hypothesis or the commentary itself.

2 Thessalonians 1:1
ev Bew {e+i}

Only 01 and a few other manuscripts (056 0142 2558) add kat after év 6®. Although the
combination Bedc kai matrip (variously declined) occurs regularly in Paul,? it never does so
in the initial greetings of his letters.” And the extended Bgo¢ kai mathp ARGV kai—which this
variant would produce—occurs only one other time in the New Testament, though indeed in
2 Thess 3:11. Nevertheless, the addition of kai appears to be a superficial harmonization to
Pauline usage elsewhere with deeper analysis showing that it actually deviates from Paul’s
typical practice in his greetings.'® Both external and internal evidence, therefore, support év

Be®.

8 Cf. Rom 15:6; 1 Cor 15:24; 2 Cor 1:3 (health wish not initial greeting); 11:31; Gal 1:4; Eph 1:3; 4:6; 5:20;
Phil 4:20; 1 Thess 1:3; 3:11, 13.

% Cf. 1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:1, 3; Eph 1:2; Phil 1:2; Col 1:2-3; 1 Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1-2; 1 Tim 1:2; 2
Tim 1:2; Titus 1:4; Phim 1:3.

10 Cf. Metzger’s comments on harmonizations in his A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament

(2d ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsch-Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 13. My use of “superficial” is an adaptation of Metzger’s
language.
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Kuplw Incou Xplotw {e+i}

Multiple variants occur in the manuscript tradition for this unit. The reading kupiwIncod
Xplot® is supported by our best and earliest manuscripts as well by the intrinsic and
transcriptional evidence. The alternative readings, namely, Xpioto0 (0150 620 1912 1969)
and kupiou (365 608 1573 1912 2127 2625), were likely editorial or accidental assimilations
to the nearby Inocod, which is identical in the dative and the genitive. Also against the former
of these two readings is that fact that the dative kupiw is never followed by the genitive
phrase Incod Xplotol in the New Testament while kupiw Incod Xpiot® is consistent with
Paul’s usage in both 1 Thess 1:1 and 2 Thess 3:12. A few manuscripts (608 1995) also add
nuav, assimilating to a very common Pauline formula. Finally, the so-called “Western”
witnesses (06 010 012) have their own peculiar readings: kupiw Xptot® Incod (06) and
Xptot® Inood (010 012 0142). ™

2 Thessalonians 1:2
¢ nuwv {e=i}
Several manuscripts—including a few of the most reliable (03 025 33 1739 1881 1912 al)

and those among the so-called “Western” witnesses (06, it% ™"

)—omit nudv. Its presence is
attested by the majority of manuscripts including 01 02 010 012 6 81 203 256 436 1845 2805
Byz lat sy sa. Both readings, therefore, have strong and relatively broad external support. In
favor of its inclusion is its conformity to the greetings of the majority of the Pauline
epistles.*? On the other hand, the absence of the pronoun could have prompted a

harmonization toward the more typical Pauline greeting. Consequently, the external evidence

is split for this variant and the internal evidence is not decisive for either reading.

1 The phrase is omitted by 33.

12 Namely, Rom, 1 Cor, 2 Cor, Gal, Eph, Phil, Col, Phim. See Eph 6:23, 2 Tim 1:2, and Tit 1:4 for Pauline
examples lacking nuav (cf. G. G. Findlay, The Epistles of Paul the Apostle to the Thessalonians [Cambridge
Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1904], 138).
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It is unsurprising, then, that support for both readings can be found among the critical
editions and the scholarly discussion. Tischendorf, THGNT, and RP include the pronoun
while NA25, WH, SBLGNT, and von Soden omit it. The UBS committee chose to put the
text in brackets and offered a “C” rating to “represent the balance of probabilities.”** Among
commentators, Zimmer argues in its favor but Findlay, Fee, and Weima prefer its omission.
Rigaux perhaps has offered the most accurate perspective noting “C’est un cas impossible a
trancher.”** | have added a # to indicate that | view both readings as equally plausible.

2 Thessalonians 1:3
TIOVTWY UMWV {e+i}

The long string of genitives, évoc ékdotou mévtwy vpdv (“each one of all of you™),™
whose combination occurs only here in the New Testament, seems to have prompted several
shifts toward a smoother reading including, on the one hand, the omission of navtwv (0278
33 142 330 451 1398 1739 1881 2400 2516) or, on the other, vpdv (01* 1729).*° The broad
manuscript support for navtwv Op®v and the fact that it is the more difficult reading make it

all but certain.

2 Thessalonians 1:4
aUToUG Nuog {e+i}
The majority of manuscripts including some notable majuscules (02 06 010 012 6 256

436 1739 1881 2805 Byz) read nuag avtodg while several of our earliest and most reliable

3 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2d ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsch-
Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 567.

14 B. Rigaux, Les Epitres aux Thessaloniciens (Collection d’Etudes Bibliques; Paris: Gabalda, 1956), 608.

15 Syntactically, évog is likely a possessive genitive modifying fy aydmn; ékdotou is an adjective agreeing
with évég; mavtwy is an adjective agreeing with Opdv; and vpdv is likely a partitive genitive modifying évag.

1% Findlay explains the variants as due to homoeoteleuton (Thessalonians, 138). Zimmer sees the cause as
“Vermeidung des Pleonasmus” (Der Text der Thessalonicherbriefe: samt textkritischem Apparat und
Kommentar [Quedlinburg: Chr. Friedr. Viewegs, 1893], 71). Rigaux says “Ces deux omissions proviennent
d’une méme tendance: on veut éviter I’accumulation des génitifs évog ékaotou mdvtwv LpGv auxquels
s’ajoutent encore un lourd &AAnAoug” (Thessaloniciens, 608).
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(01 03 33 81 203 1845 1912 pc) have avtoiic nudc.t” The intrinsic evidence slightly favors
autolic nuag since that appears to be Paul’s preferred word order when combining a first-
person pronoun with an intensive pronoun.*® As noted by Zimmer, there is also a pattern
among the so-called “Western” witnesses to shift the non-intensive pronoun to the front of
the phrase (cf. Rom 7:25; 9:3; 2 Cor 12:13), a tendency which may have prompted Findlay to
call this variant a “Western emendation.”® The reading avtodc Audc is to be preferred given
its relatively strong external support and the aforementioned internal considerations.

€V ULV eykauxooBal {e+i}

Several variants, all with minimal attestation, occur for this unit: 010 and 012 read the
aorist kavxnoaoBat, a form that does not actually occur elsewhere in Greek literature (per the
TLG); a few witnesses add kad after Opiv, perhaps for emphasis (6 1739); another reading
heightens Paul’s boast with the insertion of peyaAa (1798); other witnesses transpose the
word order (1311 1751 1995). These variants should be regarded as secondary given their
slim external support.

The majority of manuscripts (including 06 256 436 1845 1881 Byz) read kauxdaoBat
instead of éykauydoBat, which is attested by several of the more reliable and earliest
witnesses (01 02 03 025 0111V 33 81 203 506 1912 1918 2464 2805). This difference is best
viewed as an assimilation to Paul’s usage elsewhere: the verb kauyxdopat is found thirty-five
times in the Pauline Epistles while the verb éykauyxdopar occurs only here. Despite its

infrequency in the New Testament, éykauyxdaopat does occur in contemporaneous Greek

17025 reads avtodc UpdC.

18 Cf. Rom 7:25; 9:3; 15:14; 2 Cor 12:13. There is a genitive example (Rom 16:2) when the order is indeed
reversed though Paul’s emphasis on himself in that context seems to demand it.

19 Friedrich Zimmer, “Zur Textkritik des zweiten Thessalonicherbriefes,” ZWT 31 (1888): 323-24; Findlay,
Thessalonians, 138.
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literature including the Septuagint, 1 Clement, and Lucian.?’ Moreover, none of the great
majuscules (01 02 03), all of which support éykauvxdopat, read éykavyaopat instead of
kavydaopadt in its thirty-five other attested instances. Consequently, both external and internal

evidence support éykauxdoBat.

TIoTEWC {e+i}

Several manuscripts add tig before niotewcg (38 103 254 455 608 858 886 1524 1935
1947 1950 1961 1973 1976 1984 1985 1987 1995 2000 2005 2102 2104 2138 2248 2576),
though none are among the manuscripts with the highest pregenealogical coherence with the
editorial text. This addition could be explained as an attempt to create symmetry with tfig
umopoviig while its absence would need to be viewed merely as an accidental omission that
occurred early in the transmission process, despite the fact that none of the manuscripts
supporting the reading are known for frequently attesting an early text. The external and

internal evidence, therefore, support the anarthrous nictewg.

taug OAwpeawy {e>i}

The so-called “Western” witnesses (06 010 012) along with 025, 0111V, and 442 omit
talg. It is difficult to explain why the article would have been omitted intentionally had it
been present.”* In the only other similar construction in Paul with 8Aigtc (1 Thess 3:7), the
article is omitted. This variant probably has been dismissed as a “Western” peculiarity

because the external evidence for this reading has been somewhat muddled: (1) Tischendorf

2 BDAG s.V. éykauxdopad.

2! Grammatically, the absence of the article would strengthen the semantic link between the two nouns: “In
Greek, when two nouns are connected by kai and the article precedes only the first noun, there is a close
connection between the two” (Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of
the New Testament [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996], 270). However, Smyth notes that the absence of the
article occurs “rarely when the substantives are of different genders” as is the case in 2 Thess 1:4 (Smyth §
1143). Thus, the omission of the article would have strengthened the link between the two nouns; adding it
would have provided grammatical symmetry and followed the typical pattern for nouns with different genders
linked by kai. Some of these observations may also apply to the previous variation unit.

106



and von Soden both misreport that the “Western” witnesses omit the entire phrase, taig
BAipeowv,?? obscuring their unity with 025 at this point and creating a variant that could
perhaps be explained as homoeoarcton with the subsequent aic; (2) 0111 was not published
until 1909;% (3) the previous two points probably contributed to the variant being left out of
the Nestle-Aland editions and, therefore, to drop from scholarly consciousness. But even with
the support of 025 and 0111, the broad external support of the article’s occurrence makes it
difficult to accept alternatives. With some reservation, therefore, | have adopted taig

BAlpeoLy.

avexeoBe {e+i}

Vaticanus (03) and a few other minuscules (1867 2544) read évéxeoBe instead of
avéxeoBe. The former occurs once in Paul (Gal 5:1), while the latter ten times. These verbs
are occasionally confused in the manuscript tradition: for instance, 010 records évéxeoBe
instead of dvéxeobe in 2 Cor 11:4; majuscule 04 reads évé€ovtau for avéSovtal in 2 Tim 4:3;
several manuscripts have avéxeoBe instead of évéxeabe in Gal 5:1.2* As noted by Weima,
avéxeoBe is the more difficult reading in this instance since it normally takes a genitive or
accusative object;? thus, évéxeoBe would have been more natural with the dative relative
pronoun aic. These considerations and the overwhelming external evidence support

Aavéxeobe.

22 As this is clearly not the case and since it is unlikely for these errors to have occurred independently in
two critical editions, one wonders how this misreading found its way into von Soden’s apparatus. Perhaps von
Soden, at times, depended on Tischendorf? One can explain the mistake in Tischendorf easily enough since this
is the only reading he reports for this variation unit whereas von Soden also accurately notes that 025 omitted
taic but not OAieoy.

28 C. R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes (vol 3; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1909), 1075-77.
2| have used the CNTTS apparatus for these textual data.

2 Jeffrey A. D. Weima, 1-2 Thessalonians (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2014), 487-88.
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Until now this variant was thought to be singular. Given this and the fact that it is
obviously secondary, one wonders how it made its way into the textual apparatus of the
Nestle-Aland editions. Doubtless its presence in the margin of WH and the value subsequent
editors have attributed to Vaticanus influenced this choice. And, unfortunately, once a variant
finds its way into the Nestle-Aland edition, it then also appears in the exegetical tradition.?
This in turn creates the unnecessary scenario of commentators discussing a variant which is
clearly secondary and really has no “relevance to the history of the text or of its
interpretation.”?’

2 Thessalonians 1:5
Slkalag KpLoewg {e+i}

Ten minuscules record dwkatokpiotag (142 629 858 941 1609 1678 1729 1751 1867
2003) instead of dwkaiag kpioewg. The former is only used once in Paul, but became more
popular in later Byzantine Greek.?® Due to scriptura continua perhaps Swaiac kpioewc was
read as a single word and then corrected to the first declension which had become more

familiar in the Byzantine era. Although clearly secondary, | have included it here since this

edition has doubled the number of Greek manuscripts previously known for this reading.

2 Thessalonians 1:6
napa Bew {e>i}
Against the earliest, most reliable, and majority of the external evidence, twenty
manuscripts, including 02, add the article before 8e® (02 0278 38 104 203 218 263 365 442
459 506 999 1352 1573 2005 2127 2138 2492 2523 2576). In the case of 02, the addition of

the article conforms to this manuscript’s pattern: the article is also added in 02 for this phrase

2 Cf. ibid.
21 NA28, 56.

%8 Indeed, of the 292 times this word is recorded in the TLG, Paul’s use in Rom 2:5 appears to be the
earliest.
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in Mark 10:27, 1 Cor 7:24, and 1 Pet 2:20. The remaining external support for mapa 1@ 8e®

is mostly late and for this reason should be considered secondary.

2 Thessalonians 1:7
nuwv {e+i}
Fifteen manuscripts including the original hand of Sinaiticus (01* 1881 al) have Op®v
instead of Au@v. This second-person pronoun makes little sense in context and is best

explained as an itacism.

Tou Kuplou Inoou {e+i}
As is typical when this or similar phrases are used in Paul, several minor variations occur
in the manuscript tradition. In this instance, all of the major majuscules, my consistently cited

witnesses, and the Byzantine text testify to the shorter reading, to0 kupiou Incod, which

occurs four other times in Paul.?®

Five manuscripts add only Xpioto0 to the phrase (263 365
1573 2127 2523), a combination occurring fourteen times in Paul and in the immediate

context (2 Thess 1:2);* eight manuscripts have fu@®v after kupiou (0111 330 451 629 1398
2492 2516 2772), which occurs seven times in Paul;*! eight other manuscripts include both
Xptotol and nuav (020 075 442 720 1908 2400 2544 2736), which, in combination, occurs

twenty-seven times in Paul.*? In the present instance, all of these should be viewed as

accretions prompted perhaps by Paul’s more popular usage elsewhere.

%% | have restricted my search to occurrences in the genitive with or without the article. These include 1
Cor 16:23; 2 Cor 11:23; Col 3:17; 1 Thess 4:2.

% Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:3; 6:11; 2 Cor 1:2; 13:13; Gal 1:3; Eph 1:2; 6:23; Phil 1:2; 4:23; 2 Thess 1:2, 12;
Phim 1:3, 25.

*! |.e., eight times without Xptotos immediately following. These include Rom 16:20; 1 Cor 5:4; 2 Cor
1:14; 1 Thess 2:19; 3:13; 2 Thess 1:8, 12. Some of these occurrences of fu®v are bracketed in NA28.

%2 Rom 5:1, 11; 15:6, 30; 1 Cor 1:2, 7-8, 10; 15:57; 2 Cor 1:3; 8:9; Gal 6:14, 18; Eph 1:3, 17; 5:20; Col

1:3; 1 Thess 1:3; 5:9, 23, 28; 2 Thess 2:1, 14; 3:6, 18; 1 Tim 6:3, 14. Some of these occurrences of Xpiotod are
bracketed in NA28.
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2 Thessalonians 1:8
¢ ¢v tupl dAoyog {e=i}

Although little is at stake exegetically, it is unclear whether the earliest attainable text is
npt pAoyog (“fire of flame™) or Aoyt mupog (“flame of fire”). Most editions—including
NA28, WH, Tischendorf, von Soden, RP, THGNT —have opted for the former while several
recent commentators (e.g., Fee and Weima) and SBLGNT prefer the latter. Exemplifying the
complexity of this textual decision is the fact that Zimmer selected ¢pAoyt mupdg in his 1888
article “Zur Textkritik des zweiten Thessalonicherbriefes,” but mupt pAoyog in his 1893
textual commentary.*® To my mind (contra Fee) the external evidence is closer to even: dpAoyt
nupog is attested by reliable and a broad range of manuscripts (03 06 010 012 044 075 203
1912 2805 al lat sy co), but so is mupt dpAoyog (01 02 018 020 025 0278 6 33 81 256 436
1739 1845 1881 Byz d m sy™9). Perhaps the support of the versions tips the scales slightly in
favor of the former.

The internal evidence is not straightforward either. The reading ¢pAoyi mupag is the more
frequently attested form occurring in a few other places in the New Testament: Acts 7:30;
Heb 1:7; Rev 1:14, 2:8, 19:12.3 It also occurs in the Old Testament and its Apocrypha (Ps
28:7; 1sa 29:6; 66:15; Dan 7:9; Sir 21:9; Sol 15:4). On the other hand, mupt ¢pAoydg occurs
only here in the New Testament (and in the apparatus for Acts 7:30), perhaps in Exodus 3:2
(see below), and a handful of times in the Old Testament Apocrypha (Sir 8:10; 45:19; Sol
12:4). This has perhaps led commentators to conclude that a change from the slightly less

common ntupt pAoyocg to dpAoyt mupdg was more likely than vice versa. Unfortunately,

%8 Cf. Zimmer, “Zur Textkritik,” 326; Der Text, 72. This textual decision was not any clearer to an
earlier generation of scholars. As Lunemann notes: “Instead of the Receptus rupt dpAoyog (approved by Tisch. 2
and 7, Bloomfield, Alford, and Reiche), Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. 1 read ¢pAoyt mupog” (Critical and
Exegetical Handbook to the Epistles of St. Paul to the Thessalonians [trans. from the third German edition by
Paton J. Gloag. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1880], 183).

* In each of the verses $pA4E and mtip occur together with tdp in the genitive modifying $pASE.
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Exodus 3:2,% which perhaps would have been more familiar to copyists and readers than all
of the Old Testament passages listed above, faces the same text-critical dilemma as 2 Thess
1:8: both readings are attested by a sizeable number of number of manuscripts.*® Hence,
Rahlf’s edition printed ¢pAoyt mupdg while the Gottingen edition prefers mupt dpAoyadg.
Probably as a result of this textual ambiguity in Exodus 3:2, Acts 7:30—which directly
alludes to Exodus 3:2—also has significant manuscripts bearing witness to both readings.

Complicating matters further is the fact that Paul appears to be alluding to Isaiah 66:15 in
this verse. Indeed, both passages depict the final judgement. Below, | have provided the
Greek text of both with the verbal parallels underlined:

2 Thess 1:8  év mupl dAoyodg, S8ovtog ékdiknaty Toig un eiddatv Bedv Kal Toig Un
UTtakovuouoLv T eVayyeAiw tol Kupilou NUAV Incol

Isaiah 66:15 1600 yap kUpLog we mip ML Kal wg Katatyig Ta dppata adtod
anodoilval év Bup® €kdiknolv kal Amookopaklopov €v dAoyi mupdc.

Based on this allusion some scholars have seen it more likely that Paul would have
written what occurs in Isa 66:15.%" Yet, Paul could have been quoting from memory in which
case a slip between the two seems to be more than just a remote possibility. And rupt
¢dAoyag, as noted above, does occur in Jewish literature, albeit less frequently, but potentially
in a very memorable passage, namely, Exodus 3:2.

Those who prefer ¢pAoyt mupog tend to see its external evidence as more authoritative

while those in favor of mupt dpAoyadg see its infrequency as the better explanation for the rise

% «An angel of the Lord appeared to him [i.e., Moses] in flaming fire [or “a flame of fire”] out of a
bush” (Lancelot Brenton, ed., The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament with an English Translation
[London: Bagster and Sons, 1870]).

% The negative apparatus of the Géttingen edition lists the following witnesses in support of ¢pAoyt
nupdc: A F 0-29°-135 C 108 d n 30" ty 128” 59 130 318 424 509 707*. J. W. Wevers, ed., Septuaginta:
Vetus Testamentum Graecum: Genesis (Gottingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974).

%7 Cf. Gordan D. Fee, Pauline Christology: An Exegetical-Theological Study (Grand Rapids: Baker

Academic, 2007), 58 n. 83. There are no alternate readings for this variation unit in the Gottingen apparatus for
Isaiah 66:15.
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of the alternative. Yet, to my mind, the differences between the external evidence of the two
readings is mild at best and | am suspicious of the claims that mupt dAoyog is that difficult a
reading. Consequently, | have added a ¢ to signal my ambivalence between the two readings

and to alert the reader the fact that I find both equally probable.

61dovtog {e>i}

The so-called “Western” witnesses (06 010 012) and a few other manuscripts (044 606
2005 2138) read the nominative &idoug rather than the genitive 8166vtog. The genitive
singular is the grammatically correct form of this participle as it is most likely modifying to0
kuplouInool inv. 7. Given its distance from its antecedent, a change from the genitive to the
more common nominative form is perhaps not surprising.*® On the other hand, had 81500¢
been original, §t86vtog could have arisen as a grammatical correction or via attraction to the
immediately preceding genitive. Nevertheless, the overwhelming external support makes

S186vtog highly likely.

Beov {e+i}

Twenty-nine manuscripts,®® all of which are late, add the article before 8gév. As for
intrinsic evidence, the anarthrous 8g6v occurs fourteen times in Paul but only five times
without an accompanying preposition (which is the semantic situation for 8gov in this
variation unit). The form with the article occurs twenty-five times, sixteen of which are
without a preposition. Thus, while Paul utilized both forms, the arthrous form is more
common and, perhaps, less semantically ambiguous. Additionally, there is no explanation
readily at hand to justify why the article would have been omitted other than by accident.

External and internal evidence both support the anarthrous reading.

%8 Rigaux sees 81500 as arising from the Latin text: “faute évidente en connexion avec le latin cum
venerit dans vindictam” (Rigaux, Thessaloniciens, 626).

%9 256 is the only consistently cited witness among the group.
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TOU KUpPLOU Nuwv tnoou {e<i}

The manuscript tradition is evenly divided for this variation unit with an equally
impressive list of manuscripts—both in term of quality and quantity—supporting either to0
kuplou AUV Incod (03 06 33 203 1739 1845 1881 al) or tod kupiou NUOVIncol Xplotol
(01 02 010 012 6 81 256 436 1912 2805 pm).*® Thirty-two manuscripts also support the
shorter reading but omit nu®v from the formula. What is especially of note for this secondary
omission is that with the exception of von Soden it has not been recorded in our printed
critical apparatuses: von Soden only reports five manuscripts attesting this variation (88 255
394 489 623). However, of the manuscripts with this reading in the present apparatus,
twenty-nine are commentary manuscripts with twenty-five coming from Theophylact, three
from Chrysostom, and one from Oecumenius. This suggests that the reading is primarily a
commentary reading and perhaps betrays the genealogical relationship between such
manuscripts.**

This entire variation unit is also curiously left out of the Nestle-Aland apparatus, despite
its recording of similar differences in wording for this same phrase in five other verses (1:2,
12; 2:1, 8; 3:6). Once again, an editor’s decision has consequences in the exegetical tradition:
none of the modern commentaries | consulted discuss this variation—though there is perhaps
more (or as much) doubt in this case as to which reading is the earliest than in other readings
recorded in the Nestle-Aland apparatus.

As for this variation unit, Zimmer notes that “Die Handschriften lieben tberhaupt die

volle Form Inoodc Xpiotdc.”*? Indeed, in other instances when the shorter form has been

“0 RP indicates that the Byzantine text is split between these two readings.

“1 For more on the genealogical relationships between commentary manuscripts see Chapter 4, “A
Textual History of 2 Thessalonians,” 206-207.

42 Zimmer, Der Text, 72.
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judged to be earlier by NA28, there is typically a large number of manuscripts, if not most,
that add Xptotod.* In terms of intrinsic evidence, the shorter form occurs eight times in Paul
while the longer form twenty-seven times (cf. v. 7 above). It appears, then, that the shorter
form best explains the other readings: that is to say, when the shorter form has been judged to
be the earliest reading, Xptotod is a frequent accretion among the manuscripts.

2 Thessalonians 1:9
oAeBpov {e+i}

NAZ28 reports four manuscripts with the alternative reading 6A¢6ptov; von Soden reports
twelve. In the present apparatus the number of supporting manuscripts has been expanded to
twenty-six (including 02 33 81V). The adjective, 6AéBpLog, does not occur elsewhere in Paul
while the noun, 6AeBpoc, appears three other times (1 Cor 5:5; 1 Thess 5:3; 1 Tim 6:9)
without any variation in the textual tradition.** Thus, the intrinsic probability supports
8Aebpoc.*® Moreover, an editorial change from &AeBpov to 6A&éBptov may have been more
likely given the nearby aiwviov or as a means to avoid an appositive construction.*

In terms of external data, only three of my consistently cited manuscripts with the highest
pre-genealogical coherence with the editorial text support 6Aé6piov. Thus, our best

manuscripts and the internal evidence support 6Ae6pov.

43 Cf. Rom 16:20; 1 Cor 5:4; 2 Cor 1:14; 1 Thess 2:19; 3:13; 2 Thess 1:12. For these textual data |
consulted CNTTS. It should also be noted that 03 seems to have a tendency to omit Xpiotod as it has done so in
Rom 5:11; 2 Cor 8:9; Col 1:3; 1 Thess 5:9.

#4 Both forms occur frequently in Greek literature, though the TLG reports about twice as many
occurrences for 6AeBpoc.

“® The infrequency of 8AeBpoc reinforces this claim: it occurs enough to display a Pauline pattern but
probably not often enough to suppose that copyists and readers would have been aware of this pattern.

“6 Cf. Rigaux, Thessaloniciens, 630. BDAG translates the adjective in this verse as “lethal punishment”
(BDAG s.v. 6A€8pLog). On the other hand, is the double adjectival construction any less awkward?
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Tou Kuplou {e>i}

The so-called “Western” majuscules (06 010 012) and more than thirty other manuscripts
omit the article. Most of these minuscules are commentary manuscripts of Theophylact. Only
one (GA 6) is among my consistently cited witnesses with the highest pregenealogical
coherence with the editorial text. The external evidence, therefore, overwhelmingly supports
to0 Kuplou.

2 Thessalonians 1:10
ToLG TLotevoaoly {e>i}

One majuscule (044) and twenty-seven minuscules—including 33, 1845, 1912, 2805, and
many commentary manuscripts—have the present participle toig motebouaotv. The internal
evidence is ambivalent depending on whether one thinks a change was more likely to have
occurred to emphasize ongoing belief (tolg miotevouaowv) over conversion “as a single

definite act™’

(tolg motevoaowy) or vice versa. Faced with such inconclusive internal
evidence, following the earliest and majority of witnesses seems prudent.
eniotevdn {e>i}

Two manuscripts read émotwOn (104 459)—only one (104) of which is reported by
NAZ28. Given that NA28 does not report other singular readings of 104, one may wonder why
this reading was given such prominence. The answer lies with Westcott and Hort who
preferred the meagerly attested émwotwOn. In the appendix to their edition, they state: “it
248

seems hopeless to find an intelligible meaning for e’ Oudg in connection with énotevOn.

Their solution is to adopt the reading of 104—which was conjectured by Markland**—

7], B. Lightfoot, Notes on the Epistles of St. Paul from Unpublished Commentaries (London:
MacMillan, 1895), 104.

“8 Brooke F. Westcott and Fenton J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek: Introduction
and Appendix (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1882), 128.

“ This is ¢j10114 of the Amsterdam Database of New Testament Conjectural Emendation.
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arguing that it makes better sense of e’ Opag (“confirmed upon you™). For parallel examples
they point to the use of motow with ed’ vudg in 1 Chr 17:23; 2 Chr 1:9. However, as with
most English translations, if e’ Oudg goes with paptupuov rather than émotetdn, some of
the awkwardness is relieved since éni with the accusative can “describe motion toward an
object.”®® Thus to paptoptov ARGV éd’ Uudc could be rendered as “our testimony addressed
to you.”* Nevertheless, as Milligan notes, “no other instance of paptupiov with éni is
forthcoming” and he rightly concludes that “we must be content ... to regard this as a unique
construction, intended to emphasize the direction the testimony took.”? To my mind,
Milligan’s interpretation of e’ Opdg is more likely than the possibility of 104 and 459
preserving the correct reading against the rest of the Greek manuscript tradition.

2 Thessalonians 1:11
mAnpwon {e>i}

Was the earliest reading the subjunctive whose similar sounding ending may have been
confused with the future (a very common change within the manuscripts)? Or did Paul use
the future indicative in a tva clause as he may have done elsewhere (cf. 1 Cor 13:3; Gal 2:4;
Phil 2:11), defying Classical Greek standards?>® This type of orthographic confusion between
the future and subjunctive is common, but typically the manuscript evidence supports one of
the readings so decisively that a textual decision is quite obvious; in the present instance the

future is supported by six majuscules (including 02) and twenty-one minuscules (including 6

%0 Abraham J. Malherbe, The Letters to the Thessalonians (ABC; New Haven: Yale University Press,
2000), 405.

%! George Milligan, St. Paul’s Epistles to the Thessalonians: The Greek Text with Introduction and
Notes (London: MacMillan, 1908), 92.

%2 |bid.
%3 For discussion of the use of the future indicative after iva see BDF § 369.2; Maximilian Zerwick,

Biblical Greek Illustrated by Examples (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1963), 340; C. F. D. Moule, An
Idiom Book of New Testament Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959), 139.
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81 1845 1912). However, it is worth noting that Alexandrinus (02) has the future instead of
the subjunctive on two other occasions (cf. Gal 2:4 and Phil 2:11). If testimony of
Alexandrinus is suspect, it significantly weakens the external support for mAfpwoet—which
should probably be considered secondary regardless.
2 Thessalonians 1:12

KUPLOU NUWV tnoou {e>i}

The textual tradition is split, with important manuscripts supporting both the shorter
kuplou Au®v’Inood (01 03 06 6 203 256 1845 1912 2805 pm sa) and the longer kuplou AUGV
Inool Xplotod (02 010 012 33 81 1739 1881 pm lat sy). As for the internal evidence, the

longer reading occurs with more frequency in Paul,>*

which may make it more likely to have
been a harmonization in this case. Nearly all modern editions and commentators prefer the
shorter reading but one wonders if this is due to a pre-Royse overestimation of the principle
of lectio brevior. In the end, the shorter reading’s slightly better external evidence probably
shifts the weight of the evidence in its favor but to a lesser degree than was previously
thought.
2 Thessalonians 2:1

uttep {e+i}

Thirty-eight manuscripts, none of which are dated before the tenth century or are among
my consistently cited manuscripts, read mept instead of unép. These two readings could have

been easily confused given their difference of a mere letter on either end of each respective

word. And, as Bruce notes, Omiép here is probably an instance of “the occasional use of Unép

155

in the sense of mépt,”” a situation which provides ample explanatory power for a change of

the former to the latter.

** See my comments above regarding similar variants in 1:7, 8.
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TOU KupLlou Nuwv {e>i}

Two important majuscules (03 044) omit nudv. And, as NA28 records, a Vulgate
manuscript and the Harklensis also lack the pronoun. This variation unit is most likely
reported in NA28 only (a) because of the importance attributed to Vaticanus,® (b) because
WH bracketed the word in their text, and (c) because it is the shorter reading. However, if the
principal of lectio brevior is no longer prioritized,”’ the shorter reading is left with little
internal evidence in its favor though one could argue that it was less familiar than the longer
reading.”® Nevertheless, the support of the rest of the Greek manuscript tradition makes the
longer reading most likely.

2 Thessalonians 2:2
unbée {e+i}

Did Paul write un6¢ or unte? All editions (with the exception of RP) and all
commentaries | consulted favored the former following the early majuscules (01 02 03 06
010 012) and other important manuscripts (6 256 436 1739 1845 1881 al). The alternative,
urite,> which is read by 025 81 203 1912 2805 Byz, could have arisen for the sake of
conformity: it occurs three more times in this verse alone. And it was perhaps easy to
overlook the subtle stylistic value of the shift between unéé and pnte. Like Matt 6:20 and

Acts 24:12-13, the use of different connectives here most likely signals a difference in what

> F. F. Bruce, 1 & 2 Thessalonians (WBC; Waco: Word Books, 1982), 163. Bruce references BDF §
231

% Indeed, the omission of Xptotod by two important minuscules (1739 and 1881) goes unreported in
NAZ28’s critical apparatus for the following variation unit.

% For my approach to how this principal of textual criticism should be used see Chapter One,
“Introduction,” 26.

%8 For the frequency of the forms see 1:7 above. Also, Fee points out that this Au®v may have been left
out for “stylistic reasons” given its proximity to the subsequent nu@v a few words later (Gordon D. Fee, The
First and Second Letters to the Thessalonians [NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009], 271 n. 5.

% GA 33 reads pnrore.
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is being connected: in 2 Thess 2:2, un&¢€ serves as a conjunction between two infinitives
while prite is used to connect different prepositional phrases.®® This subtler improvement in
style may have been less obvious to a would-be editor. Thus, the change from undé to unte
conforms nicely to Metzger’s general description of editorial activity: “The characteristic of
most scribal emendations is their superficiality, often combining ‘the appearance of

improvement with the absence of its reality.””**

BpoeloOal {e<i}

Two of our best witnesses (02 03) and a few important minuscules (81 1881 al) read the
imperative BpdeloBe rather than the infinitive 8poswoBat. The difference between these
readings can of course be attributed to itacism.®? To my knowledge, all editions prefer the
infinitive giving little consideration to the imperative as the earliest reading. Yet, the
imperative has notable external support—indeed, several of the manuscripts supporting this
reading have ninety-five or nearly ninety-five percent or greater agreement with the editorial
text (i.e., 02 03 81 104 454 1390 1798 2464). The imperative would also make good sense of
the use of the conjunction und€ and its subsequent contrast with the instances of pite that
follow: the un&¢ would signal a transition to a new sentence while the subsequent forms of
unte would connect the prepositional phrases that follow. Thus, if the imperative were the

correct reading, this verse would need to be re-punctuated to include a full stop (or

% For the different combinations of these connectives found in the NT see A. T. Robertson, A
Grammar of the Greek New Testament in Light of Historical Research (4th ed.; New York: Hodder &
Stoughton, 1923), 1189. For the variation that occurs among the manuscripts see Zimmer, “Zur Textkritik,”
328-29.

81 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 13. Metzger is actually quoting Westcott and Hort in the second half
of the excerpt above.

62 «“The confusion between -& and -au is the commonest of itacisms . . . ; the spelling of such verb-forms
is no index to their grammatical meaning” (Findlay, Thessalonians, 197). Though | agree with Findlay that the
confusion between these two forms is extremely common, it is also worth noting that not a single manuscript in
my edition wrote caleuBfjve in place of caheuBijval just a few words earlier.
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semicolon) before the un&¢.%% On the other hand, a full stop here would be abrupt and render
Paul’s request to the Thessalonians from v. 1 somewhat anticlimactic. In 2:1, Paul is shifting
to the main body of his epistle and introducing the main topics he plans to address. This
contextual circumstance greatly increases the likelihood that vv. 1-2 should be taken as a
single sentence and admonition. In other words, contextually, Paul’s admonition that the
Thessalonians should not be “alarmed” (ESV) is not a new thought but is best read as a part
of what Paul is asking (¢pwt®uev) of the Thessalonians fromv. 1.

This intrinsic situation makes the infinitive more likely in my opinion despite the

manuscript evidence for the imperative.

Tou Kuplou {e>i}

The reading tol kupiou is attested by sixty-three manuscripts (including 01 02 03 06 6 81
203 256 436 1739 1845 1912 2805)%* while tod Xpiotod is read by forty-five (all of which
are later). NA28 also reports that the entire Latin, Syriac, and Coptic traditions support the
former but that the majority of manuscripts support the latter. In the rest of the Pauline
corpus, “day of the Lord” occurs in 1 Cor 1:8; 5:5; 2 Cor 1:14; 1 Thess 5:2 while “day of
Christ” occurs in Phil 1:6, 10; 2:16.% Consequently, both readings seem possible from an
intrinsic perspective. Weima, probably following Fee, suggests that the origin of to0 Xpiotol
1766

stemmed from “a [editorial] desire to clarify that ‘Lord’ refers not to God but to Christ.

This seems reasonable but also speculative.

% There is another instance of the apostle using un&¢ plus an imperative after a full stop: 1 Cor 10:7.
Though it would be a useful exercise, | have not bothered to track down whether any manuscripts include a full
stop or semicolon in 2 Thess 2:2.

% The following manuscripts read the anarthrous kupiou: 010 012 025 1881.

8 Actually, there are slight variations in each of these references but in the verses reported above either
kupiou or XpLotod occur as the initial genitive following some singular form of Auépa.

%8 Weima, Thessalonians, 564 (cf. Fee, Thessalonians, 271 n. 6).
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Interestingly and in contrast with the data reported in NA28, the majority of manuscripts
in my edition actually support to0 kupiou. Of course, for this edition, | have explicitly
targeted manuscripts deviating from the majority so perhaps it is unsurprising that most of
these manuscripts stray from the Majority reading. Yet among the manuscripts reading to0
kupilou are also minuscules 203, 506, and 1352—three manuscripts explicitly included in
Gothic M in the earlier Nestle-Aland 27th edition. Moreover, the CNTTS apparatus records
an additional three manuscripts also counted among the majority in NA27 but which in fact
read to0 kupiou—namely, 76, 1244, and 1720. Of course, none of this proves that the
majority of manuscripts do not in fact read toU XpiotoU. At the least it adds considerably
more textual support than was previously known for to0 kupiou and it somewhat diminishes
the possibility that to0 Xpiotod might have been the earliest reading. It also calls attention to
the considerable amount of work still to be done on the minuscule tradition. How else might
a fuller investigation of the minuscules affect our apparatus? For how many more readings
might the weight of evidence shift, confirming or perhaps questioning what we thought was
the Majority reading?®’

Despite ambiguous internal evidence, to0 kupiou should be preferred here based on the
external evidence: it is supported by our best and perhaps also by most of our manuscripts.

2 Thessalonians 2:3
™Nn¢ avoutag {e<i}

This variation unit presents one of the more well-known text-critical problems in 2
Thessalonians. Did Paul designate the antichrist as the “man of lawlessness” or as the “man

of sin”? In my apparatus, thirty-one manuscripts (including 01 03 6 81 203 256 436 1739

®7 The paragraph above was taken (and lightly edited) from a paper | presented at the 2016 annual
meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature (Grant G. Edwards, “A New Collation of 2 Thessalonians,” [paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, San Antonio, TX, 20 November, 2016], 7—
8).
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1845 1881 1912 2805) read tfig dvopiag instead of tfi¢ apaptiag, which is read by the
majority of manuscripts as well as some important majuscules (02 06 010 012 025; also
Byz).%® This variation unit was included in Text und Textwert, so the data from this edition
can actually be supplemented with the results of the entire Greek manuscript tradition. From
TuT, we learn the following additional data not included in my apparatus: (1) two more
minuscules and one corrector also read tiig avouiag (namely, 326 1837 2816C); (2) one
minuscule omits the variation unit altogether (namely, 917); (3) the rest of the Greek
manuscript tradition, as expected, reads tfic apaptioc.®® Turning to NA28 we learn that most
of the Latin tradition and the entire Syriac tradition support tfi¢ apaptiog while the entire
Coptic tradition supports tiic avoptiag. And, finally, from UBS5 we learn that both readings
are found in a significant number of important (and early) Church Fathers,”® suggesting that
both readings go back to at least the second century. From all of this data, | conclude that,
unless one simply has a preference for the readings of Sinaiticus (01) and Vaticanus (03), the
external evidence should be viewed as inconclusive for this textual decision.

In terms of intrinsic probability, dvouia and dvouog are both rare words in Paul—only
occurring a combined thirteen times across nine different verses in the Pauline corpus.
However, two of these instances are in the immediate context (vv. 7-8). And, although one
might argue that these nearby occurrences led to the assimilation of tfig apaptiag to tfig

avoulag inv. 3, it is probably better to view “lawlessness” as a theme Paul is emphasizing,

%8 GA 33 reads tnc <lac 7-8 char> for this variation unit.

% Unfortunately, comparing TuT with my apparatus at this point is not a very useful way of evaluating
the Teststellen method since TuT only records the data for the very Teststellen utilized to select manuscripts for
my apparatus.

"0 per UBSS5, Marcion, Origen, Josippus, Cyril of Jerusalem, Epiphanius, Hesychius, John of
Damascus, Jerome, and Ambrose all attest tfig dvouiag. Those attesting tfig dpaptiag include Irenaeus,
Hippolytus, Origen (in another place), Eusebius, Chrysostom, Severian, Theodore, Tertullian, Victorinus of
Pettau, Ambrosiaster, Hilary, Tyconius, Ambrose (in other place), Jerome (in another place), Rufinus, Pelagius,
Augustine, Quodvultdeus, Varimadum.
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making the use of &vopia here all the more likely.” As for the transcriptional evidence,
Zimmer points out that “Das im ganzen nicht hdufige avouia wird von den Handschriften

gern durch Synonyme ersetzt,”"?

though I note that there are other instances where
manuscripts have replaced the more frequent apaptia with dvopia: John 9:34 (2358); Rom
4:7 (1735); 1 Cor 15:3 (1505, 2495) Heb 8:12 (the majority of MSS ); 1 John 3:5 (2374); 3:8
(1735).”

In sum, the immediate context and the infrequency of avouia paired with the solid
external evidence make it the preferred reading.

2 Thessalonians 2:4

kaBloal {e+i}

The Byzantine tradition reads wc Be6v before kabioat.”* As Weima notes, this is best
viewed “as an explanatory gloss that spells out the implicit claim in the lawless one’s action
of taking his seat in the temple of God, which is then stated explicitly in the subsequent ot

clause (‘that he himself is God’).””® This is also another variation unit which can be

supplemented by TuT, which confirms that the majority of the manuscripts support wg 6eov

™ Also note Findlay’s comment: “The consistency of the former reading with tng avouiag and o
avopog in vv. 7f., which are not very likely to have influenced the copyist at this earlier point (as these
expressions might have done if preceding our text), lends intrinsic probability to the well-attested reading of XB
and the Egyptian versions” (Findlay, Thessalonians, 159). Weima more strongly argues that “the presence of
avopia in verse 7 and davopog in verse 8 presupposes the occurrence of the same word in verse 3” (Weima,
Thessalonians, 564).

72 Zimmer, Der Text, 74. See his “Zur Textkritik,” 329 for a list of verses and synonyms utilized in
place of avopia in the manuscripts. See also the comments of James Everett Frame, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Epistles of St. Paul to the Thessalonians (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1908), 253 and
Rigaux (Thessaloniciens, 658) for the tendencies of manuscripts with these words in the LXX.

" These data are courtesy of the CNTTS apparatus.

™ GA 203 and 1845 are the only consistently cited manuscripts among this group. The majuscules 010
and 012 also indirectly bear witness to this reading having substituted iva for wg. So do twenty-nine other
manuscripts which transpose wg Beov so that the phrase follows kaBioad.

> Weima, Thessalonians, 565.
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kaBioat, but otherwise does not provide any additional readings.”® In favor of the shorter
reading are our oldest and best manuscripts (01 02 03 06 025 6 33 81 256 436 1739 1881
1912 2805 al) along with some important versional witnesses (lat co) as well as several
important Church Fathers.”” Both the external and internal evidence favor the shorter
kaBioat.
2 Thessalonians 2:6

T ev Tw autou Kalpw {e<i}

Equally impressive external evidence can be marshalled for both é¢autod (03 06 010 012
6 436 1739 1845 1881 2805 Byz) and avtod (01 02 018 025 33 81 203 256 1912 al Origen;
on the possibility of aUto0 see below). Little is at stake exegetically as there is hardly a
difference between the reflexive pronoun, “his own time,” versus the possessive pronoun,
“his time”—Dboth of which would refer to the time of the appearing of the antichrist. Prior to
NAZ26, most critical texts and commentators preferred avtoU; indeed, it was adopted by
Zimmer, von Soden, WH, Tregelles, Tischendorf, Vogels, Merk, Bover, and NA25. Notable
commentators who favored this reading include Dobschiitz and Frame;’® Findlay, Rigaux,
and Weima are all noncommittal in their text-critical comments.”® As for ¢autod, it is
favored by NA26-28, RP, SBLGNT, and THGNT. Most modern commentators adopt the
reading of the Nestle-Aland text and lack any text-critical comment.

The assumption that autoU was the earliest reading seems to provide the best explanation

for the rise of the alternative. Reflexive pronouns (like éauto0) typically occur in the

"® TuT does round out some of our evidence and provide more orthographic readings and errors.

" Namely, Marcion, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Origin, Eusebius, Basil of Ancyra, Cyril of Jerusalem,
Tertullian, Ambrosiaster, Ambrose, Jerome, Rufinus (cf. UBS5).

"® Frame, Thessalonians, 263; Ernst von Dobschiitz, Die Thessalonicher-Briefe (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1909), 280.

" Findlay, Thessalonians, 159; Rigaux, Thessaloniciens, 663; Weima, Thessalonians, 565.
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attributive position while personal pronouns (like avto0) the predicate position (though, as
noted below, there are exceptions to this rule in Koine).2® Copyists and editors of the New
Testament certainly seemed to have been aware of this tendency: of the twenty-five
occurrences of the attributive combination of article + ¢autol/-®v + noun in the New
Testament (without intervening words), there are five instances where at least one manuscript
instead has a0to0 but also has the word order in the predicate position (= the expected
position for avtod).®* Moreover and perhaps more importantly, of the eight exceptional
occurrences of the attributive combination of article + a0tod/-®v + noun (without
intervening words), there are five instances where at least one manuscript has éautos in
place of autol but retains the attributive position (= the expected position for éautod); there
are also three instances where a0to0 is moved to the predicate position, its natural position.
All of this suggests that changes in the manuscript tradition between autod and éautol
tended to respect the anticipated position for these words. Therefore, grammatical changes
would have been more likely to occur with év T® avtol kap® than with év 1@ éautol
kap®, since the latter is in the anticipated position and former is not. Thus, autoU provides a
better explanation for the origin of éautod rather than vice versa.

An issue which further complicates the situation is the fact that, though relatively rare,

¢autol can contract to avtod (i.e., with rough breathing).2? Consequently, the unaccented

80 Cf. Moulton-Turner 111, 189-190. See also Smyth § 1163, 1171, 1184, 1185, 1196. As Turner notes,
there are exceptions to this rule in Koine Greek; however, a search of article + attod/-Gv + noun (without
intervening words) via Accordance only returned eight hits from among the 1,991 occurrences of atto and
avt@v in the New Testament (Rom 3:24, 25; 11:1; 1 Thess 2:19; Tit 3:5; Heb 2:4; Jas 1:18; 1 John 2:27).

81 |uke 11:21; 13:34; 1 Cor 7:2; Eph 5:29; Rev 10:7. | have used the CNTTS apparatus for these
textual data. There are also five other examples where manuscripts changed €éautod to attod but maintained
the attributive position (Rom 8:3; Eph 5:28; 33; 1 Thess 2:12; 4:4); finally, for the remaining fifteen occurrences
there is no variation recorded in the CNTTS apparatus (Luke 2:3; Rom 4:19; 5:8; 16:4, 18; 1 Cor 7:37, 38; Phil
2:12; 1 Thess 2:7, 8; 2 Thess 3:12; Jude 6, 13, 18; Rev 10:3). See also Zimmer’s impressive list of examples of
the tendencies of manuscripts with personal and reflexive pronouns (“Zur Textkritik,” 329-32).

82 G. B. Winer, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek (translated and revised by W. F.
Moulton; 3d ed., revised; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1882), 188-189. Westcott and Hort have a helpful discussion
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auvtou could merely be an orthographic variation of éautod. As far as | can tell, whether
autol or avtol was originally intended is impossible to discern; | have printed a0tod in my
critical text and | find it more likely based on the reasoning set out by Westcott and Hort®®
and because aUtod appears to have been “very near extinction before A.D.”® And, even if
autoU had been intended or interpreted in this way by a scribe, éauto0 would have still been
a natural development. So, regardless of whether autod or aUtol was intended, either still
provides the best explanation for emergence of ¢autod.

If the internal evidence favors a0to0, why then did NA26 adopt éautod? As far as | can
tell, an answer has not been provided in the secondary literature.® However, the reasoning
was probably based on the nearby autév of which a few commentators make note and which
occurs just a few words earlier. In this reasoning, this avtév prompted an assimilation of
€¢autol to abtol. Though possible, | find this explanation (which is based on the more
general, though often true, assumption of assimilation to nearby words) less persuasive than
the internal considerations | have articulated above, for which we have empirical evidence

with specific scribal tendencies noted for éautod and autod.

of the issue from a text-critical perspective (Introduction and Appendix: Appendix, “Notes on Orthography,”
144-145).

8 Their reasoning is as follows: “The extent to which simple personal pronouns are replaced by strong
reflexive forms is variable in all Greek literature, being partly dependent on individual taste: but in the New
Testament reflexive pronouns are certainly employed with unusual parsimony. Moreover ouk and the
prepositions capable of indicating aspiration in elision of the final vowel hardly ever exhibit an aspirate before
aut., and that only in a single MSS. For these reasons it is safest to adopt the smooth breathing wherever it can
be used without absolute harshness” (Westcott and Hort, Introduction and Appendix: Appendix, “Notes on
Orthography,” 144).

8 Moulton-Howard 11, 180-181. Cf. BDF § 64, 283. | note also Gignac’s comments: “When a0tdc is
used in reference to the subject of the phrase or sentence, it probably represents the personal pronoun (with a
smooth breathing) rather than the Attic contracted form of the reflexive pronoun (aUtod for éautod with a
rough breathing) even when used reflexively in the attributive position” (Francis T. Gignac, A Grammar of the
Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods. I1: Morphology [Milano: Istituto Editoriale Cisalpino-La
Goliardica, 1981], 170).

8 There is not a comment on this variation unit in Metzger’s textual commentary.
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A final issue worth highlighting is Westcott and Hort’s comment that in regard to
“deciding between £¢autod and autou ... B shews less than its usual superiority in purity of
text.”® If this is true, then it somewhat weakens the external support for éautod. It is perhaps
instructive that Westcott and Hort—who were known for their preference of the text of
Vaticanus—adopted a0to0 in 2 Thess 2:6. To conclude, autod should be preferred based on
the transcriptional probabilities.

2 Thessalonians 2:7
o Katexwv {e+i}

Fourteen Theophylact commentary manuscripts change 6 katéxwv to to katéxov
conforming it to the neuter form on the pattern of the previous verse. Though clearly
secondary, | note it here since this variation has been previously unreported in our printed
critical editions. It also highlights again the genealogical connection between commentary
manuscripts.

2 Thessalonians 2:8
4 0 KUpLOG Lnooug {e=i}

NAZ28 has bracketed Inooic to alert the reader to doubt over its inclusion. It is omitted by
important witnesses including 03 018 020 6 1739 1881 2805 Byz. Text und Textwert
confirms that the majority of Greek manuscripts exclude it. Interestingly, the majority of
manuscripts in my edition actually support its inclusion—though the margin is narrow with
69 MSS in its favor and 60 against.®” Among manuscripts including Incotic are 01 02 06 010
012 025 33 81 203 256 436 1845 1912 as well the entire Latin, Syriac, and Coptic traditions.

The editions of Tischendorf, Zimmer, von Soden, SBLGNT, and THGNT all include it

8 Westcott and Hort, Introduction and Appendix: Appendix, “Notes on Orthography,” 144.

8 Also of interest is the fact that four manuscripts counted among Gothic M in NA27 support its
inclusion (namely, 203 506 1101 1918).
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without brackets; it is bracketed by WH and excluded by RP. As Metzger notes, the
committee found that it was “difficult to decide whether the word is an addition introduced
by pious scribes (vg™® read Incol¢ Xpiotéc), or was omitted either accidentally (okcic) or
intentionally (to bring the quotation more nearly into accord with Is 11.4).”% To Metzger’s
internal evidence, we could also add the following data: (1) in the nominative, the bare o
kuplog, occurs thirty-one times in Paul while longer nominative combinations involving
Kupiog are quite rare: 1 Cor 11:23 (6 kupiogInooiig); 1 Thess 3:11 (6 kupiog Au®VIncoic); 2
Thess 2:16 (kuplog AUV Incolg XpLotdg). (2) For the oblique cases, the combination of
kuplog and’Inocodc (with or without nu®v and Xplotog) occurs more in 2 Thess (and nearly as
much in 1 Thess) than any other Pauline epistle—both in terms of total occurrences as well as
frequency. Thus, would copyists or readers, in tune with the cadences of 1 and 2
Thessalonians, have been tempted (consciously or unconsciously) to expand o6 kupiog to
bring it into harmony with the longer combinations of divine names which are so common in
the Thessalonian epistles? Or, were they tempted to delete it to conform it to Isa 11:4 where
Yahweh is the subject and to bring it into line with typical Pauline usage in the nominative?
In light all of this evidence, I think the balance of probabilities is rather even or unclear (both
for external and internal evidence) and | have marked this variation unit with a ¢ due to this
uncertainty.
avelel {e>i}

This variation unit has four readings: (1) aveAet (the future indicative of avalpéw, “to
kill”) is read by 02 03 025 81 203 256 436 1845 1912 2805, twenty-six other minuscules, and
the entire Latin tradition; (2) avaAot (the present indicative of avaAow, an alternative present

form of avohiokw,® “to kill” or “to consume™) is read by 01 and Origen; (3) dvéhou (aorist

8 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 568.
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optative of avaipéw) is read by 010 012 33 1739 (06 = ut videtur in NA28); (4) avaAwoet
(future indicative of avaAiokw) is read by 06C 6 1881 Byz. Other than RP, most editors and
commentators have preferred avelet. In its favor is its early and strong external evidence. It
also conforms with the form used in Isa 11:4, to which Paul appears to be alluding. Whether
copyists or readers would have recognized this allusion and then conformed one of the other
verbs forms to aveAel is difficult to discern. Zimmer, Findlay, and Lightfoot have all gone a
different direction favoring the reading of Sinaiticus (i.e., dvalot). According to this line of
reasoning, the present avaAot is the most difficult reading (the context seems to demand the
future) and provides the best explanation for the existence of the other readings: if dvalol
were the initial reading, it is unsurprising that it has been conformed to the future (i.e.,
avaAwoel) given the nearby katapyroet or that the middle a has been confused for an € as
012 often does™ (thus the creation of the grammatically impossible optative, avélot); dvelet
would have arisen either as another attempt to insert the expected future tense or as a
harmonization to Isa 11:4. Zimmer prefers this approach, in part, because “da eine
Verwechselung von ot und e. ohne Beispiel wére.” If this is the case then the syntactically
awkward avélo provides an indirect testimony for avaAot and, therefore, strengthens its
external evidence which would otherwise be slim. However (contra Zimmer), though not
necessarily the most frequent orthographic change, these two diphthongs (o. und €1) are
certainly interchanged (or confused in the manuscripts).” Indeed, this happens twice in
Augiensis (i.e., 010; cf. 1 Cor 13:5; 2 Cor 11:20) which testifies to avélot here. This fact

somewhat weakens Zimmer’s argument since an alternative hypothesis can be put forward:

8 Beekes, Etymological Dictionary of Greek, s.v., avahiokw; Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique
de la langue greque, s.v., dAiokopad.

% Or so claims Zimmer (Der Text, 75).

%% A search using the CNTTS apparatus produced fifty-five examples of variant readings with -ot in
place of -eL when the latter had been selected as the editorial reading.
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avélol arose from davelet for orthographic reasons, which gave rise to davaAot, leaving
avoAwoel again as a shift from the present avahot to the expected future tense (and,
therefore, an assimilation to katapyroet).

Both hypothetical developments seem plausible and internal considerations are pitted
against the external data: dvalot is the more difficult reading but dvelet has far better
external support. | have a slight preference for aveAet since the manuscript evidence for
avahot is probably too thin to shift the balance of probabilities in its favor.

2 Thessalonians 2:10
adkiag {e+i}

Thirty-four manuscripts (including 01 02 03 010 012 6 33 81 203 436 1739 1845 1881)
have the anarthrous aduwiag while the Byzantine text and a handful of important manuscripts
(including 06 025 256 1912 2805) have tiig adwkiag. The external evidence, therefore, favors
the shorter reading. Intrinsically, the anarthrous a&wkiag may be more likely given the nearby
parallel of the anarthrous genitive YyetSouc.”® Lunemann makes the suggestion that “the last
syllable of the preceding éamdrn gave occasion to this addition.”®* The only evidence that
could be mustered in favor of the article is Royse’s lectio longior, which, even if accepted,
does not seem sufficient to overcome the external and internal evidence against it.
Notwithstanding RP, all other major editions have viewed it as secondary.

tolg amoAAupevolg {e+i}

As far as | can tell, other than RP, not a single recent critical edition or commentary

accepts the addition of the preposition év before toig dnoAAupévolg, which is included in the

%2 Cf. Frame (Thessalonians, 266).

% | owe this observation to Weima, Thessalonians, 566. Apollonius’ Canon does not seem to have any
bearing on this passage since an anarthrous head noun in a prepositional phrase is a known semantic situation in
which the rule is not followed (cf. Sanford D. Hull, “Exceptions to Apollonius’ Canon in the New Testament: A
Grammatical Study” TJ 7 [1986], 6).

% | unemann, Thessalonians, 202.
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majority of Greek manuscripts including 6 203 256 436 1845 1881 Byz; Tischendorf also
notes that it is read by Hippolytus, Chrysostom, and Theodoret. The manuscripts without év
are 01 02 03 06 010 012 0150 0278 33 81 1739 1912 2464 2544 2805; it is also absent from
the entire Latin tradition. As for the internal data, the presence of év just a few words earlier
and perhaps the fact that the preposition offers a more “precise function”®® for the phrase are
against its inclusion. Rigaux and von Soden suggest that the preposition was added as a
harmonization with 2 Cor 2:15; 4:3, but the phrase occurs without the preposition in 1 Cor
1:18. The external data clearly favors the bare tolg anoAupévorg and the internal evidence is

slightly in its favor as well.

2 Thessalonians 2:11

ko Sla touto {e+i}

Eight manuscripts, including a few of significance, omit kat (06 6 941 1739 1751 1881
1910 1969). The prepositional phrase dwa toUto occurs twenty-two times in Paul and almost
always as the initial phrase at the beginning of a sentence (or a clause) with only one instance
occurring after a kat, namely, 1 Thess 2:13.% Regarding that passage, most commentators
have accepted the kat given that it deviates from the typical Pauline pattern both throughout
the epistles and in 1 Thess specifically (cf. 1 Thess 3:5, 7). And, more broadly, there does not
seem to have been a great temptation to add kai before 61 toUto since only a handful of later

manuscripts have done so across its twenty-two occurrences in Paul.®’

% \Weima states “confusion about the precise function of the dative toig amoA\upévorg led some
copyists to add the preposition év, thereby locating the deceptive signs and wonders of the lawless one ‘in’ or
‘among’ his followers” (Thessalonians, 566).

% |n that instance, the Byzantine text and the so-called “Western” majuscules omit kai. Only 06 omits
kai across both 1 Thess 2:13 and 2 Thess 2:11.

" The CNTTS apparatus shows that 1877, 1962, and 1724 have added kai before &w& todto in Rom
4:16; 5:12; and 1 Thess 3:5, respectively.
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The longer reading should be accepted here based on its better external evidence and the
fact that it is the more unusual reading.”
TLEUTEL {e+i}

The Byzantine text along with 81 203 256 436 1845 1912 2805 it vg®' sa™® bo; Ir'* ™
Ambst has the future méued in place of the present méumnet, which is supported by 01 02 03
06 010 012 6 33 1739 1881 vg™*" sa™; 119" P 4™ Origen. The future would be expected
given the eschatological context and the future-tense verbs from v. 8, making it highly likely
to be secondary. The external and internal evidence favors the present tense.

2 Thessalonians 2:12
t anavteg {e<i}

This variation unit presents another instance where not much is at stake exegetically but
where the critical editions and commentators have been divided. Should amavteg or mavteg
be regarded as the earlier reading? Critical editions favoring the former are Tischendorf,
Zimmer, von Soden, Vogels, Merk, Bover, THGNT; the latter, NA28, SBLGNT, RP, WH.
The manuscript evidence is generally balanced: support for aravteg includes 01 02 010 012
3381 203 1739 1881 al; for mavteg, 03 06 025 6 256 436 1845 1912 2805 Byz. From this |
conclude that unless one simply prioritizes the readings of Vatincanus a priori, the internal
evidence should decide the matter.

From an internal perspective, nothing obvious commends néavteg as the earliest reading.
If it were prior, anavteg must have arisen by mere accident. Of course, &nag is an “intensive
form of néc” used to emphasize the “whole” or “totality of a mass or object,”* but this subtle
shift in meaning does not create an obvious enhancement of the verse nor would it be an

expected change. On the other hand, amag occurs only twice (Eph 6:13; 1 Tim 1:16) in the

% «“Unusual” is Lunemann’s term from his comments on the variant in 1 Thess 2:13 (Thessalonians,
40).

9 BDAG, s.v. anag.

132



Pauline epistles whereas there are 464 occurrences of ndg. The former would thus have been
the rarer and perhaps more difficult reading. Moreover, of the 464 instances of nég, amnog
occurs as an alternative reading in the CNTTS apparatus in just five verses and in each case
with slim manuscript support.*® So, a change from méic to &rnoag does not appear to be a
frequent or particularly tempting one. Along this line of reasoning, Zimmer adds the
following observation: “amnag fur ndag setzen an einigen Stellen bestimmt erst spétere
Handschriften ein; . . . Aber umgekehrt tritt réic fiir &mac haufiger ein.”*™

It is perhaps telling that in 1 Tim 1:16, when the testimony of Vaticanus is lacunose, WH
and NA28 have preferred anaocav over macav despite the fact that the breakdown of the
external evidence is otherwise quite similar to that of 2 Thess 2:12; in fact, this variation unit
in 1 Tim is not even reported in either critical text. For all of the reasons stated above, | have
a slight preference for anavteg in 2 Thess 2:12.
™ adikia {e+i}

Did the lack of symmetry between tij dAnBeia and év tfj adwkiq prompt the omission of
év before tfj aduwkiq (it is absent in 01 03 06 010 012 33 1739 1881 1912 al latt)? Or did the
fact that the verb e06okéw typically expects the preposition v lead to its addition (as in 02
025 6 81 203 256 436 1845 2805 Byz)?'% There are twenty other occurrences of the verb
eV6okéw in the New Testament. Of these, eight occur with just a complementary infinitive.
The remaining examples, like 2 Thess 2:12, designate a person or object of “delight.”*%® Eight

designate this person or object with the preposition &v, two with ig 6v (one of which is a

100 Namely, Rom 3:9 (012), 1 Cor 15:10 (01), Gal 3:28 (01 02 03C 1962), Eph 4:19 (945), 1 Thess 5:14
(33). These data are from the CNTTS apparatus with the manuscripts reading &rac noted in parenthesis in the
sentence above.

101 Zimmer, “Zur Textkritik,” 335.

102 BDAG, s.vV. eU60okéw.

103 1hig.
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quotation of Isa 42:1-4), and two with just an accusative direct object (though both of these

104 Also, for each of the two instances with ic dv, &v & occurs as

are quotations from Ps. 40).
an alternative reading in some manuscripts.'®® Thus, év plus a dative object seems to be the
more typical formula for the New Testament. And even though the bare dative does not occur
elsewhere in the New Testament with the verb ebbokéw, LSJ still lists it as a grammatical
possibility with ebSokéw.'*® Based on the considerations above, it would seem that tfj &Swia
is the more difficult reading, which, when paired with the external evidence, makes it
preferable.

2 Thessalonians 2:13
uTto kuplou {e>i}

Several readings exist for this variation unit. Two manuscripts and a substantial number
of Latin witnesses read umo 800 (06 1995 lat). This reading is best seen both as derivative
of UTo kuplou and as an attempt at harmonization with the two other forms of Bgd¢ that
occur in the immediate context. Two of the so-called “Western” witnesses have the

ungrammatical U kupiw (010 012),°"

which should simply be viewed as an error and again
as derivative of uno kupiou. As for Omo kuplovu itself, it has substantial support (03 06C1 6

33203 256 436 1739 1845 1881 1912 2805 Byz). At issue is whether it developed out of Umo
toU kuplou or vice versa—this longer reading is found in 01 02 044 61 81 606 1899 1945. To

this manuscript evidence for the longer reading, we can also add three other manuscripts

194 For occurrences with just the infinitive see Luke 12:32; Rom 15:26, 27; 1 Cor 1:21; 2 Cor 5:8; Gal
1:15; 1 Thess 2:8; 3:1; for occurrences with €v see Matt 3:17; 17:5; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22; 1 Cor 10:5; 2 Cor
12:10; Col 1:19; Heb 10:38; for occurrences with eic 6v see Matt 12:18; 2 Pet 1:17; for occurrences with a
simple accusative direct object see Heb 10:6, 8.

105 04 05 33 1424 and 1582 read év ¢ in Matt 12:18 as do 044 33 1241 1245 1505 in 2 Pet 1:17. These
data are from the CNTTS apparatus.

106 It lists all of the following: “c. dat.,” #v twi,” “£1g twa,” “éni twva,” and “c. acc.” (LSJ, s.v.
eVBOKEW).

197 Actually, the preposition can take the dative in Attic Greek (Smyth § 1698) though as BDAG notes
“in our lit. not w. dat.” (BDAG, s.v. UT0).
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reported in von Soden (69 326 467) and two from the CNTTS apparatus (209 2501), bringing
the total support to thirteen manuscripts. Interestingly, this reading is not even reported in
NA28 (though BeoU appears in the apparatus as a reading of 06), despite the fact that a
comparable variant is reported and even bracketed in the mainline text in 1 Thess 1:4—a
variant with similar manuscript support to the present unit both in terms of quality and
quantity (for 1 Thess 1:4, NA28 reports fourteen manuscripts in favor of 0o tol 800 over
Uno Beol including 01 02 044 81). Nevertheless, in the current instance, U6 kupiou
probably has the better external support.

The intrinsic evidence for this variation unit is somewhat ambiguous: uno kupiou occurs
one other time in Paul as does U6 to0 kupiou (though it is bracketed in 1 Cor 11:32);
additionally, the similar form U6 6go0 occurs two times in Paul while uno to0 Bgol occurs
six times; from a wider view, umo6 plus an anarthrous genitive noun occurs a total of five
times in the Pauline corpus (all with divine names) while uné plus an arthrous genitive noun
occurs fifteen times (but only seven with divine names). Thus, the anarthrous version occurs
less frequently but cannot quite be called rare and occurs nearly as often with divine names.
Moreover, of the twelve instances of either construction occurring with a divine name, all but
two have the counterpart (arthrous or anarthrous) version appearing somewhere in the
manuscript tradition. So, the transcriptional evidence is also ambiguous.

Ultimately, the better manuscript support for Uno6 kupiou tips the balance of probability in
its favor. However, the difference between the probability of these two readings is not much
and, therefore, this variant should probably be added to the next edition of NA. It is also a
variation unit for which the CBGM may be able to provide more insight.
e\ato { e+i }

Although both the first aorist (elAato) and second aorist (e{Aeto) are attested in Greek

literature, the former occurs with less frequency and, in the present verse, has much better
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external support (01 02 03 06 010 012 33 81 1845 1912 al).’® Thus, eiAeto is best seen as a
grammatical correction of mostly later manuscripts (6 203 256 436 1739 1881 Byz).*®
amapxnv {e<i}

This variation unit represents another instance of substantial disagreement over the
earliest reading. At issue is whether the earlier text was arnapyxnv (“firstfruits) or an’ &pxig
(“from the beginning”). Both readings have strong external support: armapxnv is supported by
03 010 012 33 81 256 1739 1881 1912 al vg sy" bo; &n’ apxfic is supported by 01 06 6 203
436 1845 2805 Byz it vg™ sy” sa.''® Among critical editions, NA28, von Soden, Merk,
Bover, and SBLGNT have favored the former while Tischendorf, WH, VVogels, RP, Tregelles
the latter. The THGNT places a diamond next to the reading. Just as much disagreement
prevails among commentators: Fee, Malherbe, and Weima prefer anapyryv; Frame,
Wannamaker, Rigaux, and Dobschultz defend ar’ apxfig; Findlay is ambivalent.
Highlighting the evenness of the evidence between both readings is that fact that Zimmer
changed his preference from amnapxnv to an’ dpxrig between his 1888 article, “Zur Textkritik
des zweiten Thessalonicherbriefes,” and his 1893 textual commentary.

Given that the weight of the manuscript tradition is evenly split for this variation unit, text
critics and exegetes have had recourse only to internal evidence to defend their preference
between the two readings. Below, | recount what | consider the best arguments for each.

In favor of amapynv is the fact that it occurs six other times in Paul while an’ apxfig

occurs nowhere else in his epistles.** And when apyxr is used it typically denotes “power” or

1981 83, s.v. aipéw. In the TLG, eikato produced far fewer results.

199 Eor 1845 | have read e\[1]vo.

19 ynfortunately, Alexandrinus is lacunose for this section.

111 Cf. Rom 8:23; 11:16; 16:5; 1 Cor 15:20, 23; 16:15. Frame notes that the closest equivalents for &’

apxfig are mpo v aiwvwv (1 Cor 2:7), &nod twv aiwvwy (Col 1:26), and npo katafoAiic kéopou (Eph 1:4)
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“powers” and is rarely used temporally as would be the case here.*? Additionally, as Fee
emphasizes, anapxnv is the more difficult reading to make sense of in the context (more on
this below) while an’ apxfic presents no exegetical difficulties.*® Finally, it is often pointed
out that in two other instances manuscripts have replaced anapynv with &’ dpxfig: Rom
16:5 (P46 06), Rev 14:4 (01 336 1773 1918 2495). To these examples, 1 Cor 16:15 should
also be added where 06 yet again reads an’ apxig in place of arapyxr. On the other hand, it is
worth noting that in Col 1:18 two manuscripts (33 1874) have made the opposite change
(&pxni to amapyxr) as has Alexandrinus in Sir 24:9 (&’ dpyxfic to amapxiiv).!** Nevertheless,
these counterexamples should probably carry less weight as they do not involve the actual
major majuscules (i.e., 01 and 06) in play in this textual dilemma.

Turning now to evidence in favor of ar’ dpxfig, Some commentators argue that drapxnv
is actually so difficult hermeneutically that it is less likely to have been Pauline at all.*** It
lacks the typical genitive qualifier that would have brought clarity and which accompanies
the term in four of the other six usages (e.g., Paul writes “firstfruits of Achaia” in 1 Cor 16:15
when referring to the household of Stephanus).*® In what sense, therefore, could the

Thessalonians have been firstfruits? They were not the “first converts” or “firstfruits” of their

(Frame, Thessalonians, 280). Of course, one could argue that the fact that armapynv is the more frequent term
makes it less likely to have been original but most commentators have not pressed this point.

112 There are eleven instances in Paul with one clear example of a temporal usage (Phil 4:15) and
another potential example (Col 1:18).

113 Fee, Thessalonians, 298 n. 92.

14| came across Col 1:18 via the CNTTS apparatus while Sir 24:9 is noted in Frame (Thessalonians,
281).

115 For instance, Marshall states “The decisive argument against the variant [firstfruits] is that it does
not make sense of the context” (I. Howard Marshall, 1 and 2 Thessalonians: A Commentary [NCBC; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983], 207 as quoted in Weima, Thessalonians, 551). See also Wannamaker’s comments in
The Epistles to the Thessalonians: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990),
266.

116 Namely, in Rom 8:23; 11:16; 16:5; 1 Cor 15:20, 23; 16:15.
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province (i.e., Macedonia)—strictly speaking, that title would have belonged to the Philippian
church (cf. Acts 16-17; 1 Thess 2:2). This ambiguity has been one of the major issues
leading commentators to prefer “from the beginning.” Frame summarizes the problem
succinctly: “The absence of the qualifying genitive in this passage suggests either that the
Thessalonians are first in value, a choice fruit, which is improbable; or that they are the first
in time, which is impossible, for they are not even the first-fruits of Macedonia.”**" However,
| believe that there are adequate responses to Frame’s hermeneutical objections.'*® Regarding
the Macedonian issue, | find Weima’s (and Fee’s) response convincing:
But this argument assumes that Paul intended something that he does not say: “firstfruits
of Macedonia.” It is more likely the case, however, that, “since Paul does not qualify
“first fruits’ in any way, he almost certainly intended these believers to see themselves
more narrowly as God’s “first fruits’ in Thessalonica” (Fee 2009: 302), that is, the first of
many others from their city who would yet become believers. But even if Paul were
thinking more broadly of the Thessalonian believers as the firstfruits of Macedonia, such
a metaphor could justly be made in light of both the brief time that had elapsed between
Paul’s ministry in Philippi and that in Thessalonica, and also the striking success of his
Thessalonian ministry (Milligan 1908: 106—7).1*°

A similar and second argument raised in favor of ar’ dpxfig is that it “suits Paul’s purpose of

encouraging the fainthearted better than amapxrjv.”**° That is to say, knowing that God chose

them “from the beginning of time”*?

would have allegedly provided more comfort to the
Thessalonian Christians following a section on eschatological judgment (2 Thess 2:1-12)
than simply knowing that they were “firstfruits.” This may be the case but this argument

perhaps loses sight of the fact that the title of arapyrv seems to have been one of

Y7 Erame, Thessalonians, 281.

118 | believe Weima has also adequately addressed Frame’s objection about the improbability of a

qualitative (“first in value”) interpretation of arapynv (cf. Weima, Thessalonians, 551).

119 Weima, Thessalonians, 550. Fee and Weima (building on Fee) provide the best defense of amapyriv
among the commentaries. See especially Fee’s To What End Exegesis? Essays Textual, Exegetical, and
Theological (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 75-76.

120 Erame, Thessalonians, 280.

121 \\annamaker, Thessalonians, 266.
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significance for Paul. For instance, in Romans 16, a chapter in which Paul’s agenda is to
honor and list the accolades of those to whom he is sending greetings, he designates

Epaenetus as the “firstfruit of Asia”—other accolades occurring in this chapter include

LA N1Y LR N1Y

“deacon,” “patron,” “apostle,” “kinsman,” “fellow worker,” “fellow prisoner,” and
“beloved.” Paul also uses the term to honor Stephanus and his household in 1 Cor 16:15. It is
also worth noting that Paul assigned great importance to preaching the gospel in a new
territory (cf. Rom 15:20; 2 Cor 10:13-14). Thus, one can imagine the first converts or
“firstfruits” in a new territory being a title of significance. It is difficult to judge how much
comfort this would have provided the Thessalonians but it should certainly be considered an
important Pauline designation. But perhaps what would have brought the Thessalonians
sufficient encouragement would not have been the term amapynv or the phrase ar’ apxfig but
the fact that God “chose” them ei¢ cwtnplav (“to be saved” ESV). In other words, verse 13
with its emphasis on the divine sovereign choice for salvation probably provided adequate

encouragement regardless of the outcome of this text-critical decision.

Although I was initially tempted to designate this variation unit as ¢, | have come to have
a slight preference for anapynv. It seems better to prefer a Pauline word that does not occur
that often and whose meaning in context is somewhat ambiguous than a non-Pauline phrase
which provides a smoother reading. Moreover, two of the weighty supporters (01 06) of ar’
apxfig read ar’ dpyfig against the editorial text of NA28 elsewhere and, as has been
demonstrated above, reasonable interpretations are available so that arapynv is not
impossible in context.

2 Thessalonians 2:14

ko {e<i}

Thirty-seven manuscripts have an adverbial kat (“also”) immediately following €ig 6

(including 01 010 012 81 256 436 1845 1912 2805 lat sy"). Without the conjunction are the
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following witnesses: 03 06 6 33 203 1739 1881 Byz ar b m” vg™® sy” sa. Fee asserts that this
textual dilemma sets the better external evidence against the more difficult reading: “The
‘difficulty’ in this case is related to one’s textual proclivities, in that it [kai] is missing in
what most scholars consider to be the better evidence, but its presence seems also to be the
more difficult reading (i.e., it is difficult to imagine the circumstances in which scribes would
have added a kai here when it seems so unnecessary to the overall sense).”*??> Those who
reject the kat include WH, Merk, Tregelles, RP, Frame, SBL and THGNT. NA28 brackets it.
All other recent editions and most commentators prefer it. Zimmer notes that the manuscripts

123

more often omit adverbial kai than add it.*“° This observation combined with the fact that it is

the more difficult reading—in my opinion—shifts the evidence in its favor.
vpag {e<i}

Although an impressive list of manuscripts read nuég (02 03 06 1881 al), the third-person
pronoun makes little sense in context: “God chose you as the firstfruits to be saved through
the sanctification by the Spirit and believe in the truth. To this he called us through our
gospel, unto the acquisition the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ.”*** It should, therefore, be
rejected as an orthographic mistake.

2 Thessalonians 2:16
Incoug Xplotog {e+i}

Four variants occur for this unit: (1) InooUg Xpiotog read by 01 06 010 012 025 6 33 81
203 256 436 1845 1912 2805 Byz; (2) Xpiotoc Incoic read by 03 1739 1881; (3) Incodc &
Xplotog read by 02 075 1908 1910; (4) "Inooug read by 88 915 1830. The fourth reading

should be rejected due to its insufficient attestation. The third reading, which does not occur

122 Fae. Thessalonians, 298.
123 Zimmer, “Zur Textkritik,” 336-37.

124 | have modified the ESV for this translation.
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elsewhere in the Pauline epistles, is likely an attempt to provide a structural parallel to the
nearby 6 8g6¢.® In favor of the second reading is the fact that it is a combination, which,
though frequent in Paul,*?® does not occur otherwise in 2 Thessalonians, whereas Incot¢
Xpiotog (variously declined) occurs eight other times. Thus, one could argue that it is the
more difficult reading. Nevertheless, the comment of Findlay seems damning for its case:
“IXpLotog’Inoodg is] an order of the names found seven times in B where no other MS.
presents it.”*?" In light of this observation and the first reading’s stronger external evidence,
Inoolg Xplotdg should be preferred.

4 0 Beo¢ o tatnp {e=i}

Editions typically break this variation into separate units: 6 66¢ on the one hand and o
natrp on the other. However, as will become clear below, this atomistic approach obscures
the actual amount of manuscript support (or lack thereof) for the whole phrase. At issue is
whether 8e6¢ was arthrous or anarthrous and whether it was followed by 6 matrp or kat
natrp. The kat has perhaps been rejected because 8eo¢ kat matrip (variously declined)
occurs twelve times in Paul and in a parallel passage in 1 Thess 3:11 while its counterpart,
Beo¢ 0 matnp, does not occur elsewhere in the Pauline epistles and should, therefore, be
considered the more difficult reading.'?® Additionally, the manuscripts in favor of the article
(6 matrip) are 01 03 06 010 012 33 442 1311 1739 1881 1991 ar vg™ sy co while the
conjunction (kat rtatrip) is supported by 02 06C 025 6 81 203 436 1845 1912 2805 Byz lat

sy™. Thus, most of our best and earliest manuscripts support the article over kai.

125 The manuscripts reading Incoiic 6 Xptotoc also read 6 Bgdg.

126 Both 'Inooiic Xplotdg (variously declined) and Xpiotoc Incodg occur with frequency in Paul: eighty
and eighty-nine times respectively.

127 Findlay, Thessalonians, 161.
128 1 Cor 8:6 should not be considered a true occurrence of this phrase since in that instance 8gdc is

functioning as a predicate nominative.
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As for the first part of the variation unit, 0 8€d¢ is supported by 01 02 06C 010 012 025 6
81 203 256 436 1845 1912 2805 Byz while the anarthrous 6d¢ is read by 01C 03 06 33 1739
1881 al. Clearly some important manuscripts support the anarthous version. And it is also the
more difficult reading. The anarthrous nominative 8g6¢ does occur with frequency in Paul
and in the New Testament but almost always with an equative verb (actual or implied), which
is not the case in 2 Thess 2:16. In fact, | could find only one exception in the Pauline epistles
where an equative verb was not present (or implied), that is, Gal 6:7 (Be06¢ o0 puktnpiletad).
Therefore, the anarthrous 6gd¢ is also the more difficult reading. Given its difficulty and the
significance of the manuscripts that support it, some editors have bracketed the article,
namely, NA28, WH, and Merk. Editions in favor of the article are Zimmer, RP, THGNT,
Tischendorf, Bover, Vogels; those against it are SBLGNT, von Soden, Tregelles.

Approaching this variation unit as two separate units—as | have just done above and as it
is typically approached—potentially conceals the small number of manuscripts that actually
support one of the two accepted readings for the whole phrase, ¢ 8e6¢g 6 matrp or 6go¢ 6
natnp. Indeed, the former is supported by only six manuscripts (01 010 012 442 1311 1991)
and the latter by only five (03 06 33 1739 1881). That said, I still find it likely that one of
these two readings was the earliest. The only viable alternative is 6 6g6¢ kat atnp (06C 025
6 81 256 436 1845 1912 2805 Byz). As for judging between 6 Be0g 6 matr)p and 8066 6
natnp, the anarthrous Beog¢ is the more difficult reading though “o before 6¢og ... [could] be
a letter easily overlooked in uncial writing before 6.”*?° In the end, | find it more likely that
one of these two readings was the earliest but I find it unclear as to which and have indicated

this doubtfulness with a ¢.

129 Findlay, Thessalonnians, 161.
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2 Thessalonians 2:17
UMWV tag kapdlag {e+i}

Sinaiticus (01) and a handful of other manuscripts (02V 629 2544) have td¢ kapdiag
op®v. This reading should be rejected due to its modest external evidence and the fact that
nothing internally commends it.
otnpLéal {e+i}

All of our best and earliest witnesses lack updg after otnpi€at (01 02 03 06 010 012 025 6
3381 256 1739 1881 1845 1912 2805 pm). Those that include it are 06C 203 436 Byz. No
internal evidence appears to commend the inclusion of the pronoun. Moreover, | located
three other occurrences where 06C plus Byz have a clarifying vudg with a bare infinitive (1
Cor 10:13; Col 1:10; 1 Thess 3:2).
€pYw Kot Aoyw ayaBw {e+i}

Fifty-four manuscripts (including 010 012 6 203 436 2805 Byz b m sy”) transpose the
order of the words in the editorial text to Adyw kai €py®. This reading should be rejected
given its competitor’s textual support (01 02 03 06 025 81 256 1739 1881 1845 1912 pm)**°
and because it conforms to the Pauline order used elsewhere (cf. Rom 15:18; Col 3:17).**
Perhaps what is most interesting about this variation unit is how it has been cited in the NA27
and NA28 editions. In NA27, the evidence is listed as “F G K 6. 323. 630. 1175 al b m
(sy").” However, following the decision to abandon using pc and al,**?> NA28 lists the
evidence as “F G K 6. 323. 630. 1175 b m (sy”).” Note how the loss of “al” obscures the
evidence. Now this variant appears to be the reading of only a handful of manuscripts when

in fact it may actually be the reading of the majority of manuscripts. Indeed, it is read by four

130 GA 33 has only £py@.
31 Of course, one could argue that two other examples hardly makes something “more frequent.”

132 NA28, “Introduction,” 49.
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of the five of my “pure” Byzantine manuscripts (35 517 999 1609) and von Soden’s K text
supports it—this latter fact most likely led to its becoming the mainline text in RP (RP does
not indicate a split tradition here). On the other hand, the majority of manuscripts in my
edition (i.e., sixty-eight MSS) support £€py® kat Adyw. This may indicate that the Byzantine
tradition is split for this variation unit. In any case, NA27 probably should have written pm
rather than al and the data in the critical apparatus in the next Nestle-Aland iteration is
probably due for a revision.

2 Thessalonians 3:1
npooevxeoBe adeldol {e+i}

The term adeAdol at the beginning of 2 Thess 3:1 occurs after npocelxeobe in the
majority of Greek manuscripts, but is also found before it (010 012 1739 1881 pc) as well as
after mept vpu@v (06 1845 pc). Their lack of strong external support—and the former variant’s
conformity to Paul’s typical pattern (cf. 2 Cor 13:11; Phil 3:1; 4:8; 1 Thess 4:1; 5:25)—
makes these readings clearly secondary.

2 Thessalonians 3:3
€0TLV 0 KUpLOG {e+i}

A few readings occur for this variation unit. Most manuscripts and those with the highest
pregenealogical coherence with the editorial text (03 025 6 33 81 203 256 436 1739 1881
Byz) read é¢otwv 6 kUplog. From this variant, the singular reading of Sinaiticus (01) most
likely arose: o kUpLog éotv. A few important majuscules (02 06) along with a few other
manuscripts (0151 1912 2464 2805) read €otwv 6 Bg6¢. Finally, two of the so-called
“Western” majuscules (010 012) drop €otwv, reading o 6€og alone. The external evidence
supports the editorial text. The internal evidence also supports the editorial text: “God is
faithful” (cf. 1 Cor 1:9; 10:13; 2 Cor 1:18) is the typical Pauline formula while “The Lord is

faithful”” occurs only here.
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otnpitel (e>i)

As Weima notes, Vaticanus (03) has the alternative future form otnpioet.*® Two of the
“Western” majuscules (010 012) also have the reading of tnprjoet. Neither of these variants
has a good claim to being the earliest reading. | note them here only because they are

reported in the NA28 apparatus.

2 Thessalonians 3:4
napayyelopev {e+i}

The addition of vuiv by the majority of manuscripts (010 012 025V 81 203 256 436
1845 1881 1912 2805 Byz) should be viewed as a clarification perhaps influenced by 2 Thess
3:6. Strong external evidence supports the editorial text (01 03 06 6 33 1739 pc vg Ambst).

4 KOIL TIOLELTE KOIL TTOLNOETE {e=i}

There is substantial division among the critical editions regarding the earliest reading
for this variation unit. At issue is whether an adverbial kai (“also”) immediately followed the
relative clause a mapayyéA\opev or not. In other words, was moiette kai mowjoete or Kat
nolette kat mowoete the earliest reading? THGNT and SBLGNT both include the kati as does
Rigaux in his commentary. Tischendorf and Zimmer omit it. NA28, von Soden, and WH
place it within brackets. As for the manuscript evidence, not many manuscripts exclude it,
but a few of those that do are weighty (01 02 06 6 218 629 1661 1678 1739 1881 b d m
vg™). Those that include kai are 03 010 012 025 33 81 203 256 436 1845 1912 2805 Byz.
Also, as TuT makes clear, there are other less significant variations among the manuscripts
for this unit. Indeed, TuT testifies to fifteen different readings. Notable among these readings,
are those of Vaticanus (03) and the so-called “Western” majuscules (010 012). Both include

the aorist: Vaticanus reads kat emotnoarte kat notette kat nownoste While Augiensis and

133 \Weima, Thessalonians, 628.
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Boernerianus read kot emownoate kat rotette.** Concerning these readings, Frame writes
“either B is original with its unexpected aorist after mapayyéA\opev, or the seat of trouble is
the itacism mowjoate which D preserves.”*® Findlay prefers the hypothesis that the aorist,
génowjoare, attested by these majuscules was a part of the earliest reading.*® Alternatively,
Zimmer views the reading of Vaticanus (03) as an early emendation (the aorist added for the
sake of completeness perhaps?) and that of Boernerianus (012) as being influenced by its
Latin text (et fecistis et facietis).**" In any case, either reading should probably be viewed as
secondary given their lack of additional external support. Furthermore, Frame and Zimmer
have offered probable suggestions has to how these readings arose.

Returning now to the kadi, either reading is explicable from an intrinsic perspective: in
Roman 8:29 (ol npoéyvw kal mpowptoev) Paul used an adverbial kat immediately
following a relative pronoun and a verb while in Philemon 21 he has excluded it (& Aéyw
nownoelg). Weima notes that “it is hard to discern whether it [kai] was deleted as either
redundant or awkward, or if it was added to agree with similar Pauline expressions of
affirmation (1 Thess 4:1, 10; 5:11).”** Though Weima has probably identified the two best
explanations at hand for the omission or addition of kadi, | find neither explanation to be that
powerful. Is an adverbial kat here really that awkward or redundant? And the “similar”

expressions in 1 Thess have some noteworthy differences.’* Ultimately, | find it difficult to

134 As noted above, Claromontanus lacks the kai. However, it still includes the aorist form: roiete kai
oL oaTE.

135 Frame, Thessalonians, 296.
3¢ Findlay is not entirely clear as to whether he thinks Vaticanus or the “Western” majuscules preserve

the earliest reading (Findlay, Thessalonians, 196). He also appears to have misinterpreted the evidence
assuming that Boernerianus (012) read merely kat mownoarte.

137 Zimmer, Der Text, 78.
138 \Weima, Thessalonians, 628.

139 Namely, 1 Thess 4:1 and 5:11 both also include a kaBewc while 4:10 lacks a relative clause.
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explain the omission of the kai had it been the earliest reading and yet some of our most
important witnesses exclude it (01 02 06 1739 1881). For this reason, | think NA28, von
Soden, and WH are right to bracket it and | have, therefore, included a ¢ to indicate the
uncertainty for this variation unit.

2 Thessalonians 3:6
TOU Kuplou nuwv Inoou Xplotou {e>i}

Two important majuscules (03 06) omit fu®v.*® Nevertheless, most editions accept it
including Tischendorf, Zimmer, von Zoden, SBLGNT, and THGNT. The nu®v is bracketed
by WH and NA28. Among commentators, it is accepted by Findlay, Frame, Rigaux, Weima,
and Fee. What then has given WH and NA28 pause? Though speculative, | would suspect
that the following have been operative in their reasoning: (1) the importance attributed to
Vaticanus, (2) the combination of Vaticanus with an important “Western” majuscule, and (3)
the fact that it is the shorter reading. On the other hand, the importance attributed to the
length of a reading has diminished in recent years.**" And Vaticanus also lacks fu@®v in an
identical variation unit in 2 Thess 2:1. So, despite the fact that the full phrase (to0 kupiou
AU®V Inood Xptotod) occurs more frequently in Paul than its shorter counterparts,** I have
included the nu®v in the editorial text given the internal considerations noted above and its
stronger external evidence.
napeldBooayv {e<i}

Four primary readings occur for this variation unit: (1) napeAdBoocav attested by 01

02 06 (éAdBooav) 0278 33 88 1751 1845 Basil™®; (2) napéhaBov attested by 01C 06C 025

140 Tischendorfs apparatus also notes that a few Latin manuscripts and some of our evidence from
Cyprian and John of Damascus omit the Ap&v.

141 See Chapter 1, “Introduction,” 26.

142 | list the frequency of the various combinations in 1:7 above.
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81 203 256 1739 1881 Byz; (3) mapeAdBete attested by 03 010 012 436 1912 2805 pc vg™®
sy" sa; (4) mapéhaBe(v) attested by 1942 1962 2002 2482. Readings (2) and (4) are viewed as
secondary among commentators: mapéAafov is considered a grammatical correction of

napehdBooav, which has a rare aorist ending (-ooav),'*?

while the singular mapélaBe(v) is
typically considered an attempt to conform the verb to the corresponding singular mavtog
adehdol which occurs a few words earlier.*** This leaves readings (1) and (3) for serious
consideration, namely napeAdBooav and napeAaBete. However, given that mapélafov (2) is
most likely a correction derivative from napsAaBooav, its external support should perhaps be
considered indirect testimony for mapeAdBooav and, thus, buttress its external support.
Consequently, both napeAaBooav and napehaBete have broad and strong manuscript
testimony.**

Turning now to the internal evidence, the majority of the data favors napeAdBocav
since it is clearly the most difficult reading. Indeed, both the immediate context and Paul’s
practice elsewhere make napeAapete expected. In the immediate context (v. 6) Paul is
directly addressing the Thessalonian congregation (&&gAdot) and, in fact, utilizes the second
person plural in the subsequent verse (aUtol yap oidate). Additionally, only the second
person is used in similar contexts elsewhere in the Pauline corpus (cf. 1 Cor 15:1; Gal 1:9;

Col 2:6; Phil 4:9; 1 Thess 4:1). Finally, when the aorist ending -ocav occurs in the New

Testament it is frequently and broadly corrected to the more typical -ov ending among the

143 | count only nineteen occurrences of éAaBooav or mapeAdBooav in Greek literary texts (via the
TLG). The similar form eixocav occurs thirteen times in Greek literature. Blass-Debrunner-Funk note that the
form -ocav for the third plural is much more frequent in the LXX and the papyri (BDF § 84.2). See also the
comments in Winer (Grammar, 13.2.f) and Moulton-Howard 11, 209.

144 Cf. Rigaux, Thessaloniciens, 703; Dobschiitz, Thessaloniker-Briefe, 310-311, n. 5; Frame,
Thessalonians, 300; Metzger, Textual Commentary, 569.

1% Note also the evidence for both readings from UBS5: For the third plural, UBSS5 lists it ®) ¢ fot-r)
vg syr® cop®™ slav Theodorelat; Cyprian Ambrosiaster Lucifer Pelatius Augustine Speculum. For the
second plural, it lists it?™ vg™ syr" cop®™ arm Basil™:, Ps-Cyprian.

mon, o
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manuscripts,”™ whereas the reverse correction is rare and an idiosyncrasy of only a few

manuscripts.**’

Based on these internal considerations, almost all editions and commentators prefer
napehaBooav, the exceptions being Tregelles, WH, Weiss, Frame, and NA25, who favor
napehaBete. WH suggest that mapsAaBete should be accepted on the grounds that Paul
nowhere else uses the rare -ocav ending and since napeAdBocav might have “originate[d] in
an ocular confusion with —oow (napddoow) in the corresponding place of the line above.”**
Weiss views napeldBooav as an “Alexandrian” emendation intended to emphasize the
insubordination of those “walking in idleness” (ESV).**® Frame cites both WH and Weiss in
his defense of mapehdpete. ™

I find Weiss’ reasoning plausible but less weighty in the balance of probabilities when
compared with the internal evidence favoring napeAapoocav. Had napeAaBooav been the
earliest reading, its difficulty easily explains the rise of the other reading. Had mapeAdBete
been earliest, we must assume not only a change toward the third person plural, but
simultaneously that a rare form of the verb was utilized. As for WH’s note about “ocular
confusion,” this again seems possible but less convincing in view of the multiple points in
favor of mapeAaBooav: (1) it is the unexpected grammatical form, (2) the only instance of the

third person plural of this verb in Paul, and (3) occurs in a context anticipatory of the use of

the second person. One wonders if the reason for WH’s preference for napeAafete actually

148 | count two other occurrences in NA28 with an unexpected -ocav ending, namely, John 15:22, 24—
both of which include eixooav. For each instance, the majority of manuscripts have the expected form eixov
(these data are courtesy of the CNTTS apparatus).

7 In the CNTTS apparatus, | count eleven instances, most of which are singular readings and six by
Codex Bezae alone (05).

148 Westcott and Hort, Introduction and Appendix: Appendix, “Notes on Orthography,” 165.

D, Bernhard Weiss, Das Neue Testament: Textkritische Untersuchungen und Textherstellung
(zweiter Thiel; Liepzig: Hinrichs, 1896), 57.

150 Erame, Thessalonians, 300.
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lies elsewhere: for this verse Fee notes their penchant for “the combination of B with
significant members of the Western tradition.”**! Strong external support and the better
internal evidence make napeAaBooav the preferred reading.
map nUwv {e>i}

The reading a¢’ nuv is only found in 03 and a few other manuscripts (104 459 630
1838). It appears to be rejected by all editors and commentators with the exception of Weiss
who sees mapd as “an assimilation to the verb” and to 1 Thess 2:13; 4:1.°% In addition to
those instances, Paul also uses mapa with mapaAapBavw in Gal 1:12. He uses ano with
napoAappavw in 1 Cor 11:23. How or why ané would have emerged from an original mapa
in this context is not obvious. And this is not a frequent emendation among the manuscripts: |
count only ten instances*>® where mapd has been replaced by arno—though one of which is a
singular reading of Vaticanus (Mark 14:43). On the other hand, in the one example where
Paul used ano with mapaiapBavw, only Claromontanus (06) reads mapd, suggesting that
ané plus napaiapBavw would not have been an uncomfortable combination. In the end, the
external testimony for mapa should probably tip the scales in its favor.

2 Thessalonians 3:8

aptov edayopev {e+i}

Eighteen manuscripts read the alternative dptov éAaBovev. None of these manuscripts
are among my consistently cited witnesses. The verb AapBavw occurs frequently with dptog

in the New Testament and in familiar Eucharistic passages (cf. Matt 26:26; Mark 14:22; Luke

151 Fee, Thessalonians, 326 n. 54.

152 As noted in Findlay, Thessalonians, 197.

153 These are courtesy of the CNTTS apparatus: Mark 14:43; Luke 8:49 (2); John 1:6; 8:38; 10:18; Phil
4:18 (2); 2 John 1:3, 4.
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22:19; 1 Cor 11:23). This perhaps led to the change here. Both the internal and external
evidence support the editorial text.
4 VUKTOG Kal nuepag {e=i}

Should the genitive, vuktog kal nuépag, with its focus on the type of time (the time
“within which” or “during which” something occurs)*>* be accepted or the accusative, vukta
kol Apepdv, which would emphasize the “extent of time.”**® The former might be translated
“we worked during the day and at night” while the latter “we worked all day and all night.”
Obviously, some hyperbole would be involved if the accusative were the original reading;
Paul and his companions probably would not have literally worked all day and all night.

Both readings have strong manuscript support. The genitive is read by 01 03 010 012
33 81 256 1845 1912 2805 al while the accusative is read by 02 06 025 6 203 436 1739 1881
Byz. As for the internal evidence, the genitive is used in a nearly identical passage in 1 Thess
2:9 as well as in 1 Thess 3:10 making it, therefore, more likely to have been a harmonization
in this parallel passage in 2 Thess. The only internal evidence in favor of the genitive is that
the fact that the accusative would have heightened Paul’s boast. However, this change from
genitive to accusative was apparently not made for 1 Thess 2:9 or 3:10 where the manuscript
tradition is without variation. The internal evidence, therefore, appears to favor the accusative
as the earlier reading.

Nevertheless, the genitive has been preferred by Tischendorf, WH, Zimmer,
SBLGNT, NA28. Von Soden, Merk, and VVogels prefer the accusative. The THGNT places a
diamond at this variation unit. I find the balance of probabilities even with the internal
evidence favoring the accusative but the external evidence nearly even or perhaps slightly

favoring the genitive. | have indicated this ambivalence with a ¢ for this variation unit.

5% Wallace, Exegetical Syntax, 122-124.

155 1bid., 201-203.
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2 Thessalonians 3:11
TWVOLG TIEPUITATOUVTAC EV UKLV OTOKTWG {e>i}

A substantial amount of variation occurs for this unit with both év Ouitv and dtdktwg
occurring in different positions. However, even though some of the consistently cited witness
support some of this variation, none of the alternative readings have enough manuscript
support to justify their selection as the editorial text.

2 Thessalonians 3:12
€V KUplw Inoou Xplotw {e>i}

Most editions report two main readings for this variation unit: (1) év kupiw Incod
Xplot® read by 01 02 03 06 010 012 (025) 33 81 203 256 436 1739 1845 1881 1912 2805 al
lat (sy” sa bo™) and (2) &1& tol kupiou ARGV kupiou Tnool Xpiotod read by 6 Byz sy". The
first reading has the better external evidence being supported by our earliest and best
manuscripts with solid geographical distribution as evidenced by the versions. As for the
internal evidence, both phrases occur elsewhere in the Pauline epistles in a context of
exhortation (i.e., with either mrapayyé\w or mapakaAéw and with Jesus’ name or divine
titles): the preposition v occurs in a parallel passage in 1 Thess 4:1 and in the immediate
context in 2 Thess 3:4, 6; on the other hand, 6w occurs in Rom 15:30; 1 Cor 1:10; 1 Thess
4:2 (mapayyeAiag). In these contexts, commentators often interpret these prepositional
phrases as nearly synonymous to one another—namely, as Paul’s means of invoking Jesus’
authority to buttress the force of his commands. This overlap in meaning can be clearly seen
in 1 Thess 4:1-2, where he uses both phrases in such close proximity. Regarding their use
there, Frame states “the presence of both év kupiw (v.1) and &ua kupiou is here designed not

to emphasize the apostolic authority of the writers but to point the reader to the divine source
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of authority which both readers and writers recognize as legitimate, the indwelling Christ.”**®

Frame also notes their use side-by-side in Rom 5:9-11; 2 Cor 1:20; 5:18-19; Col 1:16. In 2
Thess 3:12, either preposition could have been used in the sense in which Frame describes,
that is, as a way to heighten the urgency of the apostolic command (i.e., “to do their work
quietly and to earn their own living” [ESV]). The synonymy of the two phrases and the fact
that both prepositions are legitimately used in this fashion elsewhere by Paul, makes the

internal evidence ambivalent. Would a copyist or editor have been more likely to change év

to &wa on the pattern of Rom 15:30, 1 Cor 1:10, and 1 Thess 4:2 or is the opposite change
more likely given the presence of év in the immediate context (vv. 4, 6) and 1 Thess 4:1?"°
Due to this ambiguity it is perhaps best to let the external evidence decide the matter, which
is why | prefer év kupiw’Incod Xplot® following our best and earliest witnesses.

It is worth noting that for this variation unit a previously unknown reading has come
to light. Though having no claim for being the earliest reading, twelve manuscripts testify to
the reading peoitnv napalaupavteg tov Xplotdv, which to my knowledge was previously
unreported. In this context, it could be translated imperatively as “receive Christ as arbiter.”
This reading makes explicit what was implied in the others variants: the Thessalonians need
to accept Christ as the “ultimate authority” or “arbiter” in the matter of working quietly and
providing for themselves. Another salient feature about this variant is that all twelve
manuscripts are commentary manuscripts. More specifically, they all come from the lemmata

of manuscripts preserving the catena of Theophylact. As one might have suspected, the

inspiration for this new reading lies within the comments of Theophylact’s catena itself,

156 Frame, Thessalonians, 144.

57 Fee thinks that év is the more difficult reading, though he does not explain why (Thessalonians,
332-333, n. 71). Weima disagrees noting that év is “readily understandable in this context” (Thessalonians,
629-630). The preposition év does have a wider semantic range than &u& and, thus, could create more ambiguity
as to which meaning was intended (cf. Wallace, Exegetical Syntax, 368-369; 372). On the other hand, this
ambiguity did not create any alternate readings among the manuscripts in 1 Thess 4:1.
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though in this case not from his comments for 2 Thessalonians 3:12 but seemingly from a
parallel passage, 1 Thessalonians 4:1-2, where we read the following comments:

(@) 1 Thess 4:1 6pa 6¢ tamewodpoouvny, 6w oUSE TPOG TO TAPAKAAETY
GELOmLoTOV E0UTOV Elvai dnotv, AAAL TOV XpLotov mapahapBdvet, Tolto Aéywy, 8Tt
0 XpLotog LAG apakalel SU” €pod. (“Observe his humility: how he does not declare
himself trustworthy with respect to this exhortation, but refers to Christ, meaning that
Christ exhorts you through me”)

(b) 1 Thess 4:2 maAwv &€ tOV XpLotov €ig 1O péaov tibnowv. Ok €ua yap, dnotv, &

napnyyela aAN’ ékeivou tadta (Again, he brings Christ to the forefront. For, he

does not say “mine, what | commanded,” but the things of that one [Christ])'*®
The first quotation above is Theophylact’s comments on év kupiw Incod in 1 Thess 4:1 while
the second is for 61 to0 kupiouInood in 4:2. | have underlined the potential relevant verbal
parallels. This variant provides an interesting case study in how textual variants emerge. In
this instance, the reading peoitnv napaAappavteg tov Xplotov clearly occurs in the lemmata
(not the comments) of manuscripts of Theophylact. Yet, its origin appears to lie in a parallel
passage, though the verbal parallels are not an exact match. How did this occur? Though
untestable, one hypothesis would be that what was originally a scholion or notation
inadvertently worked its way into the text.**® Alternatively, this may have been an
emendation intended to heighten the emphasis on Christ’s authority. Either way, it offers a
glimpse into how this passage was interpreted in the Byzantine period and a preview of the
type of discoveries that await those who are willing to investigate the remaining

untranscribed New Testament manuscripts.*®

158 The Greek text is taken from PG 124, col. 1305. The translation is mine.

159 In support of this hypothesis is the fact that mapahauBdvw can mean “interpret” or “refer to”
(Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v. “napalapfdavw”). Thus, a marginal note meant to explain év kupiw
KTA. or 81d tod kupiou ktA. could be rendered as “referring to Christ.”

180 Some of the content for this variation unit was taken (and lightly edited) from a paper | presented at
the 2016 annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature (Edwards, “A New Collation,” 7-8).
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2 Thessalonians 3:13
gykaknonte {e+i}

The most important majuscules and a handful of minuscules read éykakronte (01 02
03 06 61C 1908 1962 co).®* The rest of the Greek manuscript tradition has ékkoxrjonte.
Similar division occurs among the manuscripts for the other four occurrences of éykakéw in
the Pauline corpus. In each instance, the early and better manuscripts support éykakéw: 2 Cor
4:1 (P46 01 02 03 06 010 012); 2 Cor 4:16 (P46 01 03 06 010 012); Gal 6:9 (01 02 03 06);
Eph 3:13 (P46 01 02 03 06). Additionally, ékkakéw was the more common form in antiquity
occurring with much more frequency and, therefore, much more likely to be an
emendation.'®? Consequently, both the internal and external evidence support the editorial
text.

KOAOTIOLOUVTEG {e+i}

Though the editorial text is not in doubt for this variation unit, several interesting
readings occur. A handful of manuscripts (010 012 0150 608 2005 2805) have replaced the
less frequent verb kaAomotéw with a combination of its more familiar etymological
components, kahog and motéw. A few manuscripts (442 506 1910) adopt this reading but also
make kaAog articular perhaps following Rom 7:21, Gal 6:9, and 2 Cor 13:7. One manuscript
(1409) has substituted &yaB6¢ for kahdc. Reminiscent of the Wicked Bible,™®® three
manuscripts (1881 1985 2105) read kakomowovUvteg Which could be rendered “do not cease in

doing mischief.” All of these readings should be considered derivative of the editorial text.

181 06 reads éykakeite.
162 Using the TLG, I count fourteen occurrences of éykakéw and 182 occurrences of ékKakew.

163 The “Wicked Bible” is the name given to a 1631 printing of the King James Version which left out
the word “not” in the translation of Exodus 20:14 resulting in the command “Thou shall commit adultery.”
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2 Thessalonians 3:14

nuwv {e>i}

Twenty-six manuscripts, including Vaticanus, have vu®v instead of nuav (03 81 al).
Only a few of these manuscripts are among those consistently cited and twelve are from the
commentary of Theophylact. This weak external evidence plus the fact that this reading can
easily be explained from itacism makes it less likely to have been the earliest reading.
un ocuvavautlyvucBal {e+i}

The majority of manuscripts read the imperative un cuvavauiyvuoBe (06 025 203
256 436 1739 1845 1881 1912 2805 Byz) instead of the infinitive uf cuvavapiyvuoBau (01
02V 03 06 010 012 33 81 pc).*** Confusion between the endings -at and - is common
among the manuscripts. Indeed, their interchange occurs so frequently that Findlay states that
“the spelling of such verb-forms is no index to their grammatical meaning.”*®> Complicating
the matter further is the fact that most manuscripts also add a kat before this variation unit
connecting it with the imperative onueloGoBe. Though kat and onueloticBe comprise a
separate variation unit in my critical apparatus, | have included a discussion of them both
here since these variation units are related. Taken together, two likely possibilities emerge:
(1) onuelolicBe un cuvavapuiyvuoBat without kai read by 01 02 03 044 33 and (2)
onpeloiode Kol uf ouvavapiyvucde read by 06 025 203 256 436 1845 1912 2805 Byz.'*®
Most commentators believe that the kat plus the imperative, which is read by the majority of

manuscripts, was an attempt “to relieve the asyndeton” created by the bare infinitive.*®’

164 GA 6 drops the pn.

1% Findlay, Thessalonians, 197.

166 Several manuscripts (including 81) have the seemingly unbalanced and grammatically nonsensical
onueloioBe kat pun cuvavapiyvucBati (imperative and infinitive connected with kat). Note the comment of

Findlay: “the confusion of -€ and -at is the commonest of itacisms . . .; the spelling of such verb-forms is no
index to their grammatical meaning” (Thessalonians, 197).
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Based on this assumption, Lightfoot, for instance, lays out the development of the readings in
the following manner: “The order of the variants would then be (1) onueloGobe un
ouvavapiyvuoBay, (2) onuetodoBe ur cuvavapuiyvuoBe, the ordinary error between € and au,
(3) onuelolioBe kat un cuvavapiyvuoBe, the kai being added in order to obviate the
abruptness.”*®® Against most modern editions and commentators, von Soden prefers the
majority reading. Following 1739 and 1881, Tischendorf reads the imperative without the kat
and puts an intermediate stop or raised dot after onuelotoBe. In this view, the kai was still an
emendation intended to relieve the “abruptness,” but for two side-by-side imperatives. One
might argue that the manuscript evidence is too insubstantial for this reading, but if Findlay is
right about the fluidity between -at and -g, then one might also argue that onuelotoBe un
ouvavapiyvuoBat could be interpreted as indirect testimony for Tischendorf’s preferred
reading. Nevertheless, an imperative plus a raised dot plus another imperative (without or
without pry) does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament. So, while Tischendorf’s reading
may be difficult, it is perhaps less likely on intrinsic grounds.

I find the textual development that Lightfoot proposes most compelling. The infinitive
without kat is the more difficult reading and has the support of the best majuscules. Finally, a
powerful explanation for the omission of the kat is wanting had it been original.

2 Thessalonians 3:15
Kol un {e+i}

Some notable manuscripts omit kat for this variation unit (06 6 1739 1881). Two of
these manuscripts (1739 1881) also omitted a kadi in 3:14. As a result of that omission, these
two manuscripts read three imperatives in a row without intervening conjunctions

o

(onuelolioBe ...ouvavauiyvuoBe...fyeloBe). The best explanation for the origin of this

187 Frame, Thessalonians, 309 (cf. Weima, Thessalonians, 630).

168 |_ightfoot, Notes, 2 Thess 3:14.
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reading is to assume the editorial text was the earliest and that itacism led to the infinitive
(ouvavauiyvuoBal) being read as an imperative (cuvavapiyvuode); then kat was added
between the two imperatives to relieve the asyndeton; then the kat in 3:15 was dropped to
create symmetry for all three imperatives. In addition, the overwhelming manuscript
evidence for kat ur also makes it preferable.

nyeloBe {e+i}

Again, we have the problem of an -& versus -at reading. Most and the earliest
manuscripts read the imperative riyeiofe while the so-called “Western” majuscules and ten
other manuscripts seemingly™®® read the infinitive fystc®at (06 010 012 81 pc). This change
could be attributed to a desire of conformity with cuvavauiyvuoBat from 3:14 (eight of the
thirteen manuscripts with ryelofat also have cuvavauiyvuoBat in 3:14). Reading the
infinitive here appears grammatically impossible given that it is in coordination with the
imperative vouBetelte in this same verse. Given this grammatical awkwardness, the fluidity
between - and -a endings,'”® and the overwhelming external evidence for ryeic6e, the
imperative should be accepted here as well.

2 Thessalonians 3:16
Kuplog {e+i}

Despite forty-five manuscripts (010 012 1912 2805 al) reading 8€6¢ instead of
kUplog, NA28 curiously leaves out this variation unit. The implication we may draw from
this absence is that 8¢ does not have a strong case for being the earliest reading, which is
indeed correct: “God of peace” is found four times in the Pauline epistles (Rom 15:23; 16:20;

Phil 4:9; 1 Thess 5:23), while “Lord of peace” occurs only here. Thus, both the internal and

169 Cf. Findlay’s comments above in 3:14 regarding the confusion and fluidity between these endings.

170 Indeed, a few manuscripts (01 0278 629) even change the -& ending of vouBeteite to -a..

158



external evidence support kUptog. Nevertheless, a sizeable number of manuscripts read 86g
meriting, | think, the inclusion of this unit even in a hand edition like NA28.
v {e+i}

Most likely due to homoeoteleuton (with the preceding vuiv), a few important
manuscripts omit tv (02 6 61 1739 1881 2138). This transcriptional likelihood and external
support of the tv make its inclusion probable.
6la avtog ev avtL tponw {e+i}

The so-called “Western” majuscules and a few other manuscripts (02 06 010 012 33V
2105 2544 latt) have tonw (“place”) instead of tponw (“manner”). The former occurs in the
Pauline epistles with the preposition év in 1 Cor 1:2; 2 Cor 2:14; 1 Thess 1:8; 1 Tim 2:8,
while the latter never occurs with this preposition.*”* This observation plus its strong
manuscript support make tponw the preferred reading.

2 Thessalonians 3:18
VHwV {e+i}

As with many of the Pauline epistles, several of the earliest and best manuscripts (01
03 6 33 1739 1881 pc vg™® sa bo™*) lack aurv at the end of the epistle against the majority
of witnesses (02 06 010 012 025 81 203 256 436 1845 1912 2805 Byz lat sy bo). Metzger
calls this the “liturgical auv” and offers decisive internal reasoning against its inclusion: “If
the word were present originally . . . it is impossible to account for its deletion from such

early and varied witnesses.”*"2

7! For occurrences of tpémog in Paul see Rom 3:2 (katd mévra tpémov); Phil 1:18 (mavrti tponw); 2
Thess 2:3; 2 Tim 3:8.

172 These are actually Metzger’s comments for Col 4:18 but, in my opinion, they are equally applicable
here (Textual Commentary, 560).
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Subscription

Although the earliest text did not have a subscription, the reading mpo¢ 6ecoalovikeig
B should be regarded as the earliest subscription given its support by some of the best and
earliest manuscripts (01 03 044 33) and its simplicity. As for the additional elements, the
bulk of the manuscripts include a provenance modifier adding either &no ABnvdv or ano
pwung. Some manuscripts include a genre modifier (émuotoAn) while others add a terminal
modifier (téAog). Authorship modifiers also occur in several manuscripts (020 104 330 451
1398 2102 2805), most of which attribute the authorship to Paul alone while two manuscripts
(81 459) mention Paul, Timothy, and Silas. Two manuscripts (020 104) also include a
referential modifier (tod aylou amootodou). | also count 21 singular readings. The Byzantine
manuscripts are divided, with two omitting the subscription (1354 1609), one with &ypadn
ano pwung (35; also 6), one with mpog Becoalovikeils B Eypadn anod Abnvav (517; also 02
025 256), and one with i mpog Becoalovikels B Eypadn and pwung (999). Among my
consistently cited manuscripts not already mentioned, | note the following readings: nmpog
Beooalovikelc B EmAnpwOn (06), éteAécOn mpog Becoatove B (010 012); éypadn anod
ABnvQv (436); mpodg Beooalovikels B Eypadn amod pwung (1845 1912); téAog TG EMLOTOARG
poC BecoaNOVIKETS B Eypadn ard ABnvidv (1739).172 Fifty-seven manuscripts omit the

subscription (including 1881).

173 GA 203 reads téhoc Thic TtpdC BecoaMOVIKETC B EMmLoToAfC Eypadn an[3-4]. The missing three to
four letters would surely have been an abbreviated form of either pwpng or ABnvav.
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CHAPTER 4
A TEXTUAL HISTORY OF 2 THESSALONIANS

In this chapter | examine the textual history of the Greek manuscript tradition of 2
Thessalonians. In other words, what can be discerned about the transmission of the epistle
across time based on the genealogical data available for the manuscripts? And what are the
most discernable genetic relationships among the manuscripts? To answer these questions, |
have used three sources of genealogical data,* namely, pregenealogical coherence, Byzantine
coherence, and agreements in variation. Each of these provides a different perspective on the
amount and type of agreement between the manuscripts. Pregenealogical coherence measures
the amount of agreement between two manuscripts across all variation units where at least
one variant reading is attested by at least one manuscript. In other words, if a unit is
invariant across all manuscripts it is excluded. For my collation of 2 Thessalonians, there are
611 units with variation for the 137 manuscripts included herein, though the number of units
compared for two manuscripts can vary based on lacunae and other factors.® Select results of
this analysis can be viewed in Appendix 3 (“Select Genealogical Data”), where | have

included the most relevant genealogical data for each manuscript. Below, | have provided

! For a history of the different approaches to attempting to quantify genealogical relationships between
New Testament manuscripts see Thomas C. Geer, Jr. and Jean-Francois Racine, “Analyzing and Categorizing
New Testament Greek Manuscripts,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D.
Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d. ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 497-518. Some of the seminal
works in the field include E. C. Colwell with E. W. Tune, “Method in Establishing Quantitative Relationship
between Text-Types of New Testament Manuscripts,” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the
New Testament (ed. E. C. Colwell; Leiden: Brill, 1969), 56-62; Fredrick Wisse, The Profile Method for the
Classification and Evaluation of Manuscript Evidence, as Applied to the Continuous Greek Text of the Gospel
of Luke (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982); Bart Ehrman, “Methodological Developments in the Analysis and
Classification of the New Testament Documentary Evidence,” NovT 29 (1987): 22-45; idem., “The Use of
Group Profiles for the Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,” JBL 106 (1987): 465-486; D.
C. Parker, “A Comparison between the Text und Textwert and the Claremont Profile Method: Analyses of
Manuscripts in the Gospel of Luke,” NTS 49 (2003): 108-138.

2 | am using pregenealogical coherence in the way it is typically employed for the CBGM. For a
helpful and accessible overview of pregenealogical coherence see Tommy Wasserman and Peter J. Gurry, A
New Approach to Textual Criticism: An Introduction to the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (Atlanta:
SBL Press, 2017), 37-58.

¥ Where manuscripts are lacunose, those variation units are excluded from the analysis for the
manuscripts in question.
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summary statistics for pregenealogical coherence across all the manuscripts comparisons® to
give the reader a sense of these data.

Summary Statistics for Pregenealogical Coherence
Average MS Agreement: 93.40%

Max MS Agreement: 99.84% (GA 35| 1101)
Min MS Agreement: 83.70% (GA 010 | 38)
Standard Deviation: 2.49%

The second source of genealogical data, | call Byzantine coherence. Byzantine coherence
measures the amount of agreement of each manuscript across the 32 distinct Byzantine
readings that diverge from the editorial text.’ For this thesis, the Byzantine text is defined as
the text attested by the majority of the five “pure” Byzantine manuscripts selected for
inclusion in my critical apparatus, namely, 35, 517, 999, 1354, and 1609.° For all but three

variation units, the Byzantine text is also attested by the majority of manuscripts in my

thesis.” | have also included the six variation units that have been marked with a ¢ in the

critical apparatus, for which the Byzantine text may or may not also be the earliest attainable

text. The full results of these data can be viewed in Appendix 2 (“Byzantine Coherence”).

* Unless otherwise noted, | have excluded commentary manuscripts and manuscripts with significant
lacunae and omissions from these calculations. Many commentary manuscripts have a distinct history with
distinct readings and, therefore, merit a separate analysis. See my comments on commentary manuscript in the
Excursus later in this chapter. In terms of lacunose manuscripts, | have excluded any manuscript which is
lacunose in more than 55 units with the editorial text. As for omissions, | have excluded manuscripts which
both, at times, skip multiple verses and have an agreement with the editorial text which is less than 84%.
Manuscripts with significant lacunae or omissions include P30, P92, 016, 0111, 218, 1729, 1838, 1890, 1910,
1942, 2005, 2138, 2558, 2625, 2736, 2772.

® | am reminded of Lanier’s definition of the Byzantine Text: “The Byzantine tradition is the distinctive
pattern of readings attested in the vast majority of post-ninth century minuscules ... and a handful of late
majuscules” (Gregory R. Lanier, “Taking Inventory on the ‘Age of Minuscules’: Later Byzantine Manuscripts
and the Byzantine Tradition within the Field of Textual Criticism,” CurBS 16 [2018], 272). See also the
definition adopted by the ECM: “The term Byzantine or Koine text refers to the form of text defined by those
readings which are attested by the majority of the manuscripts and differ from the established text” (Novum
Testamentum Graecum: Editio Critica Maior. V. Die Katholischen Briefe [eds., Barbara Aland et al.; 2d. Rev.
ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2013], 12).

® For a description of how these manuscripts were chosen see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” 8 n. 27.
" These variation units are 2 Thess 2:2; 8; 17. | suspect that with the possible exception of 2 Thess 2:2,
if all extant manuscripts for 2 Thessalonians were collated, the majority of manuscripts would in fact agree with

the Byzantine text as defined in this thesis. This is not the case for my thesis probably due to the fact that | have
specifically targeted non-Byzantine manuscripts for inclusion.
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One might argue that Byzantine coherence offers the purest analysis of whether a manuscript
is Byzantine or not since it only includes passages that are distinctively Byzantine (so-called
agreement in error) and does not count divergences from units where the Byzantine text and
editorial text agree—i.e., variations which are likely to be singular or which reveal other,
non-Byzantine or sub-Byzantine groupings. Again, to give the reader a sense of these data |
provide summary statistics below.

Summary Statistics for Byzantine Coherence
Average Byzantine Coherence: 72%

Max Byzantine Coherence: 100% (GA 35)
Min Byzantine Coherence: 13% (GA 01, 03)
Standard Deviation: 18%

The final source of genealogical data, | call agreements in variation. Agreements in
variation counts the number of times two manuscripts agree when agreements with the
Byzantine text (as | have defined it) and the editorial text are excluded. In other words, it
counts the non-Byzantine and non-editorial text agreements (non-Byzantine agreements in
error). These data complement Byzantine coherence and are intended to help identify and to
make more explicit non-Byzantine or sub-Byzantine groupings. | provide summary statistics

below:

Summary Statistics for Agreements in Variation
Average # of Agreements: 1.05

Max # of Agreements: 40 (GA 010 | 012)
Min # of Agreements: 0
Standard Deviation: 1.83
Limitations, Preview, and Method
Excluded from this thesis is the use of the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method

(CBGM), the method developed at the Institut fir Neutestamentliche Textforschung (INTF)

and which is being used by the editors of the Editio Critica Maior (ECM).® Though I had

® For more on the ECM see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” 3—4.
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originally intended to apply the CBGM to the data of 2 Thessalonians, access to the software
was not readily available at the appropriate stage of this thesis to incorporate it efficiently. As
a result, genealogical data has only been used herein to describe the overall structure of the
genetic relationships between the manuscripts and has not been used to help make textual
decisions for the editorial text as described in the commentary.® This is a limitation but
perhaps provides an opportunity for the results of this thesis to be compared with the results
of the forthcoming ECM volume of 2 Thessalonians. How far can traditional text-critical
methods take us and what is gained by the application of the CBGM? A comparison of these
two approaches should help provide some answers.

Another limitation of my textual history is the absence of any in-depth use of the versions
or the Church Fathers. Though these data are incredibly important, this chapter will focus
exclusively on the Greek manuscript tradition. An unfortunate limitation is perhaps the fact
that the leaves of P46 which mostly likely would have contained 2 Thessalonians are lost.*
P46 is likely from the third century and would have provided a window into an earlier period
of the transmission of 2 Thessalonians. There are also some limitations of pregenealogical
coherence and my agreements in variation which are worth mentioning. Pregenealogical
coherence is sensitive to singular readings. Hypothetically, two manuscripts could be closely
related genetically but, if both have a high number of singular readings, this relationship
could be obscured. Also, my agreements in variation figure counts all agreements equally.
Whether two manuscripts share an agreement that is highly peculiar or merely routine, each

is counted as a single agreement. Pregenealogical coherence and agreements in variation are

° | am reminded of Klaus Wachtel’s remark that “grouping manuscripts according to rates of agreement
and disagreement remains a valuable tool for detecting the structure of the transmission. But grouping as such is
of little moment. It should be used to explain changes rather than agreement” (Klaus Wachtel, “Colwell
Revisited: Grouping New Testament Manuscripts,” in The New Testament Text in Early Christianity [ed. C. -B.
Amphoux and J. K. Elliott; Lausanne: Zébre, 2003], 42).

19 For a summary of the discussion of P46’s lost leaves see E. B. Ebojo, “A Scribe and His Manuscript:

An Investigation into the Scribal Habits of Papyrus 46” (Ph.D. Diss., University of Birmingham, 2014), 204-
235.
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valuable ways of examining relationships between manuscripts; nevertheless, readers should
be aware of their limitations.

This chapter will begin by looking at previous textual histories of the Pauline Epistles.
Next, | will discuss the Byzantine text, specifically. This will be followed by an examination
of closely related manuscripts or groups of manuscripts. Before summarizing the chapter’s
findings, | have also included an excursus that assesses the Teststellen method as it relates to
2 Thessalonians. As for my method, | typically begin each section by noting the most
relevant secondary literature for the topic in question; | then report the genealogical data for 2
Thessalonians pertinent to the topic with discussion included of how the data at hand relate to
the topic.

Previous Textual Histories of the Pauline Epistles

In this section | will summarize three of the most relevant approaches to the textual
history of the Pauline Epistles. Specifically, | will discuss the genealogical results of Giinther
Zuntz’s The Text of the Epistles, Stephen Carlson’s The Text of Galatians and Its History,
and Matthew Solomon’s recent PhD dissertation, “The Textual History of Philemon.”* After
summarizing the genealogical results of each of these works, | will then compare and contrast
their findings with the data from 2 Thessalonians. These previous approaches will thus
provide a point of departure to discuss the textual history of 2 Thessalonians.

Zuntz: The Text of the Epistles

In 1946, Glnther Zuntz delivered the Schweich Lectures for the British Academy. His
remarks were published in 1953 under the title, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon
the Corpus Paulinum. The primary task Zuntz set for himself was an investigation of P46 in

1 Corinthians and Hebrews and an analysis of its relationship to other manuscript groupings.

1 Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum (The Schweich
Lectures of the British Academy, 1946; London: Oxford University Press, 1953); Stephen C. Carlson, The Text
of Galatians and Its History (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2015); S. Matthew Solomon, “The Textual History of
Philemon” (Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 2014).
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The result, however, was a tour de force with Zuntz, en route, elaborating on details of
textual history and text-critical method, and offering exemplary and, at times, innovative
approaches to text-critical problems in 1 Corinthians and Hebrews. Indeed, of this work,
David Parker has remarked “The Text of the Epistles is certainly a classic work of text-critical
analysis, and along with Westcott and Hort’s Introduction is one of the texts which should be
read and studied by everyone who wishes to understand such research or to undertake it.”* In
what follows, | summarize Zuntz’s most relevant genealogical findings.

Zuntz posited that there were two main streams of transmission for the text of the
Epistles—an Eastern branch and a Western branch. An early grouping of the Eastern branch
is represented by P46, B 1739, Clement, Origen, plus the Sahidic and Bohairic versions of
the Coptic text."* He labeled this group “proto-Alexandrian.” Zuntz also occasionally referred
to “later Alexandrians,” which appear to include 01, 02, 04, and 33.* As for the Byzantine
Text, it developed out of this Eastern branch.!® Although he thought it to be the “latest text”
and that it contained “the largest proportion of corruptions,”*® Zuntz also argued for the
antiquity of Byzantine readings and rejected the notion that the Byzantine text could be

discarded en bloc.*” As for the Western branch, Zuntz thought it was represented by (1) the

2D, C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008), 280. Note also Michael W. Holmes’ remark that “[Zuntz’s] work on the
text of the Pauline Letters is one of the best extended examples of a genuinely balanced reasoned eclectic
approach to textual criticism and ought to be seen as paradigmatic for the discipline in at least three respects: in
terms of practice, theory, and the history of transmission, especially as it relates to the particulars of the text”
(“Reasoned Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism,” The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary
Research [ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d. ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013], 774-775).

13 Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 156, 265. | note that Georg Gabel’s recent study concludes that 1739
is not as closely related to P46 and 03 as Zuntz posited (cf. Georg Gébel, “The Text of Hebrews in GA 1739, in
Selected Other Greek Manuscripts, and in Works of Origen: Preliminary Quantitative Assessments,” in The
New Testament in Antiquity and Byzantium. Traditional and Digital Approaches to its Texts and Editing. A
Festschrift for Klaus Wachtel [ed. H. A. G. Houghton, D. C. Parker, and H. Strutwolf; ANTF 52; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2019], 147-163).

' Cf. ibid., 241.

™ Ibid., 265.

18 1bid., 56. See also his comments at 283.
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common ancestor of D, F, and G; (2) Tertullian and; (3) the Old Latin version.*® The Western

branch has roots in the second century and “alone sometimes, but very rarely, preserve[s] the

original wording.”*°

Zuntz also made specific conclusions regarding the importance of combinations of
external support and their significance for determining the “original wording.” | reproduce
these conclusions below from the end of his chapter entitled, “The Main Groups of the
Evidence in Their Relation to P46

1. The evidence of late witnesses becomes important whenever it is anticipated by P46,
B, or some Western witnesses.

2. The “‘Alexandrian’ family as a whole, from P46 onwards, stands a good chance of
being right against all other witnesses.

3. The Western witnesses alone sometimes, but very rarely, preserve the original
wording.

4. Western witnesses joined by P46 or B or 1739 are more often right than wrong; they
are hardly ever wrong when joined by the whole ‘proto-Alexandrian’ group.

5. The (rare) combination of other ‘Alexandrians’ (against P46 &c.) with W° is right
only in 1 Cor. viii. 8.

6. P46 alone with one Western witness can be right against the whole of the other
tradition.”

Although The Text of the Epistles offers many other interesting findings, those | have
summarized above are the most relevant for this chapter. They raise several important
questions for 2 Thessalonians. Are 03 and 1739 closely related and do they represent an early
grouping in the history of 2 Thessalonians? Do 06, 010, and 012 show as close a relationship

as in 1 Corinthians and Hebrews? Are there groupings of manuscripts that are more likely to

7| am paraphrasing Zuntz here: “They [Byzantine editors] tended to adopt the smoothest among
competing readings and that, as a rule, meant the spurious ones. Even so, we are now warned not to discard the
Byzantine evidence en bloc” (ibid., 56).

*® Ibid., 85, 267.

" Ibid., 158.

20 For Zuntz, “W” readings are those “readings which are known exclusively from the Western parts of
the Roman Empire” (ibid., 85).

2L |pid., 158-159.
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attest the earliest text and do they align with Zuntz’s groupings? | will address these
questions after summarizing the findings of Carlson and Solomon.
Carlson: The Text of Galatians and Its History

Zuntz came to his conclusions without the aid of computers. Indeed, his approach was
one of traditional philology. He typically does not offer quantitative data for his genealogical
claims though he does refer the reader to several helpful tables throughout the book where he
has compiled data. Stephen Carlson’s recent textual history of Galatians, on the other hand,
makes full use of computer software. Carlson applies a software program, based on cladistics,
to 92 witnesses from Galatians. Cladistics is a method of evolutionary biology developed to
help classify the relationships between organisms.?

Based on the results of applying this cladistic software, Carlson, like Zuntz, also found
that the textual tradition divided into two main branches, which he also labeled Eastern and
Western, though he has been careful to use scare quotes when using these terms. His Eastern
branch, also like Zuntz’s, developed over time eventually evolving into the Byzantine text,*®
with its prime representatives at its latest stage being 018, 020, 226, 547, and 1854.%* The
earliest “stratum” for the Eastern branch is represented by 01 and 33. After this grouping, the
Eastern branch has two main sub-branches, one which consists of 02, 04, 025, and 12418,
and another broadly represented by family 1739, 044, the Greek Harklean witnesses (namely
1505, 1611, and 2495), and the aforementioned late Byzantine group—each of these sets of

witnesses represent different stages of this sub-branch. Carlson’s Western branch includes

22 For an overview of Cladistics, see Carlson, The Text of Galatians and Its History, 54-74. For a
general overview of the use of phylogenetics in the humanities see Andrew Edmondson, “An Analysis of the
Coherence-Based Genealogical Method Using Phylogenetics” (Ph.D. diss., University of Birmingham, 2019),
165-199.

2% Carlson, The Text of Galatians and Its History, 242.

2 For Carlson’s descriptions of his groups, as detailed in this paragraph, see ibid., 80-90; 182-184;
210; 241-250.

168



“D, F, G, and the Old Latin witnesses b and d.”? Of this branch, Carlson notes that it is “the
most divergent in the transmission of Galatians, with more harmonizations and theologically
significant variation.”?® Finally, an ancient grouping, the closest to Carlson’s archetype, is
that of P46 and B. This grouping “is generally strict, and its most common errors are
omissions of little words and harmonizations to the local context;” its closest relative is the
Western branch.?’

Unlike Zuntz, absent from Carlson’s analysis is an “Alexandrian” text. He states “the
reason for this omission is that the Alexandrian text—as usually conceived with P46, B, X, A,
C, 33, and 1739—is not a stemmatically coherent text. . . . They do not share a common
ancestor below the archetype.”? Also against Zuntz’s findings is Carlson’s grouping and
estimation of 1739: for Carlson, 1739 is not closely related to P46-B and, therefore, not as
close to his archetype.?® Carlson’s and Zuntz’s findings, however, do have some overlap: in
both, the tradition separates into two main branches, the Byzantine text is viewed as a late
development of the Eastern branch, and the importance of the Western branch is elevated
when it is combined with P46 and 03.%

Solomon, The Textual History of Philemon

The final work | examine is that of Matthew Solomon and his analysis of Philemon. For

his PhD dissertation, Solomon transcribed all known Greek continuous-text witnesses for

Philemon. In his penultimate chapter of the dissertation, “Textual History,” he applied

% |bid., 241.

% Ibid.

27 Ibid., 242.

28 Cf. ibid., 243.

29 Cf. ibid., 246-247.

%0 Cf. ibid., 250.
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3L of Philemon across 30 variation units. To be

guantitative analysis to the “major witnesses
considered closely related, manuscripts must agree “at a rate of more than 70 percent and
differ from other MSS by more than 10 percent.”*? Using this threshold, Solomon then
looked at manuscripts which have been categorized under the traditional labels of
“Alexandrian,” “Western,” and “Byzantine.” This analysis revealed that manuscripts
traditionally grouped as “Alexandrian”—that is, 01, 02, 04, 048, 33, and 81—do indeed form
a tight group based on his definitions.®® The traditional “Western” group of 06, 010, and 012

does not fare as well >

Although, 010 and 012 share 92.31 percent agreement, 06 agrees with
these manuscripts only 50 and 57.69 percent of the time, respectively, perhaps defying the
traditional assumption that these three manuscripts are closely related. Solomon also noted
that these “Western” manuscripts (and especially 012) should be regarded highly for the text
of Philemon.

Manuscripts traditionally labeled as Byzantine group together “very tightly.”*® These
manuscripts included 044, 075, 0150, 35, 69, 322, 323, 630, 1241, 1319, 1424, 1573, 1611,
1841, and 1874. There are also manuscripts of “mixed quality,” namely, 025, 0278, 256, 365,
442, 1505, 1874, 2138.%° Among these Byzantine and mixed manuscripts, Solomon also

notes that 1505, 1611, and 2138 form a tight group. As for 1739, it does not share a close

relationship with the traditional Alexandrian group, leading Solomon to conclude that “for

%! Namely, 01, 02, 04, 06, 010, 012, 025, 044, 048, 075, 0150, 0278, 33, 35, 69, 81, 104, 256, 322, 323,
365, 442, 629, 630, 1241, 1319, 1424, 1505, 1573, 1611, 1739, 1841, 1881, 2138.

%2 Solomon, “Textual History,” 567. In this regard, he is following Colwell (“Method in Establishing
Quantitative Relationships,” 59).

%% Solomon, “Textual History,” 570-571.
% bid., 571-572.
% bid., 572-573.

% |bid., 573-575.
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Philemon 1739 should not be as highly regarded for making decisions on variant readings as
the other letters of Paul.”*’

Solomon’s analysis has some overlap but also some divergence from Zuntz and Carlson.
Across all three studies, 01, 02, 04, 33 form an early group with a relatively reliable text.
Zuntz and Carlson also recognize the closeness of the traditional “Western” group (i.e., 06,
010, and 012), while, in Solomon’s Quantitative Analysis, 06 is less closely related to the
other two “Western” manuscripts. All three studies also discuss 1739. Zuntz views the
“Athos manuscript” as closely related to P46-03 while Carlson’s analysis places it at a
distance from the P46-03 group but as having a common ancestor with 044, on the one hand,
and 02, 04, 025, and 1241S, on the other. For Solomon and against Carlson, 1739 is not that
closely related to 02 and 04; against Zuntz, Solomon concludes that 1739 “does not seem to
be an excellent witness.”*® Of course, P46 and 03 lack Philemon so it is impossible to know
how closely 1739 would have been related to these two important witnesses had they been
extant for Philemon. Finally, in both Carlson’s and Solomon’s analysis, the Greek Harklean
manuscripts group closely together. For Carlson, these manuscripts include 1505, 1611, and
2495; for Solomon, 1505, 1611, 2138.

Previous Textual Histories and 2 Thessalonians

In this section | shall compare the genealogical results of 2 Thessalonians with those of
Zuntz, Carlson, and Solomon. | will reserve the majority of my comments regarding the
Byzantine text to the subsequent section dedicated to it.

Overview of the Data
I begin by providing some summary statistics related to pregenealogical coherence and

agreement in variation to help orient the reader. Unless otherwise indicated, | exclude

3 1bid., 576.

% bid., 579.
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commentary manuscripts and manuscripts with significant lacunae or omissions from my
calculations.*

Table 4.1: Summary Statistics for Pregenealogical Coherence

Manuscript Mean | Max | 75th 25th Min Standard Deviation
All Manuscripts | 93.40 | 99.84 | 95.09 | 91.86 83.70 2.49
Editorial Text 94.07 | 97.22 | 95.06 | 93.34 89.70 1.54
03 92.77 | 94.93 | 93.78 | 92.24 88.46 1.39
010 87.82 | 97.99 | 88.46 | 87.04 83.70 1.67
35 95.89 | 99.84 | 97.71 | 94.26 89.13 2.28
1739 9244 1 97.38 | 93.42 | 91.33 87.96 1.57

The table above provides columns for the mean, maximum agreement, seventy-fifth
percentile, twenty-fifth percentile, minimum agreement, and standard deviation. The first
thing to note is that the textual history of 2 Thessalonians appears to have been very stable.
The average agreement across all manuscripts* is 93% while the average agreement of
manuscripts with the editorial text is 94%. For this latter metric, 2 Thessalonians surpasses
both the Catholic Epistles and Acts, for which the average agreement of the manuscripts with
the Ausgangstext is 89%.** These data may provide some quantitative justification for
Zuntz’s remark that “Of all parts of the New Testament the tradition of the Epistles is the
least complicated and most pure.”* It is also worth noting that these agreement percentages
only reflect agreement across variation units; units without variation are excluded from the

calculations so the actual agreement across all units is in fact higher.

% For my reasoning and criteria for exclusion see n. 4 above. There are 45 commentary manuscripts
excluded and 16 manuscripts with significant lacunae or omissions excluded, leaving 76 manuscripts included
in the analysis. These manuscripts are 01, 02, 03, 06, 010, 012, 020, 025, 044, 0278, 6, 33, 35, 38, 61, 81, 88,
90, 104, 131, 142, 203, 256, 263, 330, 365, 384, 425, 436, 451, 459, 506, 517, 582, 620, 629, 630, 915, 941,
999, 1101, 1115, 1127, 1241, 1311, 1352, 1354, 1390, 1398, 1409, 1448, 1456, 1573, 1609, 1661, 1739, 1751,
1830, 1845, 1867, 1881, 1899, 1912, 1918, 2003, 2004, 2127, 2298, 2400, 2464, 2492, 2516, 2523, 2544, 2674,
2805.

“0 By “all manuscripts,” | mean all of the pregenealogical comparisons for the manuscripts included.
That is, the averages of 76 manuscripts compared with one another.

“ See the online genealogical queries made available by the INTF. Online: http://egora.uni-
muenster.de/intf.

2 Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 263.
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The data in Table 4.1 also provide a sense of what is relatively high, average, and low
agreement for 2 Thessalonians. Based on these data, | would like to propose the following

broad guidelines for interpreting pregenealogical coherence for 2 Thessalonians:*

X < 92% moderate low to low agreement
X =92-95% average agreement
X > 95% moderate high to high agreement

With these ranges in mind, | present Table 4.2 below, which shows the amount of agreement
between some well-known manuscripts.

Table 4.2: Pregenealogical Coherence for Select MSS

01 02 03 06 010 012 35 1101 | 1739 | 1881
01 100
02 94.58 | 100
03 94.27 | 94.25 | 100
06 90.51 | 91.13 | 92.47 | 100
010 87.96 | 89.09 | 88.46 | 88.13 | 100
012 89.32 | 89.78 | 89.65 | 88.98 | 97.99 | 100
35 92.80 | 93.92 |1 93.94 | 91.65 | 89.13 | 90.32 | 100
1101 | 92.96 | 94.09 | 93.78 | 91.82 | 89.30 | 90.48 | 99.84 | 100
1739 [93.13]93.27 | 94.93 | 91.33 | 87.96 | 89.32 | 94.27 | 94.11 | 100
1881 [91.00 | 92.61 | 93.45 | 89.85 | 86.96 | 88.15 | 93.29 | 93.12 | 97.38 | 100

In the table above, manuscripts often closely associated with one another show agreement
greater than 97%. These include 010 and 012 (97.99%), 35 and 1101 (99.84%),** and 1739
and 1881 (97.38%). On the other hand, the so-called “Western” manuscripts, which are
typically thought to be at some distance genealogically from the rest of the tradition, show

less than 92% with every other manuscript (with only one exception).*

“3 These guidelines agree broadly with Wachtel’s recommendation in a recent presentation that the
agreement rate between the editorial text and the majority text can serve “as a parameter for distinguishing
relatively high from relatively low agreement rates” (Klaus Wachtel, “The Byzantine Text: The Last Text-Type
Standing? The Text-Type Model in Light of Pre-Genealogical Coherence” [paper presented at the annual
meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, San Diego, 2019]; the quote comes from the handout that
accompanied the presentation). For 2 Thessalonians, the agreement rate between the editorial text and majority
text is 95.09%

#4 35 and 1101 have the highest agreement of any two manuscripts in the dataset. They are both highly
Byzantine manuscripts. Although 1101 is not a “familiar” manuscript, | have included it to illustrate how
closely some Byzantine manuscripts agree.

> Namely, 06 has 92.47% agreement with 03, which is still near my lower threshold.
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Next, | will provide some baseline statistics for agreements in variation. As a reminder,
agreements in variation is the number of times two manuscripts agree when the reading in
question is neither Byzantine nor the editorial text. These counts represent so-called
agreements in error apart from the Byzantine and editorial text. Below, | have included a
frequency table displaying how often the number of agreements occur across all manuscript
comparisons:*®

Table 4.3: Frequency Table for Agreements in Variation

# of Agreements| Frequency Percent Cumulative %
0 1,236 45.76 45.76
1 833 30.84 76.60
2 344 12.74 89.34
3 148 5.48 94.82
4 71 2.63 97.45
5 26 0.96 98.41
6 11 0.41 98.82
7 5 0.19 99.00
8 2 0.07 99.07
9 3 0.11 99.16
10 4 0.15 99.33
11 4 0.15 99.48
12 2 0.07 99.56
14 1 0.04 99.59
15 3 0.11 99.70
16 3 0.11 99.81
18 3 0.11 99.93
19 1 0.04 99.96
40 1 0.04 100.00

The table above shows how many times each of the counts appears in the dataset. Thus,
1,236 pairs of manuscripts have 0 agreements, 833 pairs have 1 agreement, and one pair has
40 agreements—namely 010 and 012. These data make clear that manuscripts do not
frequently agree with one another apart from the Byzantine and editorial texts. Indeed,
approximately 99 percent of the comparisons have 6 agreements or fewer. What about
manuscripts known to have a very close relationship with one another? Manuscripts 1739 and

1881, for instance, share 15 agreements, and, as previously mentioned, 010 and 012 share 40

6 Again, by “all” here | mean those manuscripts defined in n. 4 and n. 39 above.
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agreements. | propose, then, the following rough guidelines*’ for interpreting agreement in

variation:
Xx<5 moderate low to likely little genealogical relationship
X =5-9 moderate low to potentially significant genealogical relationship
x> 10 likely significant genealogical relationship

Comparison with Previous Textual Histories

With these data and guidelines in mind, I now turn to discuss the genealogical results of 2
Thessalonians in relation to those of Zuntz, Carlson, and Solomon. All three studies discuss
groupings associated with the traditional text-type categories,*® namely, “Eastern,”
“Western,” and “Byzantine” groups. Of course, unsurprisingly, the Byzantine text clearly
emerges in the data for 2 Thessalonians. This is evident by looking at the pregenealogical
coherence for manuscript 35, one of my five chief representatives of the Byzantine text. It
has seven manuscripts with greater than 99% agreement, eight between 98% and 99%,
thirteen between 97% and 98%, and twelve between 96% and 97%. That makes forty
manuscripts with greater than 96% agreement with manuscript 35. However, did the
Byzantine text arise out of the so-called “Eastern” group of manuscripts as Zuntz and Carlson
posit? This claim cannot be substantiated with the data available for 2 Thessalonians though
some of the results may support the hypothesis. Specifically, manuscript 35 has a higher
pregenealogical coherence with manuscripts associated with the “Eastern” group than with
the “Western” group: for instance, its average agreement with 01 and 03 is 93.25% while its

average agreement with 06, 010, and 012 is 89.17%.

*" These guidelines are inspired somewhat by common sense: less than five agreements seems too few
to justify a close relationship between manuscripts and manuscripts known to be closely related typically share
greater than 10 agreements. Cf. the section below entitled “Closely Related Manuscripts and Groups of
Manuscripts.”

“8 For more on the history of the text-type concept and its decline see Eldon J. Epp, “Textual Clusters:
Their Past and Future in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary
Research (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d. ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 519-577.
Carlson and Solomon, at times, utilize these terms for pragmatic reasons, but are well aware of their
dubiousness.
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As for the “Western” group itself, some interesting findings emerge for 2 Thessalonians.
To begin, 06 does not appear to have an extremely close relationship to 010 and 012 in terms
of pregenealogical coherence, sharing only 88.13% agreement with the former and 88.98%
with the latter. For 06, these percentages rank one hundred and twentieth and one hundred
and twenty-eighth, respectively, when all manuscripts are compared with its text.*°
Conversely, 06 ranks forty-ninth for 010 and seventy-fourth for 012—somewhat higher but
not among their closest relatives. Indeed, none of these data seem to indicate a close
relationship. This finding aligns with Solomon’s results for Philemon. His quantitative
analysis suggested that 06 was less closely related with 010 and 012. This led him to compare
the results of 06, 010, and 012 across Text und Textwert in terms of Teststellen agreement,
revealing high agreement (>70%) between 06 and 010/012 for Romans, 1 Corinthians, and
Ephesians but lower agreement (<58%) for the rest of the Pauline Epistles. From his analysis
of TuT, he also concluded that “012 agrees with 06 at a higher percentage than 010 does with
06; and 010 and 012 share a high percentage of agreement. The numbers from the QA of
Philemon, therefore, are comparable to those found in TuT for the relationship of the
traditionally Western witnesses.”*® All of these results are consistent with the pregenealogical
genealogical coherence for these manuscripts for 2 Thessalonians: 010 and 012 share a very
close agreement; 06 does not appear to be very closely related to these manuscripts; 012 may
be slightly closer to 06 than 010.

In terms of agreements in variation, the data are less clear. Manuscript 06 shares 7 and 6
unique agreements with 010 and 012, respectively. These counts are above my lowest
threshold but not significantly so. Nevertheless, 010 and 012 rank first and second for

agreements in variation with 06 and a handful of the agreements seem to be particularly

“9 With these figures I include commentary and lacunose manuscripts to illustrate how far down the list
06 ranks.

%% Solomon, “Textual History,” 581.
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significant: (a) only 06 and 010/012 read evBaupacbijvat in place of Bavpacdiva in 2
Thess 1:10; (b) 06, 010/012, and only a few others (044 606 2005 2138) read 6w8oug in place
of 8186vtoc in 1:8; (c) finally, 06, 010/012, a few others (02 33" 1115 2105 2544), and the
entire Latin tradition (per NA28) reads ténw instead of tponw in 3:16. Thus, some genetic
relationship seems to exist between 06 and 010/012, but the agreement is not overwhelming.
Indeed, one might argue that 06 also has some relationship with 03, its top-ranked
pregenealogical relative with 92.47% agreement and a manuscript with which it also shares 5
unique agreements.” Therefore, while 06 has ties with 010/012 and perhaps more than
average, the relationship is not as compelling as expected.

What then can be said regarding the manuscripts traditionally grouped together as
“Western”? A “Western” group does not clearly emerge in the data of the Greek tradition for
2 Thessalonians since a close relationship merely between two manuscripts (010 and 012)
does not constitute enough evidence to justify a branch, stream, or major group. Of course, |
have not utilized the versions and church fathers like Zuntz and Carlson;>? perhaps these
witnesses would substantiate a “Western” group for 2 Thessalonians. The distance between
06 and 010/012 also warrants further study. Their pregenealogical coherence does not
suggest a close relationship but their higher number of agreements in variation implies at
least a subtle relationship though not enough to justify something as significant as a “text-
type,” group, or branch. In this regard, these data appear to align more with Solomon than
Zuntz and Carlson, given that the latter two found evidence suggesting a grouping of these
manuscripts while the former did not. In the least, a reevaluation of the relationship between

06 and 010/012 is in order—one which takes into account the possible effects of block

%! Though only two of these unique agreements may be particularly significant: in 2 Thess 3:6, only 03
and 06 omit nu@v; in 2:16, only 03, 06, 33, 1739, and 1881 read Beo¢ 6 matnp.

52| do note that in NA28 the sigla “lat” and “latt” agree more with 02 than with 06, 010, or 012, though
this is only across 17 variation units.
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mixture. Indeed, an analysis of the pregenealogical coherence and agreements in variation of
06 with 010/012 across the whole Pauline corpus would be a worthwhile investigation.

What about the “Eastern” group or groups of manuscripts identified across all three
studies? These manuscripts include 01, 02, 03, 33, 81, and 1739. Below, | present two tables.
The first displays the amount of pregenealogical coherence between these manuscripts with
the number of agreements in variation in parenthesis. The second shows the closest ancestor>®

and average pregenealogical coherence for each of these manuscripts.

Table 4.4: Comparison of the “Eastern” Manuscripts

MS |01 02 03 33 81 1739
01 100

02 94.58 (3) | 100

03 94.27 (0) | 94.25 (2) | 100

33 92.62 (0) | 92.08 (2) | 93.31(2) | 100

81 93.62 (1) | 94.91 (4) | 94.27 (2) | 92.45 (1) | 100

1739 | 93.13 (1) | 93.27(2) | 94.93 (3) | 92.80 (4) | 93.29 (1) | 100

Table 4.5: Mean and Closest Relative for the “Eastern” Manuscripts

MSS Mean | Max | Closest Relative
01 91.73 | 94.58 | 02

02 92.65 | 94.91 | 81

03 92.77 | 94.93 | 1739

33 90.68 | 93.31 | 03

81 93.59 | 95.75 | 436

1739 | 92.44 | 97.38 | 1881

Several significant observations emerge from the tables above. First, none of the
manuscripts agree with one another above 95%. Second, all but 81 have a mean agreement
below the average agreement across all manuscripts of 93.40% from Table 4.1. Finally, none
of the manuscripts have a significant number of agreements in variation.>* And yet many of

these “Eastern” manuscripts have one another as their closest relative. How should these data

%% For this table, the “closest ancestor” is determined using pregenealogical coherence.
% Of course, by definition, my “agreements in variation” excludes agreements with the editorial text

and these manuscripts are closest to the editorial text. Yet, despite this closeness, 1739 and 1881 still share 15
agreements in variation.
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be interpreted? I am reminded of Klaus Wachtel’s explanation for why the early majuscules

do not show the same level of agreement as the later Byzantine manuscripts:
The reason for the big difference between early manuscripts and the Byzantine witnesses
is obvious. In the realm of the Byzantine text the next relatives of very many manuscripts
are still extant, while as a rule we only have single documents from centuries earlier than
the 9™.... Their [the early majuscules and papyri] close relatives are all lost, although of
course the rate of agreements of P75 and 03 is really impressive. But this is a rare
exception. Seeing the consistency of the Byzantine tradition one may very well regard
each of the early uncials and papyri as a text-type of its own [italics mine].>

Also relevant are Carlson’s remarks regarding the “Alexandrian” text, part of which was

quoted earlier:

It must be pointed out that nowhere in this description has been mentioned an
“Alexandrian” text. The reason for this omission is that the Alexandrian text—as usually
conceived with P46, B, X, A, C, 33, and 1739—is not a stemmatically coherent text.
These witnesses are merely those with a high quality text but there is no special
genealogical relationship among them [italics mine].>®
The comments of Wachtel and Carlson provide a lens to understand the pregenealogical
coherence and agreements in variation for the “Eastern” manuscripts. Their lower overall
pregenealogical agreement with one another and less-than-significant agreements in variation
suggests that if all of the manuscripts which ever existed for 2 Thessalonians were extant we
would not regard the so-called “Alexandrian” manuscripts as closely related. They certainly
are not closely related in the same way as the late Byzantine manuscripts (like 35 and 1101),
or 1739 and 1881, or 010 and 012. Instead, they show only average agreement with one
another. However, on the other hand, they remain each other’s closest relatives in the data
above because they share a high-quality text and their closest relatives are lost. If one were to
imagine the results on a stemma, these “Eastern” manuscripts would be higher up the tree

than, for instance, the Byzantine text, but at a greater distance from one another than the bulk

of Byzantine manuscripts farther down. Their missing relatives should not lead us to presume

% Klaus Wachtel, “Colwell Revisited,” 38.

%8 Carlson, The Text of Galatians and Its History, 243.
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a closer relationship than actually existed. Consequently, the traditional “text-type” concept
does not appear to be very helpful for the data for 2 Thessalonians.>” To speak of the
“Alexandrian” text-type and Byzantine text-type uses the term “text-type” in two differences
senses with different levels of agreement involved. Of course, it is worth bearing in mind that
for 2 Thessalonians—with its high percentages of overall pregenealogical coherence—nearly
all manuscripts are very closely related in a sense. Nevertheless, the closest relatives for the
“Alexandrian” manuscripts are not extant and these manuscripts form a “group” in a much
wider or different sense than many of the later Byzantine manuscripts. At the same time, this
evidence does not falsify the Eastern stream or branch posited by Zuntz and Carlson. These
concepts are more broadly defined than the “text-type” notion; the pregenealogical data | am
using cannot detect the flow of development with specificity though it can be approximated
by comparing agreement with the editorial text—i.e., the earliest form of the text. In this
regard, many of the “Alexandrians” clearly have a high-quality text. Below, I list those
manuscripts which share 95% or higher agreement with the editorial text with the traditional
“Alexandrian” manuscripts in bold.

Table 4.6: Manuscripts Closest to the Editorial Text

Manuscript Pregen. w. Ed. Text | Byzantine Coherence
03 97.22% 13%
01 96.89% 13%
436 96.24% 69%
81 96.07% 47%
256 96.07% 53%
203 95.91% 66%
02 95.90% 32%
1845 95.75% 50%
6 95.58% 59%
2805 95.58% 58%
1912 95.58% 31%
025 95.56% 50%

%" See also David Parker’s discussion of text-types in which he notes that the terms “Alexandrian,”
“Western,” and “Byzantine” text-types “mean very different things” (New Testament Manuscripts and Their

Texts, 171).
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Manuscript Pregen. w. Ed. Text | Byzantine Coherence
1739 95.42% 31%

020 95.41% 84%

1101 95.25% 97%

517 95.09% 94%

35 95.09% 100%

1456 95.09% 91%

2464 95.03% 31%

33 95.03% 16%

As can be seen in the chart above, several of the so-called “Alexandrians” have a high-quality
text (namely, 01, 02, 03, 81, 1739, 33). And, as in Acts and the Catholic Epistles, 03 has the
highest agreement with the editorial text, reinforcing its importance as an early witness. What
is striking about this result is that almost not a single significant decision went in its favor in
my textual commentary based on external evidence alone.’® In other words, the internal
evidence supports the superiority of the text of 03.

It is also worth noting that several Byzantine manuscripts appear on the chart including
020, 203, 517, 1456, and 35, demonstrating the minimal differences between the editorial text
and the Byzantine text in the case of 2 Thessalonians. Moreover, a manuscript like 35—
which has perfect Byzantine coherence and is therefore a good representative of the Majority
text—is closer to the editorial text than the majority of manuscripts in my edition. This is
striking because manuscripts were selected for this thesis based on their deviation from the
Majority text, but the Majority text actually ends up being closer to the editorial text than
most of the manuscripts selected.

As for the remaining manuscripts on the list, their value has been previously recognized

to a certain extent as they have all been placed in Aland and Aland’s categories Il (i.e., 256,

%8 Readings whose justification is e>i and which involve 03 always include the majority of manuscripts
or a split tradition. The only exception in the commentary occurs in 2 Thess 3:12 (év kupiou Incod Xpiotod),
though Fee still thinks 03 has the more difficult reading (cf. Gordan D. Fee, The First and Second Letters to the
Thessalonians [NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009], 332-333, n. 71).
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2464) or 11 (i.e., 025, 6, 436,>° 1845, 1912); that is, manuscripts of “special quality” or “a
distinctive character . . . usually important for establishing the original text.”®® Their higher
agreement with the editorial text in 2 Thessalonians may warrant a revaluation of the quality
of their text. Do these manuscripts preserve an even higher quality text than previously
regarded?

And what about manuscript 1739, which appears across all three studies? Below, I list
manuscripts with greater than 94% pregenealogical coherence with 1739, including their
agreements in variation:

Table 4.7: Genealogical Data for 1739

Manuscript Pregen. Coherence | Agreements in Var.
1881 97.38% 15

6 96.07% 6

03 94.93% 3

436 94.60% 0

35 94.27% 0

1101 94.11% 0

Other than with 6 and 1881,%* 1739 does not share a particularly close relationship with
any manuscript. Majuscule 03 is near my threshold of 95% but this could be due to the fact
that both 03 and 1739 have a high-quality text. These results for 1739 do not necessarily
strongly align or contradict the findings of Zuntz, Carlson, or Solomon. Zuntz regarded 1739
more highly than either Carlson or Solomon. For 2 Thessalonians, 1739 has a relatively high-
quality text, being the thirteenth closest manuscript to the editorial text with 95.42% overall
pregenealogical coherence. Yet, it is difficult to discern how this result compares with

Carlson’s and Solomon’s findings since their judgements were qualitative and relative to

% Starting with NA28, manuscript 436 is now listed among the “Consistently Cited Witnesses in the
Catholic Letters.”

% Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (trans. by Erroll F. Rhodes. 2d ed.
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 106. Of course, these categories are no longer used by the INTF.

81 Cf. J. N. Birdsall, “A Study of MS. 1739 and Its Relationship to MSS. 6, 424, 1908 and M” (Ph.D.
diss., University of Nottingham, 1959).
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even higher-quality manuscripts like P46, 01, 02, 03 and 33 for Carlson and 01, 02, 04, and
33 for Solomon. The majority of these manuscripts (01, 02, and 03) either have a superior
text in 2 Thessalonians as well or are lacunose (P46 and 04).

As for Zuntz’s reliable combinations of witnesses, most of his claims® are not clearly
evident in 2 Thessalonians, though some of this is (a) due to his focus on P46, which, again,
is lacunose for 2 Thessalonians and, perhaps, (b) because my sample size of one epistle is
smaller than his (1 Corinthians and Hebrews). Nevertheless, a few observations can still be
made, using the data from the variation units discussed in my commentary chapter:

e Excluding uncertain readings marked with a diamond, the editorial text is always
preserved in either 01 or 03. Though not exactly supporting Zuntz’s second
finding, this observation affirms his respect for the “Alexandrian” tradition
evident therein: “The “Alexandrian’ family as a whole, from P46 onwards, stands
a good chance of being right against all other witnesses.”

e The traditional “Western” witnesses (06, 010, 012) never preserve the earliest
reading against the other “text-types.” This goes against Zuntz’s third finding that
“the Western witnesses alone sometimes, but very rarely, preserve the original
wording.” There is also not an example of the “Western” witnesses preserving the
earliest reading with the “other Alexandrians.” Zuntz only noted one such
example (1 Cor 8:8) in his fifth finding.

e The Byzantine text never preserves the earliest reading against the major
majuscules. When the Byzantine text does preserve the earliest reading in the
variation units selected for my commentary, it is nearly always supported by at
least two of the major majuscules (01, 02, 03, 06, 010, 012) and usually more—

though in 2 Thess 2:13a it has the earliest reading with 03, 33, 1739, and 1881.

82 These are quoted on p. 167 above or in Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 158-159.
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This perhaps supports Zuntz’s first finding that “the evidence of late witnesses
becomes important whenever it is anticipated by P46, B, or some Western
witnesses.”

Despite the observation of the last bullet point above, it is important to keep in mind that
the Byzantine text is relatively a very good witness overall, agreeing with the editorial text in
more than 95% of the variation units. And, though | have not reversed any of the readings in
the critical edition of this thesis in favor of the Byzantine text, | have added one variation unit
where the Byzantine text may record the earliest reading,®® as indicated by a diamond in the
text. Having looked at previous textual histories of the Pauline text, | now turn to discuss the
Byzantine text in more detail. The results of the section above will be summarized in this
chapter’s conclusion.

The Byzantine Text

In this section | will summarize some of the recent research regarding the origin of the
Byzantine text and then discuss how the genealogical data for 2 Thessalonians align or depart
with these findings. For this section, the “Byzantine Text,” when referenced broadly, refers to
the form of the text found in the majority of manuscripts dating between the eleventh and
fifteenth centuries;** when referenced narrowly for 2 Thessalonians it refers to the text
defined by the majority reading of the five Byzantine manuscripts used in my edition (35 517

999 1354 1609). These definitions are essentially the same in the case of 2 Thessalonians.®®

% Namely, 2 Thess 3:8 (vuktd kai Apépav).
% Note Wachtel’s similar definition quoted below.

% See also my comments below (pp. 188—189) on the apparent lack of diversity in the mature
Byzantine tradition for 2 Thessalonians.
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Recent Research on the Origin of the Byzantine Text

Important changes in how scholars view and understand the Byzantine tradition have
taken place over the last 25 years.®® This recent scholarship has essentially overturned the
traditional views of the Byzantine tradition popularized by Westcott and Hort. Westcott and
Hort viewed the Byzantine text as the result of a deliberate, “sanctioned,”®’ fourth-century
recension which utilized other forms of the text existing at the time—in their words, the
“Neutral,” “Alexandrian,” and “Western” texts.®® They came to this conclusion, in part, due
to the characteristics which they observed in the Byzantine text, that is, a tendency toward
“smooth,” “attractive,” and “conflated” readings. To requote Zuntz from above: the
Byzantine text is the “latest text” and it contains “the largest proportion of corruptions.”®®
This perspective of the Byzantine text as a deliberate “smoothing” of difficult readings and as
a historical recension had substantial influence on subsequent scholarship. In Michael
Holmes’ words: the view of the Byzantine text “as a late secondary textual tradition with no

independent access to the earlier recoverable form . . . is still evident in the field. One sees it

clearly, for example, in the analysis and comments in the UBS Textual Commentary

% The narrative of the Byzantine text (and the discussion of the Harklean witnesses) laid out in this
section has become commonplace recently and | am more or less rehearsing the discussion. Cf. Parker, New
Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, 305-308; Michael W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D.
Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d. ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 784-786; Peter J. Gurry, “The
Harklean Syriac and the Development of the Byzantine Text,” NovT 60 (2018), 184-189; Lanier, “Taking
Inventory,” 287-291.

67 See Westcott and Hort’s use of “sanctioned” in Brooke F. Westcott and Fenton J. A. Hort, The New
Testament in the Original Greek: Introduction and Appendix (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1882), 136.

88 «“The Syrian [= Byzantine] text ... is the chief monument of a new period of textual history.
Whatever petty and local mixture may have previously taken place within limited areas, the great lines of
transmission had been to all appearance exclusively divergent. Now however the three great lines [= Neutral,
Alexandrian, and Western] were brought together, and made to contribute to the formation of a new text
different from all” (ibid., 132-133).

8 Zuntz’s comments are worth quoting at length here: “The Byzantine is the latest text and it is both
natural and evident that it contains the largest proportion of corruptions. Most of the specially Byzantine
readings rule themselves out of court without ado. The chance that, even so, they are far older than the
manuscript which attest them is none the less great. Between, say, A.D. 200 and 800 much new corruption
could, and did, infect the tradition upon which the Byzantine editors relied. They evidently tended to adopt the
smoothest among competing readings and that, as a rule, meant the spurious ones. Even so, we are now warned
not to discard the Byzantine evidence en bloc” (Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 56).
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published by the UBS/NA editorial committee, which routinely give little more than merely
cursory consideration to Byzantine variants.”"

In contrast to the views of Westcott and Hort, Klaus Wachtel has argued that the
Byzantine text was not the result of a deliberate recension but of a process that occurred over
centuries. For Wachtel, the Byzantine text has roots in the earliest history of the text but
probably did not reach its final form until the ninth century;* this final form is “characterized
by readings attested by the majority of all Greek manuscripts from the thirteenth — fifteenth
centuries.””? Wachtel made this case initially in his Der byzantinische Text Der Katholischen
Briefe but also in several subsequent articles.” His argument is based, in part, on the data
available from the test passages for the Catholic Epistles in Text und Textwert,’* an analysis

of atypical Majority readings,”® and, later, from the pregenealogical data published by INTF

for the Gospels’® and Acts.”” One trend Wachtel observes is that important dateable

" Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism,” 786.

™ Wachtel states: “In der spaten Phase der Koine-Entwicklung, die im 9. Jahrhundert erreicht ist,
kommt ein jahrhundertelanger Prozel? des Ausgleichs zwischen verschiedenen Textformen ans Ziel. Der
Byzantinische Text ist vollstandig ausgepréagt” (Klaus Wachtel, Der byzantinischen Text der Katholischen
Briefe [ANTF 24; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1995], 197). For a concise overview of Wachtel’s three phases of the
Byzantine tradition see ibid., 197; for a helpful summary of his thesis see ibid., 199-202.

"2 Klaus Wachtel, “The Byzantine Text of the Gospels: Recension or Process” (paper presented at the
annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, New Orleans, 2009), 1. Online: http://www.uni-
muenster.de/NTTextforschung/cbgm_presentation/ByzEvvPDF.zip.

" Klaus Wachtel, “Colwell Revisited: Grouping New Testament Manuscripts,” 31-43; Barbara Aland
and Klaus Wachtel, “The Greek Minuscules of the New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d. ed.; Leiden: Brill,
2013), 69-91; Klaus Wachtel “Early Variants in the Byzantine Text of the Gospels,” in Transmission and
Reception: New Testament Text-Critical and Exegetical Studies (ed. Jeffrey Childers and D. C. Parker;
Piscataway: Gorgias, 2006), 28-47; idem., “The Corrected New Testament Text of Codex Sinaiticus” in Codex
Sinaiticus: New Perspectives on the Ancient Biblical Manuscript (London: The British Library, 2015), 97-106.

™ Cf. Wachtel, Der byzantinische Text, 49-72 and the commentary section, Teil Il.

' Cf. Wachtel, Der byzantinische Text, 74, 131-134, 199-200. The atypical readings are those which
are neither the smoothest or easiest but rather the more difficult. For the Catholic Epistles see his list in ibid.,
81-82.

"® These data are accessible online at http://intf.uni-muenster.de/TT_PP/.

" Klaus Wachtel, “The Byzantine Text: The Last Text-Type Standing?”
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manuscripts (with, therefore, dateable texts) or groups of manuscripts vary in the degree to
which they share Byzantine readings. For instance, in a 2009 SBL presentation, which is
available online,” he used data from the Parallel Pericopes project’® to demonstrate a
development essentially from less Byzantine to more Byzantine for the following
manuscripts: 01-03-01c-042-022—02—041-18.% This is roughly a progression from the
earliest majuscules (fourth century), to a correction of Sinaiticus toward the Byzantine text
(fifth—seventh centuries), to the purple codices (sixth century), to a manuscript (= 041) from
the time around the transition from majuscule to minuscule script (ninth century), to a chief
representative of the K" tradition (= 18). Wachtel earlier had identified a similar development
in the Catholic Epistles where the Greek representatives of the Harklean Syriac text—a group
which reveals a state of the text in the seventh century—appear to represent a middle state of
the Byzantine tradition between its early roots in the third and fourth centuries and its later
final form.®* Of course, this is not to imply a simple linear development of less Byzantine to
more Byzantine for all Greek manuscripts across time. Codex Alexandrinus is a fifth century
manuscript, but, for the Gospels, it is predominately Byzantine. Wachtel prefers to describe
the process in the following way:

A marked feature of the process before the 9™ century is movement towards the stage

found in late Byzantine manuscripts, but the development was not homogeneous and

consistent. There was a growing pool of majority readings, i.e. readings shared by the

majority of manuscripts in all phases of the transmission history, but the proportion of
such readings in manuscripts of the same time is quite different.®?

"8 Wachtel, “The Byzantine Text of the Gospels: Recension or Process.”

" See especially Novum Testamentum Graecum — Editio Critica Maior: Parallel Pericopes (ed. H.
Strutwolf and K. Wachtel; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011).

8 See Wachtel, “The Byzantine Text of the Gospels,” 27 and the accompanying table showing
pregenealogical agreement with the Majority Text.

81 Cf. Wachtel, Der byzantinische Text, 57-66; 194-197.

8 Wachtel, “The Byzantine Text of the Gospels,” 8. See also Zuntz’s description of the development of
the Byzantine text in n. 69 above.
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So, in this view, the Byzantine text was not the product of a fourth-century recension, but
rather of a complex (non-linear) process marked by a growing reservoir of Byzantine
readings with its final form appearing by the ninth century. This alternative textual history of
the Byzantine tradition proposed by Wachtel has significant repercussions. If the Byzantine
text is not the result of a deliberate recension but instead developed over time and has its
roots in the earliest period of the Greek manuscript tradition, then its readings cannot be
simply ignored and it should, as appropriate, be considered a potential witness to the earliest
text.® Indeed, this change in perspective is reflected in the ECM where, as is well known,
several Byzantine readings are now thought to be the earliest. Furthermore, Wachtel’s
research and this related reevaluation of Byzantine readings in the ECM appear to have
shifted the field of textual criticism—such that the recent major handbooks report this change
in perspective.® What then does the data from 2 Thessalonians contribute to this issue?

2 Thessalonians and the Byzantine Text

To evaluate these more recent claims for the history of the Byzantine tradition, I will use
Byzantine coherence described at the outset of this chapter. Byzantine coherence measures
the amount of agreement a manuscript has across the 32 distinct Byzantine readings in 2

Thessalonians—i.e., those distinct readings that diverge from the editorial text or which are

marked with a ¢.%° For this thesis, a Byzantine reading is defined as the majority reading

8 Gurry summarizes the situation nicely: “a change in the understanding of the text’s history also
changes the restoration of the earliest text. Where the Byzantine text is rejected as later and derivative, its
unique readings are likewise rejected; where this same text is viewed as an accumulative development with
early roots, its unique readings may be accepted as original particularly when the internal evidence warrants”
(Gurry, “The Harklean Syriac and the Development of the Byzantine Text,” 189).

8 As noted by Gurry, “The Harklean Syriac and the Development of the Byzantine Text,” 189. See
also Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism,” 784-790.

8 This is consistent with how others have defined the Byzantine text. For instance, Lanier defines the
Byzantine tradition as “the distinctive pattern of readings attested in the vast majority of post-ninth century
minuscules” (Lanier, “Taking Inventory,” 273). See also Wachtel’s description of the Byzantine text: “Als
‘byzantinisch’ werden diejenigen Mehrheitslesarten bezeichnet, durch die sich der Text der byzantinischen
Kirche von friheren Textformen, vor allem aber vom urspriignlichen Text unterscheidet. Byzantinische
Lesarten sind also solche, die den Byzantinischen Text als spéte, ursprungferne Textform charakterisieren” (Der
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among 35, 517, 999, 1354, and 1609. Of course, the Byzantine tradition is not monolithic. It
has its own internal diversity.®® However, there may have been less internal diversity for the
mature Byzantine tradition of 2 Thessalonians than other New Testament books.®” There are
only three variation units where the Byzantine tradition is split and there may not be any
distinct K" readings for 2 Thessalonians.?® For my purposes, this lack of diversity means that
the difference between how | have defined the (mature) Byzantine text for 2 Thessalonians
and however else it might have reasonably been defined are likely to be immaterial for the
analysis that follows.

To begin, | note that Westcott and Hort’s description of the Byzantine text as adopting
more “smooth and attractive” readings holds true for 2 Thessalonians. Of the 32 distinct
readings, | count at least half as being easier or “smoother” readings.®® For instance, the
Byzantine tradition includes readings which add clarifying prepositions or pronouns such as
the addition of v to the bare datives in 2:10 and 2:12 or the addition of budg and Opuiv in 2:17

and 3:4. It also includes the explanatory gloss wg 6€ov in 2:4 (which makes the antichrist’s

intentions more explicit) and the expected future mépget in 2:11b. More common

byzantinische Text, 7-8). Gurry alerted me to this definition (“The Harklean Syriac and the Development of the
Byzantine Text,” 194).

8 For more on the internal diversity of the Byzantine tradition see Lanier, “Taking Inventory,” 284—
285. | have not provided an in-depth analysis of the internal diversity of the Byzantine tradition for 2
Thessalonians.

8 As noted above, GA 35, which has perfect Byzantine coherence, has 40 manuscripts with which it
shares 96% or higher pregenealogical coherence—and the manuscripts selected for this thesis are those that
diverge most from the Majority text!

% In an online document, Wilbur Pickering observes that K" (what he calls “family 35”) is “always
accompanied by at least 40%” of Byzantine manuscripts in 2 Thessalonians, suggesting that K" does not have
any distinct readings in 2 Thessalonians. See his “Diagnostic Readings in the Pauline Corpus” available online
at http:www.walkinhiscommandments.com. Pickering also has many other documents discussing his method of
defining family 35. Obviously, these materials have not undergone peer review and should therefore be used
with an appropriate amount of caution.

8 See Appendix 2 (“Byzantine Coherence™). I have in mind 2 Thess 1:4a, b; 2:2a, 4, 6, 8b, 10b, 11b,
12, 13b, 17b; 3:4, 6b, 12, 13b, 14b.
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morphological forms are also adopted over their rarer counterparts: elAeto is preferred to
e\ato in 2:13 and napéhaPov is preferred to mapeAaBooav in 3:6.

Nevertheless, the presence of these “smoother” readings does not justify ignoring the
whole testimony of the Byzantine tradition. Zuntz is the exemplar in this regard: “They [the
Byzantine editors] tended to adopt the smoothest among competing readings and that, as a
rule, meant the spurious ones. Even so, we are now warned not to discard the Byzantine
evidence en bloc.”® As discussed above, Zuntz viewed the Byzantine tradition as developing
out of the Eastern stream or “reservoir”; thus, “the Alexandrian tradition represents an early
main channel of that stream, one that was able to avoid many (but not all) of the faults of the
tradition which preceded it, but which also lost some good readings which other channels
preserved and passed along to the Byzantine text.”®* Consequently: “the Byzantine text, on
occasion, may alone preserve original readings.”®* Thus, on the one hand, Zuntz was able to
maintain a balance between recognizing the antiquity and importance of the Byzantine
tradition for the earliest form of Paul’s Epistles, while, on the other, also acknowledging the
presence of later accretions.

For 2 Thessalonians, the antiquity of the Byzantine tradition can be observed by the fact
that nearly half (15) of the 32 Byzantine readings are supported by at least one of the early
majuscules, namely, 01, 02, or 03. Although some of these readings may have arisen
independently, this finding would seem to support Zuntz’s and Wachtel’s claims for the

antiquity of Byzantine readings. And yet, the earliest manuscripts are also the least likely to

% Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 56.

°! Michael W. Holmes, “The Text of the Epistles Sixty Years After: An Assessment of Giinther Zuntz’s
Contribution to Text-Critical Methodology and History,” in Transmission and Reception New Testament Text-
Critical and Exegetical Studies (Text and Studies 4; ed. Jeffrey Childers and D. C. Parker; Piscataway: Gorgias
Press, 2006), 110.

2 1pid., 111.
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be Byzantine overall. The table below shows the Byzantine coherence for complete
manuscripts from the ninth century or earlier.*®

Table 4.8: Byzantine Coherence for Pre-Tenth Century Manuscripts

Manuscript Byz. Coherence | Century
01 13% v
02 32% V
03 13% v
06 34% VI
010 34% IX
012 34% IX
018 88% IX
020 84% IX
025 50% IX
0150 77% IX
0151 94% IX
0278 47% IX
33 16% IX
2464 31% IX

In the table above only four manuscripts (28%) can be described as Byzantine: 018, 020,
0150, and 0151—all of which are from the ninth century. Of course, 0151 and 018 are both
very Byzantine with 30 of 32 (94%) and 28 of 32 (88%) Byzantine readings, respectively.
These two facts, the infrequency of Byzantine manuscripts in the early period combined with
the presence of some which are very Byzantine, suggest that the Byzantine tradition in its full
form existed by at least the ninth century® but had not yet come to dominate the textual
tradition. This finding aligns with Aland and Wachtel’s claim that “the Koine text in the
standardized form typical of the second millennium came to dominate the tradition only after

the New Testament began to be transmitted in the minuscule script.”*® So, in the least, these

% | have excluded 044 which is dated to the ninth or tenth century because it may be dated to the tenth
century. It has a Byzantine coherence of 44%. The dates are taken from the Liste.

% Although 06 and 010/012 have the same percentage of Byzantine coherence, they only overlap in
five of eleven possible Byzantine readings for 06.

% Of course, the date of a manuscript is not necessarily equivalent with the date of its text. The ninth
century manuscripts in the table above could bear witness to earlier texts.
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genealogical data for 2 Thessalonians suggest that the dominance of the Byzantine tradition

had not taken place by the ninth century. A broader view of the data from 2 Thessalonians is
presented below, where the average Byzantine coherence has been grouped into the fourth —
ninth centuries, the tenth century, and the eleveth — seventeenth centuries:

37% 4-9" centuries (n=12)

49% 10" century (n=4)

77% 11-17" centuries (n=59)

For the centuries within the 11" — 17" grouping, the average Byzantine coherence for
each century is between 72% and 81%.°" These data demonstrate the ascendancy of the
Byzantine tradition by the eleventh century and probably earlier since the number of
manuscripts from the tenth century is insufficient to make meaningful conclusions. These
percentages for 2 Thessalonians are also broadly reflected in the data available across the
whole of the Pauline Epistles. I list now the average percentage of Majority readings for
manuscripts® based on the Teststellen data available in Text und Textwert:

55% 4-9™ centuries (n=18)

89% 10" century (n=29)

92% 11-17" centuries (n=531)

Of course, the age of the manuscript does not necessarily correlate with the age of the
accompanying text. At best, the age of the manuscript provides a terminus ante quem for the

age of the text. Thus, later manuscripts can transmit earlier texts. The text of 01 or 03, for

instance, cannot be later than the fourth century, but the text of a twelfth century minuscule

% Barbara Aland and Klaus Wachtel, “The Greek Minuscules of the New Testament,” in The Text of
the New Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD; 2d. ed.;
Leiden: Brill, 2013) 71. On the following page they also state: “Only after the so-called petaxapaktnpiopog
does the actual triumph of the Koine begin” (ibid., 72).

*7 It is worth remembering that for this thesis | have targeted manuscripts which deviate the most from
the Majority Text. Thus, these percentages would be much higher if all manuscripts were included as reflected
in the Teststellen data that follow.

% | have excluded manuscripts which are missing Teststellen for three or fewer Pauline Epistles. These
data were made available to me via a spreadsheet created by the INTF.

% That is, assuming the dates assigned to them based on paleography are correct.
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could be much earlier. Consequently, for the purpose of understanding the state of the
Pauline text between the fourth and eighth centuries, texts of manuscripts dated to those time
periods are of great significance, since they provide a terminus date while the texts of later
manuscripts are temporally ambiguous. Unfortunately, earlier manuscripts are quite rare with
only a handful available. Equally rare are later manuscripts whose texts can be dated firmly
to an earlier period. This is why the Greek group of the Harklensis, utilized by Wachtel, is so
exceptional. Thomas of Harkel created a new Syriac translation of the New Testament in
615/616 C.E. This translation was an extremely literal version of its Greek VVorlage, which, in
the case of the Pauline Epistles, Aland and Juckel have argued goes back to a single Greek
manuscript.® Aland and Juckel also helped identify Greek manuscripts which are closely
related to the Greek Vorlage of the Harklensis (hereafter Hk®"), namely, 1505, 1611, 2138,
and 2495.* Thus, the common ancestor of these later Greek minuscules can be dated with
confidence to the seventh or eighth century.’®? And, consequently, these minuscules
themselves provide an imperfect vista into at least one state of the text from that time period.
This is significant: having firm evidence which enables the identification of the text of a later
minuscule to a specific earlier time period is a rare occurrence—so much so that Peter

Williams has described the importance of connecting these later minuscules with the

100 cf. Barbara Aland and Andreas Juckel, Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung. I Die
grossen Katholischen Briefe (ANTF 7; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1986), 41-93. | was alerted to this passage by Wido
van Peursen, review of Barbara Aland and Andreas Juckel, Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung: 11
Die Paulinischen Briefe, Teil 3: 1./2. Thessalonicherbrief, 1./2. Timotheusbrief, Titusbrief, Philemonbrief und
Hebraerbrief, AS 2 (2004), 122 (including n. 6).

101 Cf. Barbara Aland and Andreas Juckel, Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung. 1l Die
Paulinischen Briefe, Teil 3: 1./2. Thessalonicherbrief, 1./2. Timotheusbrief, Titusbrief, Philemonbrief und
Hebraerbrief (ANTF 32; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002), 44.

192 In the words of Aland and Juckel: “Deshalb ist Z [= the ancestor of the Greek group] zeitlich wohl

kaum viel spiter als HK® [= the Greek Vorlage of the Harklensis] anzusetzen, also spétestens ins 7./8. Jh.”
(Aland and Juckel, Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung: 1./2. Thessalonicherbrief, 47).
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Harklensis as “one of the most significant recent discoveries in New Testament textual

criticism.”1%®

What then is the Byzantine Coherence for the Greek Harklensian group for 2

Thessalonians? Here are the results:*%

56% HKI%
63% 1505
63% 1611

70% 2138
88% 2495

Manuscripts 2138 and 2495 are less valuable for this analysis since, in the case of 2
Thessalonians, the former has significant lacunae and the latter departs significantly from
HK"*%® However, 1505 and 1611 appear to be closely related to Hk, both sharing more
readings with Hk®" across the thirty-two readings measuring Byzantine Coherence than any

197 The text of their common ancestor—which is most likely

other manuscript in my dataset.
reflected in their shared departures from the Byzantine Text with Hk® —appears, therefore, to
be from the seventh or eighth century. Thus, these minuscules offer another vista into a pre-

ninth century state of the text and, in this instance, the manuscripts are only about two-thirds

Byzantine. Incidentally, these percentages align with Lanier’s recent analysis of the

103 peter Williams, “The Syriac Versions of the New Testament” in The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d. ed.; Leiden: Brill,
2013), 155. Gurry uses this quote from Williams to make essentially the same point (cf. “The Harklean Syriac
and the Development of the Byzantine Text,” 188).

194 Unfortunately, manuscripts 1505, 1611, and 2495 were not included in my editions because they
agree with the Majority Text more than 87.5% of time in the Teststellen utilized for this thesis. Nevertheless, |
was able to calculate their Byzantine coherence based on the collation of these manuscripts in Aland and Juckel
in Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung: 1./2. Thessalonicherbrief, 458—460.

195 This is the Greek Vorlage of the Harklensis reconstructed by Aland and Juckel in Das Neue
Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung: 1./2. Thessalonicherbrief, 458-460.

196 Manuscript 2138 is lacunose for 2 Thess 1:1-1:2 and 2:11-3:3. Manuscript 2495 only shares four
non-Byzantine readings with Hk, all of which are all shared by 1505, 1611, and 2138 (when extant).

197 Respectively, 1505 and 1611 share twenty-eight and thirty of the possible thirty-two readings. The
next two closest manuscripts are 2002 and 2482 with twenty-five shared readings. The average humber of
shared readings is nineteen. Also, 1505 and 1611 share, respectively, eleven and twelve non-Byzantine readings
with HKY",
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Byzantine “tendency” of 2138, which he found to be about 60% Byzantine for Acts and the
Catholic Epistles.’®®

With the value of the Greek Harklensian group now recognized, | present the data for
the few dateable texts available for the Greek manuscript tradition between the fourth — ninth
centuries, which show a progression from less Byzantine coherence to more Byzantine
coherence.

Table 4.9: Byzantine Coherence of Dateable Manuscripts/Texts

Century Byz. Coh. Manuscript(s)

v 13% 01, 03

V-2 31% 1739'%

V 32% 02

VI 34% 06

VI/VIII 63% 1505, 1611

X 94% 0151
Summary

In sum, the Byzantine text of 2 Thessalonians existed in its full form at the latest by the
ninth century. It did not dominate the tradition until the tenth century. Nearly half of its
readings are attested in the earliest strata of the extant Greek manuscript tradition for 2
Thessalonians. | also note here that many of the other readings are attested by important
church fathers and the versions and, perhaps most frequently by Chrysostom and the Syriac

versions.'*! But even Chrysostom’s text appears to have been only 75% Byzantine'*? and the

108 Cf. Lanier, “Taking Inventory,” 288-289.” Note that Lanier calculates his Byzantine percentages by
comparing when the manuscripts in his dataset side with the “bulk of the Byzantine minuscules” versus the
“bulk of the ‘Alexandrian” majuscules” (ibid., 288). It is also worth noting that this divergence of the members
of the Greek Harklensis group from the Byzantine text in Acts (at least for 2138 per Lanier) and 2 Thessalonians
may be at odds with the often repeated observation that the Harklensis was mostly Byzantine except for the
Catholic Epistles (cf. Williams, “The Syriac Versions of the New Testament,” 154). This discrepancy deservers
further attention.

199 Regarding the date of the text of 1739 see Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, 71-77; Parker, New
Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, 261-264.

119 Although other manuscripts, as shown previously, are dated to the ninth century, 1 list here only
0151 since it demonstrates a mature state of the Byzantine text.
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Peshitta—which is noted for its Byzantine tendencies—is nevertheless mixed.'** All of the
data above, though somewhat limited, align best with the perspective of development
advocated by Wachtel. I think Lanier has offered a succinct description of this perspective
that is exceptionally apt:

The Byzantine tradition—as we now know it in its mature late-medieval form—existed in

some ancestral immature form in the earliest eras of textual transmission, developed

gradually over time towards increasing consistency (but still not monolithic), and offers
independent attestation to ancient variant readings that may not be preserved in other
textual traditions [italics his].***

Table 4.9 presents a simple linear development. The situation was certainly more
complex than these eight manuscripts portray. More likely, there was a general trend toward
the final form of the Byzantine text attested by the ninth century with the number of available
Byzantine readings increasing over time but their proportion in individual manuscripts and
groups of manuscripts from the same time period varying. The contribution of this section to
the discussion of the Byzantine text has been to examine more granular data (i.e., Byzantine

coherence) for a specific New Testament book. Some of these findings were more or less

already known,'* but this section, in the least, has quantified them with greater specificity.

11 | make this observation based on comparing the support of the church fathers and versions in the
NA28 edition and Tischendorf’s 8" edition.

112 cf. Aland and Wachtel, “The Greek Minuscules of the New Testament,” 71 n. 8. However, see the
recent research of Peter Montoro, which calls into question the reliability of the editions on which the claims
about the Byzantine nature of Chrysostom’s texts are based (Peter Montoro, “The Lemmata of the Romans
Homilies of John Chrysostom as a Text-Critical Source: A Preliminary Investigation” [BD diss., University of
London, 2018]).

113 Cf. Bruce Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament: Their Origin, Transmission, and
Limitations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977), 61.

14 |_anier, “Taking Inventory,” 288-289. By “earliest eras of textual transmission,” Lanier appears to
refer to the time period (i.e., second to third century; cf. ibid., 286) before the extant evidence for 2
Thessalonians (fourth century). Regardless, his overall point aligns with what | have demonstrated: many
Byzantine readings are ancient but the Byzantine text as a whole—once all of its readings have been assembled
together—is later (ninth century).

15| have in mind the fact that most pre-ninth century manuscripts are not Byzantine (cf. Aland, Text of
the New Testament, 140-142).
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Also, though implied, it is important to point out explicitly that the conclusions of this
section are applicable only to 2 Thessalonians. It is easy for slippage to occur such that
conclusions for the “Byzantine text” of 2 Thessalonians (or the Catholic Epistles, for that
matter) become reported as results simply for the Byzantine text holistically. Different books
of the New Testament have their own unique transmission history as does the Byzantine text
for those books.

Additionally, I think it is worth noting again how close all states of the text are to one
another, at least in the case of 2 Thessalonians. My “Byzantine Coherence” consists of 32
distinct readings—in terms of pregenealogical coherence, 32 of 611 variation units or only
about 5% of the text. This is why manuscript 35, which has perfect Byzantine coherence,
agrees with the editorial text in about 95% of the variation units. The discussion of what is
Byzantine or not, therefore, is a discussion about a small portion of the total text.

Finally, this section has, at times, focused on the value of the Byzantine tradition for
identifying the earliest forms of the text, but this is not its only contribution to textual
criticism. It also bears witness to how the text was transmitted and interpreted throughout
church history, an important topic in its own right. As quoted above, scholars of yesteryear
occasionally refer to non-original Byzantine reading as “corruptions” or “spurious.”**® These
descriptions have a negative connotation and lose sight of the “treasure house” which is the

Byzantine tradition.'*’

116 See the quotes of Zuntz above.

17 «“Treasure house” is David Parker’s term. For more on this topic see his excellent article, “New
Testament Textual Traditions in Byzantium,” in The New Testament in Byzantium (ed. Derek Krueger and
Robert S. Nelson; Washington: Dumbarton Oaks, 2016), 26. | note also Hendel’s use of the term “innovation”
to describe textual change rather than “corruptions” etc. (cf. Ronald S. Hendel, “The Epistemology of Textual
Criticism,” in Reading the Bible in Ancient Traditions and Modern Editions: Studies in Memory of Peter W.
Flint [ed. Andrew B. Perrin, Kyung S. Baek, and Daniel K. Falk; Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017], 252-253).
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Closely Related Manuscripts and Groups of Manuscripts

I now turn to discuss closely related manuscripts and groups of manuscripts that emerged
in the data. To identify such relationships, | looked for manuscripts above both thresholds
described above for pregenealogical coherence and agreements in variation—those thresholds
which indicate a very close relationship between manuscripts. Specifically, | mean
manuscripts which share greater than 95% pregenealogical coherence and 10 or more
agreements in variation. Manuscripts which agree with one another below these thresholds
(or only one of them) may still share an important relationship; | have used these upper limits
in order to identify the most closely related manuscripts.

My analysis can be divided into two sections: pairs of manuscripts above both thresholds
and groups of manuscripts, whose members all agree with one another above both thresholds.
I begin with closely related pairs. In the table below, | have listed each manuscript, their
pregenealogical coherence, their agreements in variation, and their commentary type, if
applicable. The table is ordered by agreements in variation.

Table 4.10: Closely Related Pairs of Manuscripts

MS-1 | MS-2 Pregen. Coh. | Agr. Var. | Comm. Type
1985 | 2102 96.69 44 Theophylact
010 012 97.99 40
2000 | 2248 96.40 20 Theophylact
1739 | 1881 97.38 15
254 1524 98.69 12 Theophylact
1976 1984 97.38 12 Theophylact
90 384 98.85 11
455 1961 98.99 11 Theophylact
2005 | 2138 98.07 11
104 459 99.34 10
1973 | 2197 99.18 10 Theophylact
2002 | 2482 98.34 10 Theophylact

Several interesting findings present themselves in this table—other than the
preponderance of Theophylact commentaries, which | will address momentarily. As a

baseline, perhaps it is helpful to note the presence of 010/012 and 1739/1881, two pairs
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which have long been acknowledged in the secondary literature as having a close
relationship. In the case of 010/012, it has even been speculated that their relationship may be
parent-child or that both were copied from the same exemplar.'*® This makes the number of
agreements in variations for 1985/2102 all the more striking. With 44 agreements, it is at the
top of the list. Moreover, most of the 44 are agreements only between 1985/2102, with some
being quite peculiar or even nonsense readings.™® Although I have not undertaken a strict
study of the relationship between 1985/2102, the possibility that they are parent-child,
siblings, or cousins of some sort seems quite plausible. To my knowledge their close
relationship has not yet been recognized in the secondary literature.*?

The close relationship between 2005/2138 is also worth noting since 2138 is a member of
the Greek Harklensis group. These two manuscripts share 11 agreements in variation and
98.07% pregenealogical coherence. Additionally, although both manuscripts have significant
lacunae in 2 Thessalonians, their Byzantine coherence is perfect in the variation units in
which both are extant—in other words, they both agree with or depart from the Byzantine
text in the same passages. Manuscript 2005 is not listed as a member of “Family 2138 by
Aland and Juckel,*?! although its close relationship with 2138 has been noted elsewhere.'?

There is little to no bibliography for manuscript 2005.%

118 See W. H. P. Hatch, “On the Relationship of Codex Augiensis and Codex Boernerianus of the
Pauline Epistles,” HSCP 60 (1951), 187-199. Hatch ends up rejecting this possibility arguing instead that they
are cousins with one or more intermediaries between each and the archetype (ibid., 195-196).

19| have in mind, for instance, the random fva in 1:3, the additional t¢ before nepi in 2:10, the reading
Taxéwg Bouleubijvar in 2:2, the first plural reading éxahécapev in 2:14, the unique order of €pyw ayad® kat
A6yw in 2:17, and the reading Guev in 3:9.

120 Neither manuscript has a significant bibliography (cf. J. K. Elliott, A Bibliography of Greek New
Testament Manuscripts [NTS 160; 3d. ed.; Brill: Leiden, 2015]).

12! Aland and Juckel in Das Neue Testament in syrischer Uberlieferung: 1./2. Thessalonicherbrief, 44.
122 Both manuscripts are classified as I°* by von Soden. They are listed as a “Familie” in the discussion
of the manuscripts for the Pastoral Epistles in Text und Textwert (Kurt Aland, Text und Textwert der
griechischen Handschriften des neuen Testaments: 11: Die Paulinischen Briefe; Band 4: Kolosserbrief bis
Hebraerbrief [ANTF 19; de Gruyter: Berlin 1991], 364). See also the discussion of “Family 2138” at the online
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Manuscripts 104 and 459 should be also be mentioned briefly, both of which are dated
precisely (respectively to 1087 and 1092). The close relationship of these two manuscripts is
unsurprising as they were both written by the same scribe, John Tzoutzounas.*** They only
differ in four variation units.

Finally, it is significant that so many Theophylact commentaries occur in the table. This
raises the question of how close these manuscripts are as a group and whether the intricacies
of their relationships could be traced with some success. Below | provide a sample, which
illustrates their closeness but also shows how some of the relationships fall below my
thresholds. To my knowledge, the genealogical relationship of Theophylact commentary
manuscripts (based on their biblical text) has not been studied in any depth.

Table 4.11: Genealogical Data for Select Theophylact Commentary MSS

MS | 1973 1976 1984 1985 2102 2197
1973 | 100

1976 | 96.56 (7) | 100

1984 | 96.56 (8) | 97.38 (12) | 100

1985 | 91.89 (10) | 89.37 (6) | 90.73 (10) | 100

2102 | 92.38(11) | 90.22 (8) | 90.56 (10) | 96.69 (44) | 100

2197 | 99.18(10) | 96.72(6) | 96.73(7) | 91.72(8) | 91.89(8) | 100

I now turn to mention two groups of manuscripts for whom all members share
agreements above my thresholds. The first | will call “Group 330”;'% it includes manuscripts

330, 451, 1398, 2400, 2492, and 2516.

Encyclopedia for NT Textual Criticism. Online:
https://www.skypoint.com/members/waltzmn/Manuscripts2000plus.html#m2138.

123 Cf. its entry at the NTVMR or Elliott, Bibliography of Greek Manuscripts.

124 Cf. Georgi Parpulov, “The Bibles of the Christian East,” in The New Cambridge History of the
Bible: From 600 to 1450 (ed. Richard Marsden and E. Ann Matter; vol. 2 of The New Cambridge History of the
Bible; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 312 n. 19.

125 | do not intend to convey a technical meaning for the use of the word “group” other than that the
respective members are all above the agreement thresholds described.
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Table 4.12: Genealogical Data for Group 330

MS | 330 451 1398 2400 2492 2516
330 | 100
451 | 99.18 (18) | 100
1398 | 97.86 (15) | 98.68 (18) | 100
2400 | 97.71(14) | 98.2(16) | 97.53 (15) | 100
2492 | 96.20 (10) | 96.20 (11) | 95.51 (10) | 95.04 (8) | 100
2516 | 97.71(16) | 98.2(19) |97.53(18) | 97.38 (16) | 95.70 (12) | 100

As can be viewed above, these manuscripts share a close relationship with one another—a
relationship, which for some of the manuscripts has been acknowledged before, though, as
far as | can tell, all six have never been listed together.*?®

The final group | will call “Group 582”. Its members include 582, 620, and 1918. To my
knowledge a close relationship between these manuscripts has not been previously observed.

Table 4.13: Genealogical Data for Group 582

MS | 582 620 1918
582 | 100
620 | 97.36 (11) | 100
1918 | 95.01 (11) | 96.01 (12) | 100

The above discussion has identified three groups of manuscripts: a group of Theophylact
commentary manuscripts, Group 330, and Group 582. The members of the latter two groups
are all interrelated above my stated thresholds while the Theophylact group is not, though |
have grouped those manuscripts together nonetheless since so many pairs of Theophylact
commentary manuscripts are so closely related. It may be helpful now to examine the
average Byzantine coherence and pregenealogical coherence with the editorial text for each
of these groups:

Table 4.14: Group Overview

MS Pregen. Coh. w. Ed. Text Byz. Coh.
Theoph. Group | 93.20 76
Group 330 93.65 56
Group 582 92.45 82

126 Text und Textwert lists 1398, 2400, 2492, and 2516 as a family (Text und Textwert: Kolosserbrief
bis Hebré&erbrief, 364). The Online New Testament Textual Criticism Encyclopedia lists “Family 330" as a
“Text-type” whose members include 330, 451, and 2492.
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When compared with Group 330, the Theophylact group and Group 582 both share higher
percentages of Byzantine coherence and slightly lower percentages of pregenealogical
coherence with the editorial text. Qualitatively, Group 330 also appears to be closer to the
editorial text attesting several important editorial readings against the Byzantine text, namely,
kaBioat (without wg B€ov) in 2:4, avélel in 2:8, méuned in 2:11, and el\ato in 2:13. As for
the other two groups, neither Group 582 nor the Theophylact group, as a whole, attest
important editorial readings against the Byzantine text. Moreover, in at least two places
where the Theophylact group departs from the Byzantine text it appears to be derivative from

it: (@) in 2:4, it has transposed the Byzantine wg 6€ov after kabioat; (b) in 3:12, over half of

the members of the group have the unique reading, peoitnv mapaAdpBavieg tov XpLotov,
which is seemingly an interpretation of the Byzantine text.'*’

Thus, of these three groups, Group 330 appears to have the most value for understanding
earlier forms of the text. Unfortunately, in NA28, none of its members are currently listed
among the “Consistently and Frequently Cited Witnesses in the Pauline Letters.” As the
volumes of the ECM edition of the Pauline Epistles appear, Group 330 may be one that
should be kept in mind and analyzed so that its closeness and value as a group can be
accessed and a representative member perhaps incorporated into the appropriate iteration of
the Nestle-Aland apparatus.

Excursus: Testing the Teststellen Method
Before turning to summarize the findings of this chapter, I will digress slightly from its

main focus to evaluate the Teststellen method with the genealogical data now available.

Manuscripts selected for this thesis were chosen based on the nine Teststellen for 1/2

127 See my comments on this variant in Chapter 3 (“Textual Commentary”).
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Thessalonians with the goal of identifying and excluding the most Byzantine texts.*?® Now
that the Byzantine coherence has been calculated for each of the manuscripts herein, the
degree to which each is actually Byzantine is known and the reliability of the Teststellen
method can somewhat be tested. Here is the pertinent question: How accurate is the
Teststellen method for 1/2 Thessalonians at predicting the degree to which a manuscript is
Byzantine? Or, more specifically, how strong is the correlation between initial Teststellen
agreement and final Byzantine coherence? With the results in, the relationship between these
two variables can be analyzed. To accomplish this, | shall examine their statistical
correlation, a technique used to measure and quantify “the strength of the linear relationship
between two variables.”*? Correlation measures the degree to which two variables increase
or decrease relative to one another. The output of a correlation test is a single numerical
coefficient ranging between -1 and 1. A negative coefficient indicates the presence of a
negative linear relationship—as one variable increases, the other decreases (e.g., a student’s
number of absences compared with their academic performance). A positive coefficient
indicates the presence a positive linear relationship—as one variable increases, so does the
other (e.g., height compared with shoe size). A zero indicates the absence of any linear
relationship. Below, I have displayed the standard guidelines for interpreting the strength of a
positive correlation coefficient:

Correlation Coefficient Guidelines™®

0-0.3 Negligible Correlation

0.3-0.5  Low Positive Correlation

0.5-0.7 Moderate Positive Correlation

0.7-0.9  High Positive Correlation
0.9-1.0  Very High Positive Correlation

128 For more on the Teststellen method see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” 5-8.

129 Kathleen F. Weaver et al., An Introduction to Statistical Research: With Application in the
Biological and Life Sciences (New Jersey: Wiley, 2018), 435.

130 Cf. D. E. Hinkle, W. Wiersma, and S. G. Jurs, Applied Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (5th ed.

Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2003). As quoted in M. M. Mukala, “A Guide to Appropriate Use of Correlation
Coefficient in Medical Research,” Malawi Med J. (2012), 71.
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The two standard measures of correlation are Pearson’s and Spearman’s correlation
tests.’** Pearson’s test is used when the data are continuous and normally distributed.
Spearman’s test is considered a viable alternative when these requirements are not met. | ran
both of these tests comparing for each manuscript the (1) Teststellen agreement with the
Majority Text across the nine Teststellen for 1/2 Thessalonians and (2) Byzantine coherence
for 2 Thessalonians. Both variables were expressed as a percentage. | present below the
correlation coefficients for these comparisons.**?

All MSS

Pearson: 0.719
Spearman: 0.672

Commentary MSS excluded
Pearson: 0.799
Spearman: 0.765

Though I have listed Pearson’s coefficient, Spearman’s coefficient is more appropriate given
that the data are neither continuous nor normally distributed.*** Nevertheless, as illustrated
above, for each of the correlation coefficients reported, there is high positive correlation (or
nearly a high positive correlation in one case) between Teststellen agreement with the

Majority Text and Byzantine coherence. These results demonstrate that, at least in the case of

134

these selected manuscripts from 2 Thessalonians, " the Teststellen method has been very

135

reliable at predicting the degree to which a manuscript will be Byzantine or not.” More

31 For a helpful introduction to these statistical tests see Chapter 10, “Pearson’s and Spearman’s
Correlation” in Weaver, An Introduction to Statistical Research, 435-471.

132 The correlation coefficients were calculated using Stata 14.2. In all cases, p < .005.
133 Cf. Weaver, “Pearson’s and Spearman’s Correlation,” 435-471.

134 Strictly speaking, these results cannot be extrapolated to all of the MSS of 2 Thessalonians since |
have excluded the bulk of the manuscripts which agree with the Majority text more than 87.5% across the
Teststellen. To extrapolate the results, a further experiment would need to be run: a random sample (at least 30
MSS) of these mostly Byzantine MSS would need to be selected and analyzed. If they ended up being highly
Byzantine as the Teststellen would suggest, then the method would be justified, at least for 2 Thessalonians.
Still, it has proven accurate for nearly 23% (137 of 595) of all of the manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians.

135 Of course, correlation measures association between two variables not causation. In the present
instance, there are good reasons to think that the close association between Teststellen agreement with the
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precisely, the Majority Text agreement for the 9 Teststellen selected for 1/2 Thessalonians
has a high positive correlation with the Byzantine coherence of the same manuscripts for 2
Thessalonians. This is significant since only nine Teststellen were used for 1/2
Thessalonians—far fewer than the 98 used for the Catholic Epistles and the 104 used for
Acts. These results should encourage those working on the ECM who are relying on the
Teststellen method to select their manuscripts. Even with few Teststellen, the method can be
very accurate.”*® I now illustrate the results graphically with a scatterplot of Byzantine
Coherence and Teststellen agreement; commentary manuscripts have been excluded from this
chart.

Figure 4.1: Scatterplot of Byzantine Coherence and Teststellen Agreement**’

Byzantine Coherence
40 60 80 100
I I I

20
I

T
20 40 60 80 100
Teststellen Agreement

Majority text and Byzantine Coherence is more than a mere coincidence: (1) these two variables are already
linked by the fact that they are both based on whether readings are Byzantine or not; (2) the Teststellen were
chosen precisely because they were thought to be diagnostic of the degree to which a manuscript would turn out
to be Byzantine; (3) there is not a known confounding variable or alternative hypothesis that would otherwise
explain why these two variables would be closely associated.

136 Of course, the accuracy of the Teststellen method will depend on the quality of Teststellen chosen.
The test passages chosen for 2 Thessalonians appear to have achieved their intended goal. However, this does
not mean that Teststellen for other New Testament books will be as effective. Consequently, these results
suggest the Teststellen method can be effective, but it has not demonstrated that it has been in other instances.

37 This chart was created using Stata 14.2.
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This chart illustrated graphically what the correlation coefficient quantified—there is a strong
positive correlation between these two variables; generally speaking, as one increases so does
the other.

It is also interesting that when commentary manuscripts are excluded the degree of the
correlation increases. This appears to be due to the fact that commentary manuscripts, though
mostly Byzantine, have readings that are likely derivative of the Byzantine text, but which
are counted as non-Majority in Text und Textwert (i.e., as Sonderlesarten). This can be
demonstrated both quantitatively with the genealogical data and by looking at specific
Teststellen. Quantitatively, commentary manuscripts have a lower Teststellen agreement with
the Majority Text than their non-commentary counterparts, but are, in fact, more Byzantine
and less closely related to the editorial text. In the following table, | display Teststellen
agreement with the Majority Text, Byzantine coherence, and Pregenealogical coherence with
the editorial text for the both “regular” manuscripts and commentary manuscripts. | have
excluded the early, famous majuscules (01, 02, 03, 06, 010, 012) from these figures as they
are less comparable with commentary manuscripts than the later minuscules.

Table 4.15: Commentary MSS vs. “Regular” MSS

Type Teststellen % Maj. Text | Byz. Coh. | Pregen. Coh. w. Ed. Text
Regular MSS 67.44 71.75 94.07
Commentary MSS | 64.6 78 03.38

So, at least for this thesis, commentary manuscripts are more Byzantine, more distant from
the editorial text, and yet have a lower Teststellen agreement with the Majority Text. If we
look at the Teststellen, themselves, the same pattern emerges: commentary manuscripts are
more Byzantine than their Teststellen would seem to indicate. In Teststelle 7 (2 Thess 2:4),
for instance, the Majority reading is to0 800 wg Beov kabioatl while the NA28 reads simply
100 Be00 kabioal. There is also an alternative reading which transposes wg 8eov with

kaBioat and is probably derived from the Majority Text. Among the 45 commentary
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manuscripts in this edition, 13 have the Majority reading, 4 have the NA28 reading, 2 are
lacunose, and 24 have the transposed reading. The same situation occurs for Teststelle 8 (2
Thess 2:8). The Majority reading is 6 kUptog avalwoel and the NA28 reading is 6 kUpLog
Incol¢g aveAel. Again, however, there is a third reading likely derived from the Majority,
namely, o kUplog’Incolg avaAwoel. Among the commentary manuscripts, 12 have the
Majority reading, 1 has the NA28 reading, and 31 have the derived, conflated reading.'*®

So, commentary manuscripts tend to be more Byzantine than their Teststellen would
imply. This fact and the phenomena observed above for individual Teststellen raises the
possibility of overrepresentation of commentary manuscripts in editions.**® If commentary
manuscripts tend to have Sonderlesarten which are likely derived from the Byzantine text,
then they also might tend to fall below Majority Text thresholds used to qualify manuscripts
for inclusion in ECM editions. These manuscripts and their readings are very important but
they tell us less about the history of the text in the first millennium, the stated goal of the
ECM.

Despite the overall accuracy of the Teststellen method demonstrated above, | would also
like to point a few examples of significant manuscripts which were unfortunately excluded or
very Byzantine manuscripts which were nevertheless included. For instance, two of the
important members of the Greek Harklensis group (1505 and 1611) were excluded because
they only have one Teststelle which departs from the Majority Text. These are important
witnesses and their exclusion based on Teststellen suggests that editors using the method may
still need to make qualitative judgements about important manuscripts which would
otherwise be excluded if nine Teststellen are relied upon alone. Conversely, manuscript 1101

has only 75% Teststellen agreement, ensuring its inclusion; yet, it has 97% Byzantine

138 Also, one commentary manuscript has ¢ kipLog Gvehet (0150).

39| note that for the manuscripts included in this thesis, 37% of the minuscules are commentary
manuscripts even though they only make up 20% of the extant manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians.
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coherence and 99.84% pregenealogical coherence with the Byzantine text—the highest
percentage in the dataset! In fact, for 2 Thessalonians, it agrees with the Byzantine Text in
610 of 611 variation units. Its lower Teststellen agreement is due to one test passage from 1
Thessalonians and one from 2 Thessalonians. The test passage for 2 Thessalonians happens
to be the one variation unit where 1101 departs from the Byzantine Text! With fewer
Teststellen, 1/2 Thessalonians is more susceptible to this type of error. The availability of
more Teststellen would have been better. In the absence of more Teststellen, the use of test
passages from other Pauline Epistles might be a viable supplement to the data for 1/2
Thessalonians. For manuscript 1101, its Teststellen agreement in 1/2 Thessalonians (75%)
could be compared with its agreement across all of the Pauline Epistles (96.81%)."4°

In sum, the Teststellen selected for 1/2 Thessalonians are fairly reliable at predicting the
degree to which a manuscript will be Byzantine, at least for the MSS included in this thesis.
This provides further justification of the Teststellen method and supports the findings of
others.**! Nevertheless, editors relying on test passages to select manuscripts for an edition
may want to consider supplementing their selection with Teststellen from other Pauline
Epistles or what they otherwise know about significant manuscripts.**?
Summary of Genealogical Findings

To close this chapter, I will provide a numbered summary of its most important findings.

By way of reminder, my approach has been to analyze the textual history of the Greek

140 This data point is from an online application of the INTF, which was not available when | was
selecting manuscripts. Online: http://intf2.uni-muenster.de/paul/query.html.

141 Cf. S. Matthew Solomon, “‘I Gotta Have More Teststellen’: A Proposed Manuscript Selection
Process for the ECM Volume on Philemon” (paper presented at the Hoskier Conference, Dublin, Ireland, 28-30
August, 2017); Hugh A. G. Houghton and Catherine J. Smith, “Digital Editing and the Greek New Testament,”
in Ancient Worlds in Digital Culture (ed. Claire Clivaz, Paul Dilley, and David Hamidovi¢; Brill: Leiden, 2016),
113.

142 At a late stage in this thesis, | learned that the editors of the ECM of the Pauline Epistles have
adopted this very strategy (Cf. H. A. G. Houghton, “An Initial Selection of Manuscripts for the Editio Critica
Maior of the Pauline Epistles,” in The New Testament in Antiquity and Byzantium. Traditional and Digital
Approaches to its Texts and Editing [ed. H. A. G. Houghton, David C. Parker, and Holger Strutwolf; ANTF 52;
Berlin: de Gruyter, 2019 ], 343-359).
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tradition of 2 Thessalonians via three forms of genealogical data: pregenealogical coherence,
agreements in variation, and Byzantine coherence. | have discussed what these data reveal in
comparison with previous research on the Pauline text and the Byzantine tradition. | have
also used these data to identify closely related manuscripts and groups of manuscripts.
Finally, these data have also helped assess the value of the Teststellen method for 2
Thessalonians. From this discussion, the most salient findings are as follows:

1. The text of 2 Thessalonians shows a significant degree of stability among the extant
manuscripts. Manuscripts have a high average agreement with one another (93.40
percent) and with the editorial text (94.07 percent). These rates of agreement are
higher than other books of the New Testament for which pregenealogical data is
currently published—namely, Acts and the Catholic Epistles.

2. Manuscript 06 is less closely related to 010/012 than expected based on the studies of
Zuntz and Carlson. In this regard, the findings of this thesis align more with Solomon
than the former two. Given that these manuscripts are often grouped together as
“Western,” further study of their relationship using pregenealogical coherence across
all Pauline books was suggested.

3. The so-called “Eastern” or “Alexandrian” manuscripts (01 02 03 33 81 1739) all have
high-quality texts and appear to represent the earliest forms of the tradition that are
extant. Nevertheless, they are not particularly closely related to one another, as
indicated by their average pregenealogical coherence and agreements in variation
with one another. Thus, their closest ancestors and descendants are lost and each, in a
sense, is a “text-type of its own.”**?

4. Manuscript 03 has the highest pregenealogical coherence with the editorial text. The

high quality of its text was justified by the internal evidence as argued in Chapter 3

143 Klaus Wachtel, “Colwell Revisited,” 38
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(“Textual Commentary”) of this thesis. Manuscript 03 is therefore truly a remarkable
manuscript, being the most closely related to the editorial text not only for 2
Thessalonians but also for the Ausgangstext for Acts and the Catholic Epistles.

. The data available for the Byzantine text, though limited, aligned best with the recent
“development” perspective of the Byzantine text rather than the recension view of a
prior generation. My analysis of the Byzantine coherence of the manuscripts included
herein suggested that the Byzantine tradition did not dominate the tradition until after
the ninth century. Moreover, the data were consistent with the view that the Byzantine
text was not fully formed in the fourth century; its formation was a process which
ended by the ninth century.

. The Byzantine coherence of the Harklean Greek group (1505 1611 2138) was
consistent with the findings of others. These manuscripts, whose text is dateable, are
only about two-thirds Byzantine.

Manuscripts 1985 and 2102 are the two most closely related manuscripts in my
datasets, exceeding even 010 and 012, which some have argued are parent-child.
They are most likely parent-child, siblings, or cousins of some sort. A full
investigation of their relationship would be worthwhile and may shed insight on
scribal habits.

. Several important groups of manuscripts emerged as closely related. A group of
Theophylact commentaries (254 455 1524 1961 1973 1976 1984 1985 2000 2002
2102 2197 2248 2482), Group 330 (330 451 1398 2400 2492 2516), and Group 582
(582 620 1918) all shared high pregenealogical coherence and agreements in variation
within their respective groups. To my knowledge, the close relationship of the

manuscripts within Group 582 has not been previously recognized.

210



9. The Teststellen method accurately predicted the degree to which the manuscripts
included in this thesis were Byzantine. This should encourage those editors relying on
it. Nevertheless, in the case of the Pauline Epistles, it should be supplemented with
Teststellen from across all of the Epistles and qualitative judgements as well, when
justified.

10. Several of the commentary manuscripts selected for this thesis appear to be derivative
from the Byzantine text. However, because they deviate from the Majority reading in
the relevant Teststellen, they have been included in this thesis. Yet these deviations

are a development out of the Majority Text not prior to it.
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CHAPTER 5
THE PARATEXTUAL FEATURES OF THE MANUSCRIPTS

There has been a recent development in New Testament textual scholarship, following a
wider trend in the humanities,* to give more prominence to the codicological and
paleographical® features of New Testament manuscripts.® Instead of restricting the focus of
their enquiries mostly to the canonical text which a manuscript transmitted, studies now pay
more attention to all of the other features of New Testament manuscripts—their dimensions,
book format, scribal features, and secondary texts (i.e., paratexts). This interest in

“manuscript studies™

reflects the importance of these documents as artifacts whose format
and presentation affect both the interpretation and transmission of the texts they carry. This
shift of interest is manifest in the titles of the standard introductions to New Testament
Textual Criticism. In 1981, Kurt and Barbara Aland titled their introduction to the field, Der

Text des Neuen Testaments, but a generation later, David Parker published An Introduction

to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts.’

! This trend, or at least part of it, has been described as the ‘material turn’: “The humanities and social
sciences have taken a material turn. Here, ‘material turn’ refers to the claim of material things and phenomena—
objects, practices, spaces, bodies, sensations, affects, and so on—to a place at the center of scholarly inquiry”
(Sonia Hazard, “The Material Turn in Religious Studies,” Religion and Society 4 [2013], 58).

2 «“paleography” appears to have both a narrow and broad definition in the secondary literature.
Narrowly, it refers strictly to “the study of ancient handwriting.” Broadly, it refers to “all aspects of books
produced by hand (manuscripts)” (Julian Brown, “Aspects of Palaeography,” in A Palaeographer’s View:
Selected Writings of Julian Brown [ed. Janet Bately, Michelle Brown, and Jane Roberts; London: Harvey
Miller, 1993], 47). | am using “paleography” in its broader sense in the sentence above.

® For a recent and helpful overview of this transition within New Testament studies see Peter Malik,
“Biblical Manuscripts: From a Text-Carrier to a Book Project,” Didaktikos November (2018): 44-46.

* The term “Manuscript Studies” is often used to encompass both codicology and paleography (cf.
Natalie Tchernetska, “Manuscript Studies,” in The Oxford Handbook of Hellenic Studies [ed. George Boys-
Stones, Barbara Graziosi, and Phiroze Vasunia; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009], 747-762; Raymond
Clemons and Timothy Graham, Introduction to Manuscript Studies [Ithica: Cornell University Press, 2007],
Xiii).

® Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, Der Text des Neuen Testaments: Einfiihrung in die wissenschaftlichen
Ausgaben sowie in Theorie und Praxis der modernen Textkritik (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1981).

®D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008). Of course, Parker’s work helped accelerate the “material turn” in New
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Having discussed the biblical text at length, in the present chapter | will consider the
paratexts of the manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians in my corpus. Etymologically, “paratext”
means the content “alongside” the Biblical or primary text of a document, including features
such as introductions, titles, chapter numbers, and liturgical notations.” Martin Wallraff and
Patrick Andrist have defined as paratexts “all contents in biblical manuscripts except the
biblical text itself.”® I have limited my analysis to the minuscule manuscripts in my edition
which do not contain a commentary, since many majuscule manuscripts lack most of the
paratextual features which became prominent in the medieval period. In addition, the
cohesiveness of the non-commentary minuscules as an important subset has been shown in
my chapter on genealogical relationships, in which | also observed how most commentary
manuscript stand apart from these witnesses.? Specifically, | will examine in turn the
hypotheses, kephalaia lists, stichometry, book order, and lection identifiers of these
manuscripts, describing them and then analyzing their frequency and variety within the
manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians. The length of this analysis will vary as some of the

paratextual features are straightforward and exhibit little variation while others require more

Testament Textual Criticism (cf. Codex Bezae: An Early Christian Manuscript and Its Text [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992]).

" The term paratext was first utilized and popularized by Gérard Genette (cf. Palimpsestes: la
littérature au second degré [Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1982]). For a discussion of Genette’s usage of the term see
Matthew R. Crawford, The Eusebian Canon Tables: Ordering Textual Knowledge in Late Antiquity (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2019), 21-28.

& Martin Wallraff and Patrick Andrist, “Paratext of the Bible: A New Research Project on Greek
Textual Transmission,” Early Christianity 6 (2015), 239. In a later article Andrist offers a more precise
definition to address some of the ambiguities inherent in the term paratext (cf. Patrick Andrist, “Toward a
Definition of Paratexts and Paratextuality: The Case of Ancient Greek Manuscripts,” in The Bible as Notepad
[ed. Liv Ingeborg Lied and Marilena Maniaci; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2018], 130-150). See also their exciting and
significant project “Paratexts of the Bible” at http://www.paratexbib.eu.

° The manuscripts included in my analysis are as follows: 6 33 35 38 61 81 88 90 104 131 142 203 218
256 263 330 365 384 425 436 451 459 506 517 582 620 629 630 915 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352
1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1573 1609 1661 1729 1739 1751 1830 1838 1845 1867 1881 1890 1899 1912
1918 2003 2004 2005 2127 2138 2298 2400 2464 2492 2516 2523 2544 2558 2625 2674 2736 2772 2805.
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discussion. Also, given its focus on the manuscripts, themselves, this chapter will be rich
with images to illustrate the relevant phenomena being described.

Most of the recent studies that include a discussion of codicological and paleographical
features of New Testament manuscripts have focused on single manuscripts, such as David
Parker’s work on Codex Bezae, Andrew Smith’s study of Codex Alexandrinus, and Peter
Malik on P*'.*° While these single-manuscript investigations are extremely important, this
chapter offers a corpus-based approach, going beyond the investigation of individual
witnesses and considering instead the prevalence and variation of paratextual features across
a group of manuscripts of the same work.'* The value of this is not simply to underline the
way in which the biblical text in these documents have been furnished with paratextual
features which shed light on the processes of copying and the way in which these documents
were used, but also to consider the different forms and contents of these paratexts. In addition
to offering an account of how they differ, | have also tried to explain why this is the case (for
example, when stichometric numbers vary or different lectionary sequences appear). This
appears to be an area ripe for further study, and | hope that the approach I undertake here
may provide the impetus for more detailed and comprehensive examination of these features,
perhaps in conjunction with the preparation of the Editio Critica Maior.*?

The Euthalian Apparatus
The first two paratextual features | will discuss are hypotheses and kephalaia lists. In
the MSS of 2 Thess, these features almost exclusively appear as part of the Euthalian

apparatus, a set of paratextual materials that accompany Acts and all of the epistles in many

19 parker, Codex Bezae; W. Andrew Smith, A Study of the Gospels in Codex Alexandrinus: Codicology,
Palaeography, and Scribal Hands (NTTSD 48; Leiden: Brill, 2014); Peter Malik, P.Beatty I11 (P47): The
Codex, Its Scribes, and Its Text (NTTSD 52; Leiden: Brill, 2017).

' For a corpus-based approach of codicological features of New Testament papyri see Larry W.
Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006).

12 Single manuscript studies continue to dominate the topics of doctoral dissertations. | count five of

the thirteen doctoral dissertations begun in 2018 or 2019 and listed on the IGNTP website as single manuscript
investigations (cf. www.igntp.org).
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New Testament manuscripts. These materials can include prologues, lection lists, quotations
lists, hypotheses, chapter lists and other miscellaneous items.** Not all features occur together
or in every manuscript. These paratextual materials can be thought of as “reading aids,”
designed to help the reader navigate and interpret scripture. In a sense, they are akin to the
cross-referencing systems, footnotes, or short book introductions that occur on the pages of
many modern Bibles.

The authorship, date, and original composition of the Euthalian apparatus remain
unclear. These paratexts have been associated with a certain “Euthalius” because his name
accompanies the materials in some manuscripts, though, alternatively, so does the name
“Evagrius.”** For the status quaestionis, the situation has been summarized most recently by
Blomkvist in Euthalian Traditions.® I will not rehearse the details here. I only note that (1)
the authorship is still a matter of debate,'® (2) scholars believe the first Euthalian edition was
most likely published in the second half of the fourth century,!” and (3) some of the
paratextual features which occur in the final form of the Euthalian edition were added later.®

Hypotheses

One of the key paratextual features of the manuscripts examined for this chapter is the

hypothesis (UnoBeotg) or argumentum. A hypothesis is a brief summary of a book’s contents

occurring in the manuscript before the main text of the book itself. Forty-five of the seventy-

3 For a complete description of the Euthalian materials see Louis Charles Willard, A Critical Study of
the Euthalian Apparatus (ANTF 41; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009), 1-6.

14 Cf. Vemund Blomkvist, Euthalian Traditions: Text, Translation, Commentary (TUGAL 170; Berlin:
de Gruyter, 2012), 3. Throughout this chapter | will still refer to the materials as “Euthalian” as is customary.

' Ibid., 8-32.
16 cf. Blomkvist, Euthalian Traditions, 31-32.

17 Cf. Eric W. Scherbenske, Canonizing Paul: Ancient Editorial Practice and the Corpus Paulinum
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 120-122.

'8 parker, New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts, 269.
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six manuscripts included in my analysis have a hypothesis.'® All of these manuscripts include

the Euthalian version or a hypothesis which appears to be derived from the Euthalian

version.” One manuscript (1830) includes the hypotheses of both Euthalius and Theodoret.

To orient the reader to these materials, | provide below the Greek text and translation of the

Euthalian version published by Blomkvist.?! This is followed by images of the beginning of

the Euthalian hypothesis from selected manuscripts.

Table 5.1: Greek Text and English Translation of the Euthalian Hypothesis

[Introductory Notice]
TaUTNV EMLOTEAAEL ATTO PWUNG:

[Introductory Notice]
This he sends from Rome.

[Prophasis]

f 6& mpodaoig Thg £moTtoAfg altn: TWEC Ao
Oeoocalovikng dpyol Kal dtaktol,
TEPLEPXOUEVOL, TOUC adeAdoug LdRpmalov, WG
Aén thg mapouciag tod kuplou évotdongc.
Aatwy 6£ Toug dkovovtag, We tod dmootdlou
tolto &nAolivtog kal UITO TVEULOTOG
akoloavtec. tadta toivuv pabwv 6 dmdéotolog
VYpAadeL TV ETLOTOANV.

[Prophasis]

The occasion for the letter is this: Some idle and
unruly impostors from Thessalonice were
seducing them, saying that the coming was
already imminent. They tried to deceive the
listeners, telling them that the Apostle had made
this known, and that they had heard it from the
Spirit. When now the Apostle learns this, he
writes the letter.

[Summary]

Kol TpToV PEV AmodexeTal TV TloTy alT®V
av&avouoav, Kal OTL &v aUTOlG €KAUYXATO, TAG
BOAlYeLg yevvalwg UtodEpouotv St TOV XpLoTOV:
mapapuBsital 6& avtolg, WG ETOUEVNG EKSLKIAG
mapd 1ol Bg0l kotd TV aUToUG ASIKOUVTWVY.
£nelta mepl ThG Tapouoiag tol cwthpog
S16dokel undevi altouc meibeocBat, pnde
Bpociobal aluTtoug, uATe SL& TVELUATOC, UATE WG
avutol ypagavrtog, undé 0Awg vouilewy 16N
mapeival alTAV- ur) yoap mpotepov £oeabal
auThv, £av Un n arootacia mpdtov €AON, Kal
HETA TaUTNV O AVTLXPLOTOC O LLOC TfiC AmwAEiag,
o0 v mapouciav év onpeiolg kat Tépact
Pevboug, kat évépyelav Tol Tatava £éoecbal
ONUALVEL. ELTA TAPALVESOS AVUTOLC CTAKELY

[Summary]

And first, he praises their faith for progressing
and says that he glories in them, since they in a
worthy manner endure persecutions for Christ’s
sake. And he comforts them, saying that
punishment from God will follow upon those
who harm them. Then he teaches about the
coming of the Savior, that they should not believe
anyone, nor be frightened, neither by a spirit, nor
by a writing said to come from him; they should
not at all believe it is already at hand. For it will
not happen unless the defection has come first.
And after that, he announces, Antichrist will
come, the Son of perdition, whose coming is with
signs and false wonders, wrought by the power of
Satan. Then, having exhorted them to stand in a
worthy manner and to keep the traditions, which

19 These manuscripts are 6, 35, 38, 61, 88, 142, 203, 218, 256, 425, 436, 459, 506, 517, 630, 915, 999,
1101, 1115, 1127, 1241, 1311, 1352, 1354, 1409, 1448, 1456, 1609, 1729, 1751, 1830, 1845, 1867, 1890, 1899,
1912, 2004, 2298, 2464, 2544, 2558, 2625, 2674, 2736, 2805.

20 Manuscripts 1354 and 1867 appear to have the same abbreviated hypothesis derived from the
Euthalian version. Manuscript 61 has an alternative abbreviated version which also appears to be derivative.

21 As Blomkvist notes, the Greek text is that of von Soden and the translation is his (Blomkvist,
Euthalian Traditions, 45, 83-84). | have arranged the material following Blomkvist’s outline of introductory

notice, prophasis, and summary.
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yevwvalwg, kal Kpatelv TG mapadooelg g
£616axdnoav map avtol, TapayyeAlel
punéepilav kowwviav EXElV HETA TOV ATAKTWVY,
AN Kot aoBAANelV alTOUG Elvat yap Kat
TEPLEPYOUC Kai TAGvoug E6AAwoE Toug
ToloUTOUC- KAl KaBoAou &€ mapnyyellev TOV Un
UTakoUvovta Tol¢ Adyolg autol, Tolitov
amoouvaywyov yiveoBalt. kal Aoutov
£€mev€apevog alTolg eipnvny, teAelol Ty
£7TLOTOANV, TOV Aomaouov Ti dia xelpt ypayag,
bmep onpelov VoL TAoNG ETLOTOARG
Se6nAwWKeV.

they were taught from him, he orders them not to
have any fellowship with the unruly, and even to
expel them. For he has shown that such people
are meddlesome and seductive. And in general,
he ordered that he who did not obey his words
should be expelled from the community. And
now, having prayed for peace on their behalf, he
ends the letter, having written the greeting with
his own hand, which he declares to be a sign in
every letter.

Figure 5.1: GA 1830. f. 189r

Figure 5.2: GA 203. f. 105r
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Figure 5.3: GA 425. f. 130v
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In each of the images above, | have included the introduction (prophasis) of the
Euthalian hypothesis. These images illustrate the typical format: (1) the hypothesis appears at
the beginning of the material for 2 Thessalonians; (2) a decorative element separates the
hypothesis from the previous book (always 1 Thessalonians); (3) a title appears before the
main text of the hypothesis; (4) the first letter of the hypothesis is enlarged or decorated (or
both).
In terms of variety, three manuscripts have only the prophasis without the
accompanying summary (namely, manuscripts 38, 218, 1352). Three manuscripts (61, 1354,
1867) have an abbreviated version seemingly derived from the full Euthalian version. The

rest have the normal Euthalian hypothesis. As expected, there is also some textual variation

among these manuscripts with the standard version—though a cursory examination suggests

22
I

that it is not substantial.” Finally, as already mentioned, manuscript 1830 has the hypothesis

of both Euthalius and Theodoret. | reproduce below an image of Theodoret’s hypothesis from

22 This observation is based on looking over the hypotheses during the cataloging phase. I did not
transcribe the hypotheses.
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1830 along with the Greek text and an English translation. This hypothesis is from

Theodoret’s commentary on the Pauline Epistles.”®

Figure 5.4: GA 1830. f. 188v

Table 5.2: Greek Text and English Translation of Theodoret’s Hypothesis

M'voUg 0 Bglog AlOGTOAOC TV €K TRV TIPOTEPWV
YPOaUUATwyY Tolg Osooalovikeloly éyylvopévny
woElelay, kal OTL YOAEN®G UTIEP THG MioTEWC
ToAgpoUpevVoL pEpouat Yevvaiwg TV évavtiwy
TaG mpooPoldc, kal Seutépav auToig EMLOTOANV
véypade, mapabriywv gic avépeiav, kal Tf TV
peAAOVTWY EATIISL Puxaywydv. Emeldn &€ kat
neloai Tiveg avtolg Enelpddnoayv, wg EVECTNKEV
0 Tfig ouvteAelag Kalpog, TOV Antdotolov tadta
Aéyovteg eipnkéval: Kal mepl TOUTWV EMEOTEIAE,
TG poorkovta Sibdokwv, wg el mpoTtepov
odOfval tov Thg dAnBeiag £xBpov, Tov
Avtixplotov Aéywv: €10’ oUTtw yiveoBat TV Tol
Oeo0l kal Zwtfipog NUAV énudavelav. Naprveoe
6£ Kkal Tolg Tov dpyov Blov mpoalpoupévolg Ta
npoéodopa. Ekdotou 6€ TolTWVY TV Slavolay €k
Tfi¢ TV pnTdV €punveiag elcopeba.

Knowing the benefit coming from the first letter
to the Thessalonians and the fact that despite
being subjected to severe assaults for the faith
they nobly bore the attacks of the adversaries, the
divine apostle wrote a second letter to them as
well, urging them to show courage and consoling
them with the hope of future goods. Since some
people tried to convince them that the time of the
consummation was at hand, claiming the apostle
said so, he wrote about this as well to make the
necessary point that the enemy of truth must first
be seen—namely, the Anti-Christ—and then the
coming of our God and Savior would take place.
He also made useful recommendations to those
choosing the life of idleness. We shall grasp the
force of each of these point from the commentary
on the text.

In passing, I note that the hypotheses of Theodoret and Euthalius share broad similarities:

both ground the purpose of the letter, at least in part, as a response to false eschatological

teaching; both also emphasize the Thessalonians’ steadfastness amidst persecutions, discuss

% The Greek text is from PG 82:657. The English translation is that of Robert C. Hill, Theodoret of
Cyrus: Commentary on the Letters of St. Paul (vol. 2; Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 2007), 125.
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the necessity of the appearance of the Antichrist, and note the apostle’s rebuke of those who
have been idle. This overlap also aligns with modern summaries of the letter’s contents. For
instance, Fee outlines the letter as addressing three issues, namely, (1) “the Thessalonian
believers’ ongoing persecution and suffering,” (2) “the coming of the Lord,” and (3) “the
unruly idle.”?*

I have catalogued above the type and varieties of the hypotheses that occur in the non-
commentary, minuscules of 2 Thessalonians included in this thesis: every manuscript with a
hypothesis has a Euthalian version; a handful have an abbreviated version; one also has the
hypothesis of Theodoret. If the manuscripts in this thesis are at all representative of Pauline
manuscripts in general, then it would appear that the Euthalian hypothesis is a frequently
occurring paratextual phenomenon, occurring in 45 of 76 of the manuscripts analyzed or
59%.% This frequency seems to be confirmed by the research of Willard. In his catalogue of
manuscripts with Euthalian material, Willard lists 350 manuscripts with the Euthalian
hypothesis. The online version of the Kurzgefasste Liste currently lists 720 minuscules
containing all or a portion of the Pauline Epistles. It would appear, then, that hypotheses (and
particularly the Euthalian hypothesis) are indeed a frequently occurring paratextual feature.
My survey above adds eleven more manuscripts not included in Willard’s list, namely,
manuscripts 256, 1101, 1115, 1127, 1867, 1899, 2558, 2625, 2674, 2736, 2805. This
highlights the fact that the paratextual features of many Pauline manuscripts have yet to be

fully catalogued. This work still needs to be done, so that more precise figures can be

obtained and the frequency and variety of hypotheses can be adequately documented.

% Gordan D. Fee, The First and Second Letters to the Thessalonians (NICNT; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2009), 237-246.

% Of these examples, the Euthalian hypothesis overwhelmingly dominates, a version of which has been
employed in 100% of the instances.
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Kephalaia Lists
The next paratextual feature I will discuss is the kephalaia list. In Classical Greek,
keddatog had as its primary meaning “chief or main point.”?° Later, it also came frequently
to indicate “a section of a written work.”?’ In the Pauline manuscript tradition, kephalaia
were the highest level of subdivision, for which the modern equivalent is the chapter. Of
course, there were further possible subdivisions in antiquity at the paragraph, sentence, and

1.8 There were also different kephalaia systems in existence for the books of the

clause leve
New Testament.?® For the purposes of this section, I will focus on the Euthalian kephalaia
system since it (or a variation thereof) is the only one that occurs in the manuscripts in this
thesis.

In the Euthalian apparatus, kephalaia lists, when present, most often appear in the
manuscripts before the text of the epistle in question.® In my dataset, they always follow the
hypothesis, if one is present. These kephalaia lists typically include a number (always
beginning with one in my dataset) and a brief description of the kephalaion in question. In

many manuscripts, the kephalaia numbers also appear in the margin of the biblical text

designating the beginning of each new kephalaion and enabling the reader to cross-reference

% 1.8J, s.v. “keddAatoc.”

2T |Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v. “keddAaiog.” For a very brief history of the use and
evolution of kephalaia in antiquity see Glinter Zuntz, The Ancestry of the Harklean New Testament (British
Academy Supplemental Papers V1I; London: Oxford University Press, 1945), 79-82.

%8 For an overview of these features see Simon Crisp, “Scribal Marks and Logical Paragraphs:
Discourse Segmentation Criteria in Manuscripts of the Pauline Corpus,” USB Bulletin 198/199 (2005): 77-87.
See also the analysis of sense units of manuscripts for Romans 12 in Bruce Morrill and John Gram, “Parsing
Paul: Layout and Sampling Divisions in Pauline Commentaries,” in Commentaries, Catenae, and Biblical
Tradition (ed. H. A. G. Houghton; Text and Studies 13; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2016), 99-116.

2% Cf. Bruce Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to Greek Paleography (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1981), 40-41; F. H. A. Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New
Testament (vol. 1; 4" ed.; New York: George Bell and Sons, 1894), 56-79; Greg Goswell, “An Early
Commentary on the Pauline Corpus: The Capitulation of Codex Vaticanus,” JGRChJ 8 (2011-2012): 51-82.

%0 Willard does note that “there are, however, a number of variations, in which the lists are collected all

together at the beginning of the corpus—Pauline, Catholic, Acts—or spread through a manuscript, in the upper
and/or lower margins of the text” (Willard, Euthalian Apparatus, 47).
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between the lists and the main text with more facility.3* Twenty-nine of the seventy-six

manuscripts (38%) have kephalaia lists in my dataset*’—thus, kephalaia lists appear to have

been less frequent than hypotheses in Pauline manuscripts. This observation is confirmed by

Willard’s survey. He counted 171 manuscripts with a “chapter list”—significantly lower than

his 350 with a hypothesis. Below, | have reproduced Blomkvist’s edition and his English

translation of the kephalaia lists followed by images from manuscript 203.

Table 5.3: Greek Text and English Translation: Euthalian Kephalaia List of 2 Thess*

Kedbahata thig mpoc OsooahoVIKelG SeuTEpaG
£TILOTOARG

Chapters of the Second Letter to the
Thessalonians

a (1:3) evxaplotia UMEp THG TOV
©e000AOVIKEWY TOTEWG, Kal AyAmnng Kal
OTtOpOVAG, €Ml TIUR aAUTOV Kal KOAAOEL TGV
OABOVTWY Kal eUXN UMEP TEAELWOEWC QUTHOV €V
606¢&n éni 6o&n Xplotod.

1 (1:3) Thanksgiving for the faith of the
Thessalonians, their love and their steadfastness,
for the sake of their honor and the punishment of
their persecutors. And prayer for their glorious
perfection, to the glory of Christ.

B (2:1) mepl téAoug, OTL peTA AvTixpLoTov
TEUTIOUEVOV £TTL EAéyXw TouSaiwv Thv
AMLOTNOAVTWY XPLoTQ.

2 (2:1) About the end, that it is after
Antichrist, who is sent to convict the Jews who
did not believe in Christ.

y (2:13) ebxapiotia THg KAOEWS, €V B
T(POTPOTI £MLUOVAG EUXN TTPOG BedV Kal XpLoTov
niepl oteplypold alT@v.

3 (2:13) Thanksgiving for the call. In this:
Encouragement to endure. Prayer to God and
Christ for their sustenance.

6 (3:1) mapdxAnotig vxiic Umép altol Kal
00 €pyou, £&v © e0XA UTEP AUTMV €ic Aydmny
O¢eol.

4 (3:1) Exhortation to pray for him and his
work. In this: Prayer for them to obtain the love
of God.

€ (3:6) mpotpomnn épyaoiag, kal
TIAPALTNOEWC TV ApyDV KOl TEPLEPYWV.

5 (3:6) Encouragement to work and to avoid
to idle and meddlesome people.

¢ (3:16) e0xn mepl elprivng T mapd Ocod.

6 (3:16) Prayer for peace from God.

*! Twenty manuscripts in my dataset have (at least some) kephalaia numbers in the margin (top,
bottom, or side) corresponding with the location in the manuscript where that particular kephalaion begins: 88
104 203 459 506 915 1354 1398 1729 1739 1830 1845 1867 1912 2004 2298 2464 2544 2558 2625.

%2 Namely, 88, 104, 131, 203, 218, 256, 330, 425, 436, 451, 459, 506, 517, 915, 1127, 1311, 1352,
1409, 1448, 1729, 1751, 1830, 1845, 1867, 1912, 2005, 2298, 2558, 2625.

3 Blomkvist, Euthalian Traditions, 54.
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Figure 5.5: GA 203. f. 105r
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The select images from manuscript 203 provide a nice example of the Euthalian
kephalaia list. As often occurs in the manuscripts, the introduction to the kephalaia list and
the first letter of each kephalaion description has been rubricated. In the margin, each
kephalaion has been numbered successively (a, B, v, 6, €, ¢) and correspond to the
rubricated initials on the same line. Near the bottom of the left side of figure 5.6, one can also
observe an a in the margin, which indicates the location where that particular kephalaion
begins in the main text. Also of note at the top of figure 5.6 is an asterisk, after which a scribe

134

has written “Omodlatpéoetg.” The term, UmoSiapéotg, means “subdivision”" and, in relation

to the Euthalian kephalaia was used to designate subsections within a kephalaion. In this

% Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, s.v. “Onodtaipéoetg.”
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instance, two subsections are designated: one for the third kephalaion (y) notated with (a) and
one for the fourth kephalaion (6) notated with (B). In contrast with the numerals for the
kephalaia, the numerals for the subsections have been rubricated.

Three of the manuscripts (104, 1845, 1912) in my dataset include an explanatory note that
directly follows the introduction of the kephalaia and explicitly mentions the subsections and
the rubrication. The note reads: éxovtwv Tv@v Kol HePLKAG UTIOSLALPETELS TAC SLd TOD
kwvaBdpewc (“some [i.e., of the kephalaia] also have subsections in red ink”).*®> An
additional two manuscripts (1912, 2298) note merely the subsections repeating the same
formula above, but leaving off “tag 6wa to0 kwwvaBdapswc.” There is some debate in the
secondary literature as to who should be credited with introducing rubrication to distinguish
the subdivisions.*

As for the numeration itself, there is much variation in the manuscripts. Nineteen of the
twenty-nine manuscripts with a kephalaia list have a coherent numeration system*” and |
count nine different numbering systems across these nineteen manuscripts. | have listed the
different systems below with their numeration. To distinguish between chapters (kephalaia)
and subdivisions (UnoSlapéoetc), following Robinson,® | have used capital Greek letters for

the former and lower case for the latter.

% Though this explanatory note is not included in Willard’s edition of the Euthalian material for 2
Thessalonians, elsewhere he states that “in the prefatory remarks at the head of some lists of chapters, there was
a note as to the presence of subdivisions in the chapters that followed, including the remark that such
subdivisions were marked in red” (Willard, Euthalian Apparatus, 51). It is included in Migne’s edition (PG
85.771).

% Cf. Willard, Euthalian Apparatus, 52-53.

%7 Several manuscripts (218, 425, 436, 1127, 1352, 1448) include the kephalaia lists but without the
numbers. There are also manuscripts which are lacunose or appear to have incoherent systmes: in one
manuscript (2005) the numbers are illegible; the scribe of one manuscript (1830) seems to have mistakenly used
only four numbers in the list, though seven occur in the margin of the manuscript; one manuscript (2625)
numbers only seven of the eight sections. Finally, one manuscript (1867) seems to have only five numbered
sections, but these occur in the margin of the main text; the page where the list would have occurred is missing.

%8 J. Armitage Robinson, Euthaliana: Studies of Euthalius, Codex H of the Pauline Epistles, and the
Armenian Version (Text and Studies 3; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1895), 20-26.
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Table 5.4: Numeration of Euthalian Kephalaia®

Number of Sections Numeration Number of MSS
(Total 19)
6 ABTAEC 2
7 ABIFAECZ 1
8a ABTaABEC 3
8b ABTaAaEC 6
8c ABTBAQEC 1
8d ABIFAECZH 1
8e ABTAaEacC 1
9a ABIFTAECZHO 3
9b ABTaBAaEC 1

Such variety in numeration led Robinson to postulate that the subsections were not numbered
in the editio princeps of the Euthaliana, but were originally indicated with an asterisk. This is
the case in some of the manuscripts he examined in his Euthaliana: Studies of Euthalius,
Codex H of the Pauline Epistles, and the Armenian Version. He states:
So remarkable a variety in methods of numeration is perhaps most easily explained if we
regard the asterisks as the original marks of the subdivision: and this view is supported by
the frequent dropping of subdivisions altogether. . . . it is obvious that an asterisk was far
more likely to be dropped, and far less likely to be afterwards replaced, than one of the
numbers of a series.*
Asterisks are not used to indicate the subsections in the manuscripts in my dataset. There are
two examples where the subsections (= urmtoStapéaoelg) are not indicated at all, namely, in
manuscripts 131 and 1751. There are also two manuscripts (425 and 436) where numeration
is not used but the different sections of the chapter list—whether chapter or subsection—are

indicated by the capitalization of the first letter. In these cases, there is no way to distinguish

between chapter and subdivision.

% The manuscripts associated with each group in table 5.4 are as follows: 6 = 131, 1751; 7 = 2558; 8a
=104, 203, 506; 8b = 88, 459, 915, 1845, 1912, 2298; 8c = 256; 8d = 1409; 8e = 1729; 9a = 330, 451, 1311; 9b
= 517.

0 Ibid., 24.
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There is also some variety in terms of where the text of the chapter and subsection
descriptions are divided in the manuscripts.* Three manuscripts (131, 1448, 1751) use the
traditional division of six sections (without subsections) as laid out above in Blomkvist’s
edition. There are also two manuscripts with five divisions (1867, 2005) and one with seven
(2558). Most of the manuscripts use either eight or nine divisions as can be seen in the
numeration table above (Table 5.4). Below, I have listed the three options that occur with
either eight or nine divisions.

Table 5.5: Variation in the Division of the Text of the Kephalaia Descriptions

8a (10 MSS)* 8b (4 MSS)* 9 (5 MSS)*
guyaplotio UTép Tfig TV guyaplotio UMEp Tfig TV guyaplotia UMép Tfig TV

OeooaloVIKEWV TOTEWG, OeooaloVIKEWV TIOTEWC, Kal OeooaloVIKEWV TILOTEWC, Kal
Kol dyamng Kal UTopovig, £mi Ayamnng Kot UToUoVA¢, EmL TR | dyamng Kal UTOUOVIAG, £TTL TLUR
TR a0T@V Kal KOAGoEL TGV aUT@V KOl KoOAAoeL TV aUT@V KOl KoOAAoEL TV
OABOVTWY' Kal ebxN UMEP OABOVTWY' Kal ebXN UMEP OABOVTWY: Kal LX) UMEP
TeEdelwoews alT®V €v 60&n &l TEAELWOEWG aAUTWV €v 60&N €ml | TEASLWOEWC AUTOV v 80EN Emi
60&n XpLotod. 60&n XpLotod. 60&n XpLotod.

Tepl T€Aoug, OTL HETA Tepl T€Aoug, OTL HETA Tepl T€Aoug, OTL HETA
AVTiXPLOTOV TTEUTOUEVOV ETTL AVTiXPLOTOV TTEUMOUEVOV ETTL AVTiXPLOTOV TTEUTOUEVOV ETTL
£Aéyxw loubaiwv TV £Aéyxw loudaiwv TV £Aéyxw loubaiwv TV
AMLOTNOAVIWY XpLoTR. AMLOTNOAVIWY XpLoT®. AMLOTNOAVIWY XpLoT®.

guyaplotia ¢ KANoEWC, guyaplotia ¢ KANCEWC, guyaplotia Th¢ KANoEWC,

v () TPOTPOTN EMLHOVHC

v () TPOTPOTN EMLHOVHC g0XN TPOC BeodV Kal v () TPOTPOTN EMLHOVHC

g0XN TPOC OOV KAl XpLoTov XpLotov mepl oteptlypod alT@v.

niepl oteplypod adTt@v.

g0XN TPO¢ BeodV Kal
XpLotov mepl oteptlypod alT®v.

mapAkAnoLg eVXRG UMEP mapAkAnoLg eVXRG UMEP mapAkAnoLg eVXRG UTEP
avtol kal tol £pyou, avtol kal tol €pyou, autol kal tol €pyou,

gv @ eV Umép alT@V eig gv @ eV Umép alT@V &ig gv @ eV Umép alT@V &ig
ayamnnv Osod. ayamnnv Osod. ayamnnv Osod.

nipotporn) épyaciag, Kal nipotpon) épyaciag, Kal npotpon) épyaciag, Kal
TAPALTHOEWS TV ApydVv Kal TAPALTHOEWS TV Apy®Vv Kal TAPALTHOEWS TV ApydVv Kal
TLEPLEPYWV. TLEPLEPYWV. TLEPLEPYWV.

g0 Tepl elpRvng Thg mapa gUXn Tepl elpAvng TG g0XN Tepl elpAvng TAg
Oe00. napd O=o0. napd O=od.

1 Manuscript 2772 is missing the folios which would have included the kephalaia list—which appears
for other books in this manuscript. Manuscript 1830 has four divisions in the kephalaia list and seven in the
main text.

*2 Namely, GA 88, 104, 203, 459, 506, 915, 1729, 1845, 1912, 2298.

** GA 256, 436, 1409, 2625.

4 GA 330, 425, 451, 517, 1311.
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Of note for the different segmentations above is the fact that all of the variation occurs in
the third through fifth rows. As can be confirmed in Table 5.4, this is where the initial
unoSiatpéoelg occur. Thus, again, differing editorial decisions on how to handle the
subsections appears to be the cause of the variation.

Also of note is the occurrence of three manuscripts whose six divisions employ an
abbreviated description of each kephalaion. In my corpus of manuscripts, these comprise
218, 1127, and 1352. Below, | have included the text of 218 with a collation*® of these
manuscripts along with an image of manuscript 218.

Table 5.6: Abbreviated Kephalaia Descriptions in GA 218, 1127, and 1352

1 evyaplotia Bscoahovikéwy

2 tepl to0 OTL HETA TOV AVTiXpLOTOV TO TEAOG

3 €Aeyyoclouvdaiwy

4 mopdkAnoLg eUXAG

5 nepl tol epyalecbal

6 kal mepl eipnvng

Figure 5.7: GA 218. f. 605r
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The sections above mostly correspond to the six main chapters in Blomkvist’s edition, though

the second chapter has been divided into two sections and the third chapter has been dropped.

%1 Beccalovikewv | autwv 1127
2 tov]om 1127
To tehog ] eotL to tedog 1127
6 kat] om 1127
nept ] unep 1352
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The shared vocabulary and divisional overlap suggest that these shorter kephalaia lists are
derivative from the Euthalian edition.

To recap, kephalaia lists are relatively frequent in minuscule manuscripts, though less so
than hypotheses. Additionally, much variation occurs for the kephalaia lists in terms of the
numeration and the segmentation of the chapter descriptions but comparatively little, it
seems, for the text. This variation is most likely the result of differing editorial decisions on
whether or how to divide and numerate the subsections. The current best explanation for this
editorial variation, in my opinion, is the hypothesis put forward by Robinson, namely, that
the subsections were originally marked with an asterisk and not numbered. This would
account for why some editors left out the subsections altogether*® and why other editors
chose to number the subsections. Finally, this section identified seven manuscripts (104, 256,
1127, 1867, 2005, 2558, 2625) with kephalaia lists not included in Willard’s survey.

Stichometry

I will now turn to discuss the stichometric notation of the manuscripts—another
paratextual feature. As a part of the copying process, scribes sometimes notated the number
of stichoi in a literary work. A stichos (otixog) was the average length of a Greek hexameter,
that is, 16 syllables or approximately 36 letters.*” Thus, a literary work could be measured by
the number of stichoi it contained. Metzger has summarized the benefits of counting stichoi:

The number of otixol served (a) to show the length of a treatise or book, (b) to
provide a standard for payment to the scribe and the pricing of the book, (c) to guard

against later interpretations and excisions, and (d) to permit, through the general
notation in the margin of the otixol by fifties, the general location of citations.*®

“6 | agree with Robinson’s suggestion that it would have been easier to overlook an asterisk than a
number in a series.

*" For more on stichometry see J. Rendel Harris, Stichometry (London: Cambridge University Press,
1893); Kurt Ohly, Stichometrische Untersuchungen (Leipzig: Otto Harrassowitz, 1928); Brill’s New Pauly, s.v.
“Stichometry.”

“8 Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible, 38-39.
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In 32 of the 76 manuscripts included in my analysis, the number of stichoi has been indicated
at the end of the manuscript.*® Below, | have provided an example of this type of notation
from manuscript 203.

Figure 5.8: GA 203. f. 106v
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In the image above, the end of 2 Thessalonians can be viewed with its subscription in red ink,
followed by the hypothesis for 1 Timothy. In the left-hand margin the scribe has written
otix(ot) pc. Thus, 2 Thessalonians measured 106 stichoi. This was in fact the traditional
stichometric measurement given for 2 Thessalonians and the amount associated with the
Euthalian apparatus.®® For 28 of the 30 manuscripts with a stichometric notation in 2
Thessalonians, 106 stichoi is the amount indicated.”*

In terms of variation, one manuscript (459) lists both 106 and 112 stichoi, while two
others (namely, 88 and 915) list 116 stichoi. Below, | have included an image of manuscript

459 with its two dual stichometric notation.

*9 Some manuscripts also count and list the stichoi for the hypothesis. | have not tracked these
manuscripts.

%0 Like much of the Euthalian material, when and by whom the stichometric data was included in the
Euthalian apparatus is unclear; see Willard’s excursus “Stichometry” in his Euthalian Apparatus, 137-143.

%1 Two MSS include stichometry but are lacunose in 2 Thess; namely, GA 2558 and 2625.
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Figure 5.9: GA 459. f. 200v

In the bottom right-hand corner of the image above, the scribe has written oti(ot) p¢
followed below by pi (= 112). Why the two numbers? In his monograph Stichometry, J.
Rendel Harris counted the number of stichoi in the New Testament epistles based on the text
of Westcott and Hort. The results for 2 Thessalonians were 112 for the unabbreviated text
and 106 when accounting for nomina sacra—precisely the numbers listed in manuscript 459.
Thus, one hypothesis for the dual notation could be that the stichometric measurements
reflect the abbreviated and unabbreviated texts.>® This potential explanation appears to be
confirmed when the nearby epistles in the manuscript are compared. The dual entries for
Philippians, Colossians, 1 Thessalonians, 2 Thessalonians, and 1 Timothy all nearly match
Harris’s figures.>

The variation of manuscripts 88 and 915 is less easily explained. Both manuscripts list
116 stichoi for 2 Thessalonians, a noteworthy increase from the traditional measurement. If

we compare the nearby epistles, manuscripts 88 and 915 have the traditional stichometric

52 Manuscript 459 uses nomina sacra.
%% Harris lists the following stichoi for those epistles: Philippians 218 and 208; Colossians 215 and 208;

1 Thessalonians 202 and 193; 1 Timothy 239 and 230 (idid., 39-40). Manuscript 459 has the following figures:
Philippians 217 and 208; Colossians 214 and 208; 1 Thessalonians 202 and 193; 1 Timothy 238 and 230.
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counts for Ephesians, Philippians, and 1 Timothy.>* However, for 1 Thessalonians, both
manuscripts list 200 stichoi—more than the traditional amount (193), but less than Harris’
unabbreviated calculations (202). For Hebrews, both manuscripts list 850 stichoi,
significantly more than either the traditional amount (703) or Harris’ unabbreviated
calculations (714).> For the Thessalonian epistles, there does not appear to be a readily
available explanation for these different stichometric amounts. The difference between 106
(pc) and 116 (pic) is only one letter in Greek, so a transcriptional error is possible.
“Corruption” of the stichometric amounts was not uncommon and Harris notes that
sometimes impossible figures are given which appear to have no other explanation than
transcriptional error.*® In another publication, Harris also notes that “there is, however, a
good deal of variation in the unit employed in the measurement, difference in versions
measured, and difference in the abbreviations employed.”’ So, perhaps such stichometric
variation is not that surprising. As for the number of stichoi listed for Hebrews, an
explanation is at hand. Codex Claromontanus includes a stichometric list in Latin placed
between Philemon and Hebrews. In this list, after Jude but before Revelation, the Epistle of

Barnabas is listed and reported to have 850 stichoi. Some scholars™ have attributed this as a

reference to Hebrews since (1) Tertullian and perhaps others attributed the authorship of

** For manuscript 88, it is difficult to tell what the scribe wrote for Colossians. Manuscript 915 appears
to be missing a stichometric notation for 2 Timothy. Manuscript 88 has the traditional count for 2 Timothy
(172) while manuscript 915 has the traditional count for Colossians (208).

%® These two manuscripts have a close genealogical relationship having a pregenealogical coherence of
97.98% and 9 agreements in variation, so their agreement with regard to stichoi is not surprising. For a
definition of “pregenealogical coherence” and “agreements in variation” see Chapter 4 (“A Textual History of 2
Thessalonians™).

%8 Harris, Stichometry, 42-43.

57 J. R. Harris, “Stichometry,” The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge 11:93.

%8 See Andry’s list of scholars who adopt this position (Carl Franklin Andry, “‘Barnabae Epist. Ver.
DCCL,”” JBL 70 [1951], 233-238).
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Hebrews to Barnabas;™ (2) the apocryphal Epistle of Barnabas does not actually occur in
Codex Claromontanus, though Hebrews does; (3) the actual apocryphal Epistle of Barnabas
was significantly longer than 850 stichoi.®® With this additional evidence from manuscripts
88 and 915, we now have likely independent confirmation that 850 stichoi were associated
with Hebrews in antiquity, which perhaps buttresses the argument that the reference to the
Epistle of Barnabas in Codex Claromontanus should be interpreted likewise.®* Though this
observation of stichoi for Hebrews is tangential to the present study of 2 Thessalonians, it is
nevertheless is worth highlighting given its potential import for interpreting the stichometry
catalogue in Codex Claromontanus.

In sum, 42% of the manuscripts examined (32 of 76) include a stichometric notation.
Most use the traditional number of stichoi associated with 2 Thessalonians though some
variation occurs. Like so many other features of minuscule manuscripts, the number of
stichoi notated in the manuscripts has not been extensively catalogued anywhere. We have
therefore yet another feature of Greek minuscule manuscripts in need of more scholarly
attention.

Book Order

The next feature | will examine has also not received extensive attention in the secondary
literature for most minuscule manuscripts. The books of the New Testament were transmitted
in different sequences in antiquity.®® These variations have been catalogued, especially for

the earliest manuscripts and for the relevant canon lists.”> Among the catalogued variations,

% Cf. E. A. de Boer, “Tertullian on ‘Barnabas’ Letter to the Hebrews’ in De pudicitia 20.1-5,” VC 68
(2014), 243-263.

% However, see Andry’s counter arguments (““Barnabae Epist. Ver. DCCL,’” 235-237).

% In their subscriptions, 88 and 915 attribute the authorship of Hebrews to Paul.

%2 For an overview of this phenomenon for the Pauline Epistles see Parker, New Testament
Manuscripts and Their Texts, 251-256.
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the Thessalonian epistles, which are always grouped together, are relatively stable. They
almost always® occur at the end of the epistles addressed to churches but before the epistles
addressed to individuals (i.e., the Pastorals and Philemon)—after Colossians but before 1
Timothy, the order of the New Testament canon in most modern English Bibles as well as the
Nestle-Aland text. According to Frede, this latter arrangement “ist bezeugt durch die grof3e
Mehrheit der griechischen Handschriften.”®® The most frequently occurring variation from
the traditional order among minuscule manuscripts is the placement of Hebrews after 2
Thessalonians rather than after Philemon. Hatch reports that this arrangement occurs “in nine
uncial manuscripts and at least sixty minuscule codices.”®

What then is the arrangement for the manuscripts in my dataset? Of the 76 manuscripts
included, 54 place 1 Timothy after 2 Thessalonians, 21 place Hebrews after 2 Thessalonians,
and one manuscript (1241) places the Thessalonian correspondence after Galatians.®” Of the
21 manuscripts with the 2 Thess-Hebrews arrangement, a third (n=7) are not recorded by
Hatch.®® Perhaps more interesting is the fact that 28% of the manuscripts examined have the
2 Thess-Hebrews arrangement—significantly more than Hatch’s ratio of 60 versus the
majority of Greek minuscules. Of course, | have intentionally included manuscripts which
deviate from the majority of minuscules, (at least in regard to their text), so the higher

frequency of deviation of book order could be explicable on these grounds. This suspicion is

perhaps confirmed by that fact that Morrill and Gram recently only found 42 of the 462

% The most extensive presentation of the various orders appears to be that of H. J. Frede, Epistulae ad
Philippenses et ad Colossenses (VL 24/2; Frieburg: Herder, 1966), 290-303.

% See Frede for the few exceptions (ibid.).
* Ibid., 294.

% W. H. P. Hatch, “The Position of Hebrews in the Canon of the New Testament,” HTR 29 (1936),
136.

®7 The sequence of the Pauline Epistles in 1241 is: 1-2 Cor, Gal, 1-2 Thess, 1-2 Tim, Titus, Phm, Heb,
Rom, Eph, Php, Col (cf. Morrill and Gram, “Parsing Paul,” 101).

%8 These include manuscripts 81, 915, 1729, 1739, 2127, 2464, and 2544.
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manuscripts they investigated to contain the 2 Thess-Hebrews arrangement—that is, about
10%, much closer to Hatch’s ratio than mine.®® Nevertheless, it highlights yet again the need
for non-textual features to be catalogued fully. Given that the biblical content of manuscript
pages is being indexed at the NTVMR, such an investigation would not only be worthwhile
but is now much more feasible.
Lection Identifiers

The final paratextual feature | will examine in this chapter is the lection identifier. Many
New Testament manuscripts have written in their margins the dates of when specific sections
of scripture should be read during the liturgical year.” The presence of such identifiers
purportedly enabled the users of such manuscripts, firstly, to read the text (publicly or
privately) according to the liturgical calendar without having to refer to an actual lectionary
manuscript and, secondly, to produce a lectionary manuscript from a continuous-text
manuscript with such notations.”* These marginal notations align with one of the two possible
Byzantine sequences for the liturgical year: (1) the synaxarion, which follows the moveable
church calendar beginning with Easter (whose date fluctuates) or (2) the menologion, which
lists the lessons for the celebratory days and feasts following the fixed civil calendar
beginning with September 1 and ending on August 31.”? Synaxarion lection identifiers—the
only sequence relevant for 2 Thessalonians—note the day and week on which a particular

section of scripture should be read. For instance, 2 Thess 1:10-2:2, according to the

% Morrill and Gram, “Parsing Paul,” 101.

" In addition to the list included in this chapter for my dataset, see also the list of manuscripts with
lection identifiers in Samuel J. Gibson, The Apostolos: The Acts and Epistles in Byzantine Liturgical
Manuscripts (Text and Studies 18; Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 2018), 11-14.

™ Cf. ibid., 10; William J. Elliott, “How to Change a Continuous Text Manuscript into a Lectionary
Text,” in Text and Traditions: Essays in Honour of J. Keith Elliott (NTTSD 47; ed. Peter Doble and Jeffrey
Kloha; Leiden: Brill, 2014), 370.

"2 For an overview of the liturgical system and lectionary manuscripts see Carroll Osburn, “The Greek

Lectionaries of the New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Bart D.
Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes; NTTSD 42; 2d. ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 93-113.
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traditional Byzantine calendar, is to be read on “tfj y tfig ke eBSonadog,” that is, “on the third

[day = Tuesday] of the twenty-fifth week [after Pentecost].” Below | have provided an
example of such a notation from manuscript 1609.

Figure 5.10: GA 16009. f. 256r
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In the image above, the lection identifier can be viewed at the top of the page: tf} y tiig ke
eB&(onadog) (“on the third [day] of the twenty-fifth week”). This is followed by adeA(dot),
the typical introduction for a lectionary reading from the Epistles, and then the beginning of
the lection from 2 Thess 1:10: 1o paptUplov émoteBn Auav. Near the bottom-right portion
of the image, apx(fj) and té(Aog) can also be viewed indicating the beginning of the second
lection in 2 Thessalonians and the end of the first.

In my dataset, 30 of 76 manuscripts (39%) have lection identifiers in their margin. Gibson
found 84 of his sample of 180 minuscule manuscripts (47%) to have lection identifiers. These
results suggest that lection identifiers are a relatively frequent phenomenon in minuscule

manuscripts.
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According to the traditional Byzantine liturgical calendar, five readings were taken from
2 Thessalonians to be read during days two through six of the twenty-fifth week after
Pentecost.”

Table 5.7: Traditional Byzantine Lectionary Schedule for 2 Thessalonians

Greek Lection Identifier Calendar Placement Section of Scripture

™ B tn¢ ke eBSopadog Monday of the 25th week 2 Thess 1:1-10

™ VY TNG ke eBSopadog Tuesday of the 25th week 2 Thess 1:10b-2:2

™ 6 NG Ke eBSopadog Wednesday of the 25th week 2 Thess 2:1-12

TN € NG Ke eBdopadog Thursday of the 25th week 2 Thess 2:13-3:5

N ¢ NG Ke efSopadog Friday of the 25th week 2 Thess 3:6-18

Of the 30 manuscripts with lection identifiers in my dataset, 26 exhibit the traditional
system outlined above. The remaining four place 2 Thessalonians a little later in the liturgical
year and three include an extra lection. These manuscripts are 330, 384, 451, and 915. Below,
I have provided a table showing the divergences of these manuscripts in comparison with the
standard calendar. For each manuscript in the table below, I list the week after Pentecost in
which the lections occurs, the day of the week it occurs, and its initial lection boundary. The
order is thus: week: day / scripture.

Table 5.8: Alternative Lectionary Schedules for Manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians

System / MSS | Lection 1 | Lection 2 Lection3 | Lection4 | Lection5 | Lection 6
Tradition ke:p/1:1 | ke:y/1:10b | ke:6/2:1 | ke:e/2:13 | ke:¢/ 3:6

System

330 Ay:6/1:3 | Ay:e/1:6 Ay:ic/1:11 | A&:B/2:15 [ AS:y/3:3 | A6:6/3:10
451 Ay:6/1:3 | Ay:e/1:6 Ay:ic/1:11 | A&:B/2:15 [ AS:y/3:3 | A6:6/3:10
384 Avic/1:1 | AS:B/1:11 | A&:y/2:3 | N6:6/2:13 | N6:e/3:3 | Ab:¢/3:10
915 Av:ie/1:1 | Ayig/ 1:11 | AS:B/2:13 | A&:y/3:6?7 | A6:65/3:13

Each of the manuscripts in Table 5.8 have 2 Thessalonians later in the liturgical year,

each has at least one initial boundary marker differing from the traditional system, and three

have an additional lection. Looking beyond just the manuscripts in my dataset, | was able to

identify three other manuscripts which share similar systems, two of which are actual

"% See the synaxarion lists in C. R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testaments (vol. 1; Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs, 1900), 355; I. M. de Vries, The Epistles, Gospels and Tones of the Liturgical Year (Easter Churches
Quarterly Reprint 3. Exeter: Catholic Records Press, 1954), 24.
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lectionaries (L156 and L170) and one which is a continuous-text minuscule (manuscript

43)." | display their results for 2 Thessalonians below.

Table 5.9: Additional MSS with Alternative Lectionary Schedules and Readings

MSS Lection 1 | Lection 2 Lection 3 | Lection4 | Lection5 | Lection 6
43 Avie/1:1 | Ayic/1:11 | AS8:B/2:15 | A6:y/3:3 | A6:6/3:10
L156 Avie/1:1 | Ayic/1:11 | AS8:B/2:13 | AS:y/3:3 | A6:6/3:10
L170 Avie/1:1 | Ayic/1:11 | AS:B/2:13 | AS:y/3:3 | Ay:6/3:10

This brings the total number of witnesses with divergent systems to seven. Though the
exact dates and initial boundaries of the lections vary somewhat, all of the manuscripts locate
2 Thessalonians later in the year between the thirty-third and thirty-fourth week after
Pentecost. Can any explanation be offered for this phenomenon? Interestingly, the schedule
of the daily readings for the epistles laid out by Scrivener aligns closely with the readings in
Table 5.9 and, specifically, with L170. In fact, Scrivener appears to have taken his weekday

lessons for the epistles directly from L170 (= B-C. I1l. 24. in Scrivener).” When Scrivener’s

™ | am indebted to Samuel Gibson for his help in identifying L156 and minuscule 43. He alerted me to
the fact that L156 had an alternate lectionary system and also suggested cross-referencing the manuscripts he
had indexed with lection identifiers with the manuscripts indexed with 2 Thessalonians on the NTVMR. This
led to the discovery of minuscule 43.

"> Scrivener provides the weekday lessons for the epistles in two separate lists. The first occurs with the
weekday lessons from the gospels beginning with Easter and ending with the sixteenth week after Pentecost
(Scrivener, Plain Introduction, 80-83). The second list occurs in a footnote and begins with the sixteenth week
after Pentecost (ibid., 86 n. 3). For the second list, he acknowledges his reliance on L170 (ibid.). He does not
explicitly note his dependence on L170 for the earlier lessons (ibid., 80-83), which the reader might assume
come collectively from the manuscripts he lists as his sources at the beginning of the chapter (ibid. 80). This
ambiguity led Gregory, who records the divergent lessons found in Scrivener alongside the traditional lections,
to attribute the source for the earlier divergent lessons from Scrivener to “Scr.” (= Scrivener) and the later
lessons to “Apl 68” (= Apostel 68 = L170) perhaps without realizing they were one in the same source
(Gregory, Textkritik, 348-360). Gregory’s confusion surely originated from the fact that Scrivener accidentally
started his second list (Scrivener, Plain Introduction, 86 n. 3) with the same week (ig = 16) on which he ended
his first list (ibid., 83), resulting in the weekday lessons between 1 Cor 16:3-2 Cor 2:15 and the lessons between
2 Cor 2:4-5:21 both being attributed to week ¢ even though the latter really occur in the subsequent week ().
Consequently, all of the lessons in Scrivener’s second list occur one week earlier in Scrivener than they actually
occur in L170. Gregory appears to have merely copied Scrivener as this mistake is repeated by him.
Furthermore, for the week that appears twice in Scrivener (i), Gregory understandably lists both sets of
readings, recording one as from “Scr.” and the other from “Apl 68.” Thus, neither Scrivener nor Gregory are
reliable for readings from L170 after week e (Gregory was misled by Scrivener’s ambiguity of his sources and
his mistakenly listing of the same week twice). For an accurate list of the lection identifiers for L170 see
Cocroft, though he only lists the Pauline lessons from the Matthean section of the lectionary (Ronald E. Cocroft,
A Study of the Pauline Lessons in the Matthean Sections of the Lectionary [Salt Lake City: University of Utah
Press, 1968], 242-275). Additionally, images of the manuscript can be consulted at the websites for CSNTM
and the NTVMR—as of early 2019 the content for L170 had not yet been indexed at either site. Of course, the
modern text-critic’s job to untangle the above mess is not helped by the fact that the manuscript’s designation in
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weekday lessons for the epistles are examined holistically, the difference between his system
and the traditional system becomes obvious: the absence of the Catholic epistles. Though his
weekend lessons match the traditional system, his weekday lessons for the epistles drop the
Catholic epistles and expand the number of Pauline lessons (including Hebrews) to cover the
remaining liturgical year. Consequently, he typically includes more but shorter lessons for
each Pauline epistle.”® This expansion of the Pauline lessons provides a potential explanation
for the different placement of 2 Thessalonians in the manuscripts listed above. To confirm
this hypothesis, | spot-checked each of the manuscripts above for the weeks in which they
place the weekday lessons from Romans 1, Ephesians 1, and 2 Timothy 1. | have also
included the placement of Ephesians 4:1 and 5:1 since these are weekend readings.

Table 5.10: Broader Comparison of Lectionary Readings between the Two Systems

System / MSS | Rom 1 Eph 1 2Tim1 Eph 4:1 Eph 5:1
Traditional a L K{ Ke:ku(ptakn) | A:oa(Bpatw)
System

915 a Ky Ae ke:ku(plakn) | A:ca(BRatw)
L156 a Ky Ae ke:ku(plakn) | A:ca(BRatw)
43 a Ky AC ke:ku(plakn) | A:ca(BRatw)
L170 a Ky AC ke:ku(plakn) | A:ca(BRatw)
384 a KO Ac—AL ke:ku(plakn) | A:oca(BRatw)
330 a KE AC ke:ku(plakn) | A:ca(BRatw)
451 a KE AC ke:ku(plakn) | A:ca(BRatw)

In the traditional system,

the weekday lessons for Romans 1 are read in the first week

after Pentecost (a), the weekday lessons for Ephesians 1 are read in the sixteenth week (),

and the weekday lessons for 2 Timothy 1 are read in the twenty-seventh week (k?). Keep in

mind that the weekday lessons from the epistles are read sequentially beginning for Paul in

Romans (week 1) and ending with Hebrews (in week 31). Then, in the traditional system, the

Scrivener (B-C. I11. 24) differs from Gregory (Apl 68) which differs from the modern system (L170) nor the
fact that the manuscript was part of the Burdett-Coutts collection (hence Scrivener’s B-C. designation) during
Scrivener’s and Gregory’s day, but was later acquired by the University of Michigan (and is currently
designated in their catalogue as “MS 035”) (cf. Cocroft, The Pauline Lessons, 37). The manuscript can be
located on the Pinakes database (https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr) via its Diktyon ID: 892.

"® For instance, | count twenty-one lessons from 1 Corinthians in the traditional system and 31 in
Scrivener (cf. Plain Introduction, 82).
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Catholic epistles are read beginning in the thirty-first week and ending in the thirty-sixth.
However, in the manuscripts above, the readings for Ephesians 1 are pushed back seven to
nine weeks to somewhere between the twenty-third (ky) and twenty-fifth weeks (ke). The
readings for 2 Timothy 1 are pushed back eight to ten weeks to somewhere between the
thirty-fifth (Ae) and thirty-seventh weeks (A7).”” Based on Table 5.10 above, the difference
between the two systems appears to be due to the expansion of the Pauline material to cover
all thirty-six weeks after Pentecost, leaving no room for the Catholic epistles. Also, the
weekend lessons appear to be the same as in the traditional system perhaps suggesting that
the weekend lessons were fixed at an earlier date than the weekday lessons.”

To summarize: the alternate dates and extra lection noted above for some of the
manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians appears to be the result of a different lection system which
circulated in antiquity for the weekdays of the Apostolos. This system used the Pauline
epistles exclusively for all thirty-six weeks after Pentecost and expanded the number of
Pauline lessons to cover this time period. Nevertheless, its weekend system was the same as
the traditional Byzantine Apostolos. Of course, | have not indexed these manuscripts
completely but only checked them in the verses mentioned above. And there has been very
limited discussion of this alternative lectionary system in the secondary literature.”® These
two facts make this phenomenon a topic worthy of more investigation and the attention of

other scholars who study New Testament manuscripts and especially lectionaries. Does this

" Typically, the numbering of weeks concludes with the thirty-sixth (Ac). The week following the
thirty-sixth is typically described as the week of the Carnival (&rokpéw) and is notated as such in the
manuscripts.

8 Cf. Cocroft, The Pauline Lessons, 37.

" The aberrant system of L170 is discussed by Cocroft (ibid., 37-40). L156 is discussed by Gibson
(The Apostolos, 81-85). The only broader discussion | could find in the secondary literature was that of Klaus
Junack. In an extended article on lectionaries, he notes the existence of this alternate system, which excludes the
Catholic epistles, and lists the following lectionaries as attesting a form of it: L156, L165, L170, L176, L609,
L617, L1818, L2098 (Klaus Junack, “Zu den griechischen Lektionaren und ihrer Uberlieferung der
Katholischen Briefe,” in Die Alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen Testaments: Die Kirchenviterzitate und
Lektionare [ed. K. Aland; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1972], 521-523).
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alternate system antedate or postdate the traditional Byzantine system? Does it originate from
a specific region or monastery? How many more manuscripts attest this exclusively Pauline
system? A more extensive investigation might be able to provide answers and would
certainly be worthwhile.
Summary of Findings

This chapter analyzed select paratextual features of the 76 non-commentary, minuscule
manuscripts included in the thesis. As with previous chapters, | provide a numbered summary
of some of the more salient findings of this chapter.

1. The most frequently occurring paratextual feature was the hypothesis, which occurred
in 45 of the 76 manuscripts (59%). All of these manuscripts included either the
standard Euthalian hypothesis, a portion of it, or an abbreviated Euthalian version.
One manuscript included both the Euthalian hypothesis and the hypothesis of
Theodoret. Eleven manuscripts were identified which were not included in Willard’s
survey of manuscripts with hypotheses.

2. The second most frequently occurring paratextual feature was the stichometric
notation. Thirty-two of seventy-six manuscripts (42%) listed a count of stichoi. All
but two of these manuscripts had the standard notation (p¢ = 106). One manuscript
appears to list the number of stichoi for the text with nomina sacra (pg = 106) and the
text if the nomina sacra were expanded (p = 112). Two manuscripts listed a higher
number of stichoi (pi¢ = 116), for which there was not a readily available explanation.
These manuscripts also listed 850 stichoi for Hebrews, which may buttress the theory
that Epistle of Barnabas recorded in the stichometric catalogue of Codex
Claromontanus refers actually to Hebrews—a tangential but nevertheless important

finding.
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3. Another frequently occurring paratextual feature was the kephalaia list. Twenty-nine
of the seventy-six manuscripts (38%) included a kephalaia list. Much variation
occurred among these lists in terms of numeration and segmentation. This variation
appeared to be the result of differing editorial decisions for how to number or segment
the subsections of the kephalaia. Nine different numbering systems were documented
and at least five different ways of segmenting the text were observed. Also, seven
manuscripts were identified as having a kephalaia list which are not included in
Willard’s survey.

4. This chapter also included a discussion of the order of the books within the
manuscripts. Fifty-four of the manuscripts had the traditional order, placing the
Thessalonian epistles between Colossians and 1 Timothy. However, 21 manuscripts
placed Hebrews after 2 Thessalonians, including 7 manuscripts not previously
documented as having this alternative order. The ratio of manuscripts with the 2
Thess-Hebrews order raised the issue of whether this ordering was more prevalent in
antiquity than previously thought.

5. The final paratextual feature analyzed was the lection identifier. Thirty manuscripts
(39%) included lection identifiers, enabling the reader of these manuscripts to identify
which sections of scripture should be read when during the church calendar. Most
manuscripts (n=26) followed the traditional calendar, placing the lections from 2
Thessalonians in the twenty-fifth week after Pentecost. However, four manuscripts
placed readings significantly later in the year, between the thirty-third and thirty-
fourth weeks. Three other manuscripts, outside my dataset, were also identified as
having similar alternate systems. These manuscripts appear to attest a weekday
lectionary for the Apostolos that drops the Catholic epistles from the weekday

readings and includes more Pauline lections to cover the 36 weeks after Pentecost.
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The findings summarized above confirm the value of a corpus-based approach to the
paratextual and codicological features of New Testament manuscripts. This approach offers a
broader vista of minuscule manuscripts, highlighting the variety of ways editors handled and
readers encountered the New Testament text. Currently, the indexing and transcribing of the
manuscripts for the ECM is underway. Significant time and financial resources are being
invested in these endeavors, most of which focuses on the text of the New Testament.
Perhaps the editors of the ECM might consider requiring the cataloging of paratextual
features while manuscripts are being indexed and transcribed. This could help create a
database on which future studies could rely, which would, in turn, provide a more complete
understanding of paratextuality in antiquity.
Bringing It All Together: The Anatomy of a Pauline Manuscript

The discussion above, like so much text-critical scholarship, extracts data from an
examination of ancient artefacts. Though this type of analysis is useful and allows the
discovery of larger trends across many manuscripts and centuries, it detaches the results from
the original context—that is, from the manuscripts themselves. Of course, this is a necessity,
but too often, students and scholars only encounter manuscripts via data that has been
abstracted from its living context. In an effort to turn the attention back to the manuscripts
and the original context in which the paratextual features discussed above occur, | offer this
excursus which presents the folios of 2 Thessalonians for manuscript 425. | have chosen 425
because it includes all of the paratextual features discussed above. Following each image, |
have described the features occurring on the page. My hope is that this will simulate a true
encounter with the paratextual features that were a part of so many New Testament

minuscules.
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Figure 5.11: GA 425. f. 130v

Description: In the middle of the page, after the decorative line, the introduction to the hypothesis occurs:
Un6BeoLg TG pog Beaoalovikels B émotoA(fig) mauA(ou) Tod amo(otdA)ou. This hypothesis is the standard
Euthalian hypothesis.

244



Figure 5.12: GA 425. f. 131r
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Description: The introduction to the kephalaia list occurs on the ninteenth line (about midway down the page)
after a decorative zoomorphic device occupying part of a line. The introduction reads ta kedbdAata tfig mpog
Beooalovikels B €motoA(fig) mavA(ou) tol dmo(otor)ou. The kephalaia list occurs without numbers, but has
nine sections, which are distinguished by the capitalization of the first letter of each section, which are also set
slightly into the left margin.




Figure 5.13: GA 425. f. 131v
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Description: An elaborate decorative header and the inscription to 2 Thessalonians occur at the top of the page.
This is followed by 2 Thessalonians 1:1-12. Along the left margin, &px(rj) occurs at the top of the page to mark
the beginning of the first lection (1:1-10a). Its corresponding ending marker occurs five lines from the bottom
in the middle of 1:10 reading té(Aog) tfig B [= end of the second day (of the week) not the second lection]. Also
along the left margin and aligned with rubricated capitals in ekthesis, are the numbers o (1:1) and B (1:10)
which appear to be sequentially counting the lections. At the bottom of the page there is a lection identifier for
the second lection (1:10b-2:2): tfj y tfig ke e08(opddog) [= €BSopddog]” aderdoi EmotelBn TO paptupLov.
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Figure 5.14: GA 425. f. 132r

T i

Description: The text of 2 Thessalonians 1:12-2:13. The lection boundary markers éapx(ri) and téA(og) occur
along the margins and within the text for the beginning of the third lection (2:1; line 2), the end of the second
lection (2:2; line 7), the end of the third lection (2:12; line 29), and the beginning of the fourth lection (2:13; line
30). The third and fourth lections are also numbered sequentially in the right margin with y and 6, respectively.
Again, they are aligned with the rubricated capitals in ekthesis. At the bottom of the page there is a lection
identifier for the fourth lection: tfj € tfic ke e06(opnddog): aderdoi’ nueic opeilopev evx(apioteiv). Note: the
numeral & in the right margin on line 29 indicates the end of the lection from the fourth day of the twenty-fifth
week while the numeral 6 on the subsequent line notes the beginning of the fourth lection of 2 Thessalonians.
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Figure 5.15: GA 425. f. 132v

Description: The text of 2 Thessalonians 2:13-3:11. The lection boundary markers éapx(ri) and téA(og) occur
along the margins for the end of the fourth lection (3:5; line 19) and the beginning of the fifth lection (3:6; lines
19-20). The fifth lection is numbered in the left margin with € (line 20) above the rubricated capital in ekthesis.
At the bottom of the page there is a lection identifier for the fifth lection: tfj mapa(okeufj) tfig ke e06(opddog):
adeldol’ mapayyEANopey.
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Figure 5.16: GA 425. f. 133r
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Description: The text of 2 Thessalonians 3:11-18. Before the decorative element in the middle of the page, the
boundary marker for the fifth lection occurs: té\og tiic mapa(okeufi). This is followed by the subscription for 2
Thessalonians. Finally, there is the stichometric notation: otix(ot) pc.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION
Thesis Summary and Suggestions for Future Research

The examination of these manuscripts of 2 Thessalonians presents a number of significant
outcomes and findings. First, in creating full digital transcriptions of 137 witnesses, | have in
several cases, cases produced an editio princeps for manuscripts which have not been
previously published.! These 137 witnesses were then used to create a critical text and
apparatus of 2 Thessalonians, the first in which manuscripts have been selected according to
a comprehensive and systematic process (i.e., the Teststellen method) to identify the
witnesses most relevant for the earliest text of the Greek New Testament. Additionally, this
edition is based on more Greek manuscript evidence than any previous edition and, naturally,
provides access to more textual variants.? Consequently, it is hoped that this thesis will be a
resource to scholars, pastors, and anyone interested in the text and transmission of 2
Thessalonians.

This thesis also provided a fresh evaluation of the variation units to identify the earliest
text of 2 Thessalonians, which had not been studied in-depth in over a century.? This
evaluation resulted in five differences from the text of NA28. In two variation units, |
preferred readings different from NA28: autod rather than éautod in 2 Thess 2:6 and
amnavteg rather than mavteg in 2 Thess 2:12. Also, in two instances, | decided that an
alternative reading had an equal claim with the NA28 editorial text to represent the earliest

attainable text (indicated by a #): év mupt dpAoydg versus év Aoyt mupog in 2 Thess 1:8;

! For more on the idea of electronic editions functioning as editio princeps, see Hugh A. G. Houghton
and Catherine J. Smith, “Digital Editing and the Greek New Testament,” in Ancient Worlds in Digital Culture
(ed. Claire Clivaz, Paul Dilley, and David Hamidovi¢; Leiden: Brill, 2016), 115.

2 As | reported in a 2016 paper presented at the annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature,
this edition has more than 200 variants which are not reported in the apparatuses of Tischendorf, von Soden, and
NA28. Among these, more than 50 variants are supported by multiple manuscripts.

% Cf. Friedrich Zimmer, Der Text der Thessalonicherbriefe (Quedlinburg: Chr. Friedr. Viewegs, 1893).
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VUKTOG Kal NUEPOG Versus vukta kat nuépa in 2 Thess 3:8. Finally, in 2 Thess 2:14, | find kat
most likely to be the earliest reading while NA28 brackets it. While these changes may seem
modest, they match the two other recent studies of the text of individual Pauline epistles:
Carlson proposed twelve changes to NA28 for Galatians (a much longer book) while
Solomon proposed two changes for Philemon.* The fact that so few changes have been
proposed essentially affirms the quality of the editorial text of NA28 (at least for these
epistles) and the broad results of the text-critical scholarship of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries (again, at least as it applies to the epistles in question). For 2 Thessalonians—but
probably also for all of the Pauline epistles—critical scholarship has more or less recovered
the earliest attainable text from the evidence currently available. While slight editorial
changes will continue to occur from edition to edition, these differences are minor and are not
new in the sense that the editions of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were already split
over most of these readings. And herein lies the potential of the CBGM and ECM: by using
computer technology and ensuring that the manuscripts most relevant for the earliest text are
included, these tools can yield new data and perhaps anchor some of these text-critical
decisions in more robust evidence and, consequently, further reduce the percentage of
variants which may change from edition to edition.

Another important finding of this thesis was the affirmation of the quality of the text of
Vaticanus, which had 97.22% pregenealogical coherence with my reconstructed text, the
highest of any manuscript. This is in spite of the fact that in the two places where | have
changed the text vis-a-vis NA28, | have gone against Vaticanus. Moreover, of the instances

where external evidence has been decisive in my textual commentary, these readings almost

* Cf. Stephen C. Carlson, The Text of Galatians and Its History (WUNT 2:385; Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2015), 250; S. Matthew Solomon, “The Textual History of Philemon” (Ph.D. diss., New Orleans
Baptist Theological Seminary, 2014), 585.
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always include the majority of manuscripts or a more or less split manuscript tradition.® In
other words, when readings of Vaticanus are preferred over the majority of manuscripts, it is
almost always, in part, due to the internal evidence. Vaticanus also had the highest
pregenealogical coherence with the Ausgangstext for the Catholic Epistles and Acts as
reported by the supporting websites of the ECM.® Thus, the pregenealogical data from this
thesis aligns with these data and affirms the high-quality text of this manuscript. Of course,
Vaticanus should not be followed uncritically. Vaticanus, at times, has inferior readings and
all of the evidence must be brought to bear for each text-critical decision.

A significant finding of this thesis was also the affirmation of the Teststellen method. For
the manuscripts in this thesis, it has very accurately predicted the degree to which a
manuscript would be Byzantine—even though in the case of 2 Thessalonians only 9
Teststellen were used. This was demonstrated via a comparison of the Byzantine coherence
of manuscripts with the percentage of Teststellen agreement for each manuscript. This
analysis revealed a high positive correlation between Byzantine coherence and Teststellen
agreement. In other words, the number of Teststellen agreeing with the Majority text was a
reliable predictor of the degree to which a manuscript would be Byzantine. Although there
are some caveats to this claim, it should, in general, reassure the editors and users of the
ECM and the Nestle-Aland editions that will eventually be derived from it: the evidence of
this thesis suggests that the Teststellen method can be reliable in identifying the manuscripts
most deviant from the Majority text for the whole text of a biblical book.

I now turn to note the most significant results of the textual history and paratextual
chapters of this thesis. As for the textual history of 2 Thessalonians, its detectable

transmission was relatively stable. The average pregenealogical coherence between all

® The one exception is 2 Thess 3:12 (¢v kupiou Inool Xpiotod), though, as | have noted earlier, Fee
sides with Vaticanus on internal grounds (cf. Gordan D. Fee, The First and Second Letters to the Thessalonians
[NICNT. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009], 332-333, n. 71).

® See http://intf.uni-muenster.de/cbgm/index_en.html and https://ntg.cceh.uni-koeln.de/acts/ph4/.
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manuscripts was 93.40% and the average pregenealogical coherence with the editorial text
was 94.07%. In comparison, the average pregenealogical coherence with the Ausgangstext
for the manuscripts used by the ECM for the Catholic Epistles and Acts was 89% in both
instances. For 2 Thessalonians, these figures exclude sub-variants that were a result of
orthographic differences or which were nonsense readings, but they also do not include
variation units where there was not any variation in the textual tradition. Regardless, the high
amount of agreement suggests significant stability in the extant tradition.

Also of note for the textual history of 2 Thessalonians is the fact that 06 is less closely
related to 010/012 than in other Pauline epistles. The studies of Zuntz and Carlson suggested
a close relationship between these three so-called “Western” manuscripts. The analysis of
this thesis aligned more with Solomon, who, for Philemon, reported that these manuscripts
did not evince a close relationship based on his quantitative analysis. A reevaluation of the
relationship between 06 and 010/012 across all of the Pauline Epistles seems to be in order,
one based on digital transcriptions and pregenealogical (and other) data.

The data from the textual history chapter also affirmed the hypothesis that the Byzantine
text developed gradually not reaching its full form until the ninth century and not dominating
the textual tradition until the tenth century or later. Based on the genealogical data for 2
Thessalonians, (1) the Byzantine text, in its full form, is not attested until the ninth century;
(2) in the ninth century, the majority of manuscripts still are not Byzantine; (3) from the tenth
century onwards, the majority of manuscripts are Byzantine. Additionally, pre-ninth century
manuscripts with datable texts become more Byzantine across time though the sample size
for these manuscripts was very small (7 in total) and, as emphasized, the situation was
certainly more complex than a simple linear development. Nevertheless, the extant data

affirms the development perspective of the Byzantine text advocated by Wachtel.
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Several other important findings emerged from the textual history chapter. Two
manuscripts were identified as potentially having a parent-child, sibling, or otherwise very
close relationship. Manuscripts 1985 and 2102 have high pregenealogical coherence with one
another (96.69), but, more importantly, the highest number of agreements in variation (44) in
the dataset—even higher than manuscripts known to be close relatives, such as 010 and 012.
The exact relationship between 1985 and 2102 needs to be fully investigated and could yield
insights into scribal habits given their close relationship. Another insight of this thesis is
related to commentary manuscripts. The commentary manuscripts in my dataset, on average,
have a lower Teststellen agreement than their non-commentary counterparts, but are actually
more Byzantine in terms of Byzantine coherence, and less closely related to the editorial text
in terms of pregenealogical coherence. The derivation of commentary manuscripts was also
demonstrated qualitatively where the readings of many commentary manuscripts for
Teststellen 7 and 8 were shown to be most likely developments out of the Majority text. This
raises the issue of the potential of overrepresentation of commentary manuscripts in the
ECM. Many of these manuscripts are likely to qualify for inclusion in the ECM due their
Teststellen agreement, but are also likely to be more Byzantine than their Teststellen
agreement implies. Of course, until one fully transcribes the commentary manuscripts slated
for inclusion in the ECM, it is difficult to know beforehand whether they are derivative of the
Byzantine text or not. Thus, | recommend that commentary manuscripts continue to be
included in the ECM, but perhaps text critics should consider again the merit of indicating
which manuscripts are from commentaries via their sigla. If commentary manuscripts, similar

to lectionaries, have their own unique tradition and unique problems,’ then why conceal this

7 On the relationship of commentary manuscripts with one another, see the section entitled, “Closely
Related Manuscripts and Groups of Manuscripts” in Chapter 4 (“A Textual History of 2 Thessalonians™). See
also the discussion of the following variation units in the commentary chapter: 1:8 (tod kupiou Au&v Incod);
1:9 (100 kupiov); 1:10 (toig motevoaowv); 2:7 (0 katéxwv); 3:12 (év kupiw Incod Xpiot®). | have not
attempted to isolate the extent to which this problem is affected by commentary type. For instance, the majority
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information from the users? If not in the critical apparatuses then perhaps these changes
should be considered at least for the textual flow diagrams that will be reconstructed by the
CBGM. This could easily be accomplished by appending a K(ommentar) to the beginning or,
if it is deemed preferable not to disrupt the sequencing, the end of the Gregory-Aland
numbers. This would not only alert users into which readings are present in a commentary
milieu but it would also show more clearly how commentary manuscripts are genealogically
related and make more conspicuous the scope to which commentary manuscripts shape the
apparatus of the ECM.®

As for the paratextual chapter of this thesis, several important findings emerged. This
chapter demonstrated the value of a corpus-based approach to analyzing paratextual features
of minuscule manuscripts. Paratextuality is often discussed in single-manuscript studies, but
less frequently analyzed across a corpus of manuscripts. While the former approach perhaps
allows for greater depth, the latter enables the cataloging of the frequency of forms and the
identification of aberrant systems. For the manuscripts analyzed in this thesis, the hypothesis
was the most frequently occurring feature (59% of analyzed MSS) following by the
stichometric notation (42%), and then the lection identifier (39%) and the the kephalaia list
(38%). These data demonstrate that these paratextual features are relatively frequent in
minuscule manuscripts. The analysis also revealed several manuscripts to have important
paratextual features that were not included in previous catalogues of such features.? Several
paratextual features deviating from the norm were also identified, but perhaps the most

important was the identification of seven manuscripts with an alternative lectionary system

of the commentary manuscripts in my thesis are those of Theophylact, which may be skewing the data. Perhaps
the commentary manuscripts of Theophylact are sub-Byzantine while those of others are not.

8 portions of the paragraph above were taken or edited from a paper | presented at the 2016 annual
meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature (Grant G. Edwards, “A New Collation of 2 Thessalonians,” [paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, San Antonio, TX, 20 November, 2016]).

° I have in mind Willard’s survey of manuscripts with hypotheses and kephalaia lists and Hatch’s
survey of manuscripts with alternative orders of New Testament books.
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for the weekday lessons of the Apostolos. Seven manuscripts were identified which expand
the number of Pauline readings to cover all thirty-six weeks after Pentecost. In the traditional
Byzantine system, readings from Paul are read between the first and thirty-first week after
Pentecost while the Catholic epistles are read from the thirty-first to the thirty-sixth. This
alternative system, either does not leave room for the Catholic epistles or it allows for
multiple readings on the same days. The origin and extent of this alternate system requires
pursuing in future research.
Concluding Remark

As noted at the outset of this thesis, critical texts and apparatuses are two of the primary
expressions of how text critics present the results of their study of the text and transmission
of ancient literary works. This thesis was intended to contribute to these endeavors by
offering a re-evaluation of the text of 2 Thessalonians and the most extensive analysis to date
of its transmission and manuscripts. It is hoped that the results of this thesis will contribute to
the efforts of the ongoing work of the ECM and provide a resource to those who are
interested in understanding 2 Thessalonians. Indeed, understanding the text is one of the
ultimate goals of textual criticism and, in this regard, | am reminded of and | find myself
sympathetic to the comments of one of the twentieth century’s more famous scholars of
literature:

I have owed, and must continue to owe, far more to editors, textual critics, commentators,

and lexicographers than to anyone else. Find out what the author actually wrote and what

the hard words meant and what the allusions were to, and you have done far more for me
than a hundred new interpretations or assessments could ever do.*

10.C. S. Lewis, An Experiment in Criticism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1961), 121.
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APPENDIX 1
ORTHOGRAPHIC, ERRONEOUS, AND RECONSTRUCTED READINGS

The following appendix provides the sub-readings of the manuscripts which have been
regularized to a parent reading for genealogical and text-critical purposes. These
regularizations are due to orthographic differences (0), errors (f), or illegible readings which
can be reconstructed confidently (V). In each case, the parent reading was intended by the
copyist. In the case of nomina sacra, | have spelled out the readings in full unless one of the
letters of a nomen sacrum was in doubt. Also, in terms of format, the sub-readings follow
(separated by a “]”) the parent reading which have been bolded. Parent readings that are part
of the editorial text are left-justified. Indented readings are variants that differ from the

editorial text.

Inscriptio

npog Bsooalovikelg B | mpog Bscoaroveikels B 030; mpog Becoatovikig B 06*0;
nipo¢ Beoalovikng 454f0; mpog BeAA Becoahovikelg Seutepa 61*f; mpog BecoaloVIKELG
1751f; npog Becoalovikelg Seutepa 19840;

npog Bsooalovikelg B emotoAn | mpog Beooalovikelg Seutepa emotoAn 350; pog
Beooalavikng B emiotoAn 380; mpog Becalwvikelg B emotoAn 1310; mpog Becoalovikels B
emwotoAn 1962V,

npog Bsooalovikng B emiotoAng | mpog Becoalovikelg deutepag emtotoAng 16090;
npog Becoalovikelg Seutepog emnotoAng 19770;

npog Beo0oaAoVIKELG B EMLOTOANG MAWUAOU TOU amooTtoAou | mpog Oe00aAOVIKELS

npog BeooaloviKeLG EMLOTOANG taUAou B | mpog Be00aAOVIKELG ETLOTOANG TTOAUAOU
451f;

npog BeooaloviKeLg TaUAov emLotoAn B | mpog Becoalovikelg maulou emLoToAn B
2558V,

n npog Becoalovikelg B emotoAn | n mpog Beooalovikelg Seutepa emotoAn 11010;

N nPog 0£0CAAOVIKELG B ETTILOTOAN TOU AYLOU ANOGTOAOU TTAUAOU | N mpog
Beooalovikelg SeuTepa EMLOTOAN TOU aylou amootoAou mauvAou 21050;

apxetal ntpog Bscoalovikawyv B | apxetal mpog Becoalovikatwyv deutepn 0100;

enotoAn npog Bsooalovikelg B | emotoAn npog Becoalovikng B 15730; emiotoAn
npog Becalovikels B 24640;

NauAov anootolou enotoAn npog Bscoalovikelg B ] mavlou amootoAou
eMLoToAn mpog BeoeAlovikelg Seutepa 02780; maUAOU AIMOCTOAOU ETLOTOAN TIPOG
Becoalovikelg 915f;
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nauvAov enLotoAn B npog Becoalovikelg | mauAou emotoAn B mpog Becoadovikng
3300;

NAUAOG aooTtoAog NPog OeooaAOVIKELG EMLOTOAN B | TAUAOG AOOTOAOG TIPOG
Beooalovikelg emiotoAn deutepa 18990;

NaUAov eMLoToAn npog Becoalovikelg B | mauvAou emnotoAn npog Becoalovikng B
13900; mavAou eniotoAn mpog Bscaiwvikolg B 18810;

TOU aylou amnoctoAou naulou nipog Oecoalovikelg B emotoAn | Tou aylou
arnootoAou maulou npo¢ Becoalovikelg Seutepa emtotoAn 2030;

TOU QUTOU €MLOTOAN Mpog Becalovikelg B ] Tou auTtou EMLOTOAN TPOG
Beooalovikelg Seutepa 19870;

2 Thessalonians 1:1

navlog | mayAog 1976V; mayAog 2558V;

ko | kaL 2558V,

ollovavog | cetouvavog 030; ol\Bavog 060 0100 0120; clluavog 17390;

ko | kaL 2558V,

TwoBeog | telpoBeog 030; TinoBeog 1943V,

t™ ] tnt 1030 13980 19100 19420;

ekkAnola | [exk]Anowa P30V; ekkAnoela 0100 0120; [exkAnot]a 0111V, ekkAnotaw 19420;
ekkAnala 2558V,

Bsoocalovikewv | Bsooaroveikewv 030; Beooalovikatwv 0100 0120 0200 0750 9410 13110
17290 17510 19120 19850 21040 25580; Becoalwvikatwyv 0250; [Becoalovike]wv 0111V;
Becolwvikawy 1310; BscooAwvikewv 6200 17980 18810 19180 26740; Becoalovikeov
8580: Becoovikewv 11150 19500 24640;

ev Bew | [e]v Oew P30V; [ev] [Bw] 0111V,

nuwv ] nuwy 1976V; nuwy 2558V;

ko | kqL 2558V

2 Thessalonians 1:2

xapis | xa[pig] P30V 0111V; xapeig 0100 0120; xapng 19180; xapwv 2400f;

vuwv | upewv 06*0;

Ko Lpnvn aro Bgovu | kat tpnvn amno Bgou 0100 0120; kat ewpnvn aro B[u] 016V; kat
ewpnfvn] [amo] [Bu] 0111V; kat ewpnvn [a]mo Bgou 33V, kat elpnvn amno Beou 1976V, kat
elpnvn ano Beouv 2558V;

natpog | [pg] 016V;

kat | [kat] 1976V;

kupov | [ku] 0111V;

tnoov | [w] 0111V;

xptotou | [xu] 0111V;

260



2 Thessalonians 1:3

guxaplotetv | evxapelotetv 0100 0120; euxap[iotewv] 016V; euxapiotv 06*0; eyxapt[otewv]
0111V; euxapigtely 1976V; euxapLrgtely 2558V, e[uxa]plotewy 2736V,

odelopev | odphopev 010 06*0 0100 0120 0160 0250 02780 19450 24640; oplAwpev
3650; odpe\wpev 5170 21040 28050;

Tw Bew navrote | [tw] [Bw] [ma]vtote 0111V, twi Bew navtote 1030; Twt Bew mavrote
4360 5170 13980 19100 19620;

nept | [mep] 016V 0111V, nepn 13110;

vuwv | ypwy 2558V;

adeldot | ader[dpol] 0111V;

kaBwg | kabog 0100; kab[wc] 016V; [kab]wg 0111V,

a&lov eotwv | [a€ov] eotv 016V; a&lov [eotv] 0111V; agov eott 3300 4510 4550 6080
7200 18300 19350 19430 19770 19850 19870 19910 20020 21020 21050 21970 24640;
afwwv eotL 17510;

ott | o1L 1947V,

unepav§avel | unepaiavel 012V; unep[auvavel] 016V; unep[avéa]vel 0111V;
unepavéavn 01510 02780 1040 4590 6200 8580 19180; nepauv&avet 90f 384f 1962f;
urntepavéavt 17510; ynepauéavel 1947V, unepauyfavel 2558V,

n motis | n motelg 0100 0120; [n] [otig] 016V, n mgtig 0111V, n motng 17510 19180; n
ot 1947V,

niAeovalel | mhg[ova]lel 0111V; mAeovaln 01420 6200 16610 18450 19180 20000;
mAeovailel 6290; miewvalel 8580 17510;

n ayann | n ayamne 010*0; n ayann 2558V,

gvog ekaotou | g[vo]g exaotou 0111V, evog ekaotou 1943V,

naviwv vuwv | tav[t]wy ypwv 0111V; nfav]twv vpwv 2464V,

€1 aAAnAoug | €1¢ aAAnAoug 0111V; e1g aAnAoug 24640;

2 Thessalonians 1:4

wote | wo[te] 0111V; wagrte 2558V,
€V upv gykavxacBat | ev upv evkauvyacBoat 020 03*0 330 19120 24640; [ev] [1]uty
evkau[xaoBa]L 0111V; ev upv evkavyxaoBe 19180;

€V UV kawyxaoBat | ev vy kauxaoBe 9150 19610 19850 21270; ev upv
Kauyaotal 26740;

gykauxaoBat ev upv | evykavyxaoBat ev upw 17510;

kawxacBat ev vy | kauvxaoBe ev vuv 13110;
€V TaG EKKANoLaLG Tou BE0u UTtEP TNG UTOMOVNG | €V TALG EKKANGCLALG TOU B0V UTIEP TEG
untopovng 010*0; ev taig ek[kAnola]ig tou Beou umnep tng umopoyng 0111V, ev talg
€KKANGLEC TOU Beou uttep TG uTtopovng 13110; ev te¢ ekkAnoLeg Tou Beou uTEp TNG
urtopovng 1918o;
vpuwv | ypwy 0111V;
ko | kqu 0111V;
notewg | moteog 010*0; motewg 0111V; motewg 1115V,
ev naowv | ev taot 010 0200 0440 0560 0750 60 330 350 380 610 810 880 900 1030 1040
1310 1420 2030 2180 2540 2560 2630 3300 3650 3840 4360 4420 4510 4540 4550 4590
5060 5170 5820 6060 6080 6200 6300 8580 9150 9410 9990 11010 11150 11270 12410
13520 13540 13900 14090 14480 14560 16090 17390 17980 18300 18670 18810 18900
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18990 19180 19350 19430 19470 19500 19610 19620 19690 19730 19760 19770 19840
19870 19910 19950 20000 20020 20030 20040 21050 21270 21380 21970 22480 22980
24000 24820 24920 25160 25230 25440 25580 25760 26740 27360 28050; ev naotv 0111V;
ev taon 01500 16610 17510; ev maot 7200V, ev naocetl 17290;
Ko maowv | kat maot 15240;
1016 | Toig 0111V;
Swwypolg | [6]wwy[poig] P92V, Siwyuorg 0111V, Stoypoig 01500 17290 21020 24640;
Swwpolg 2576*f;
vpuwv | vpwy 0111V,
ko | kqu 0111V;
tatg OAwpeowv | taig OAupeot 11150; teg OAwpeotv 19180; taig OAnYeowy 24640;
OAwpeow | OAwpeowy 0111V,
g | awg P92V;
avexeoBe | ave[xeobe] P92V, avexeoBbal 330 6290 15730 17290 17510 18450 18810
1890*0 19850 21040 24640 25160; aveoxeoBbe 38f;

2 Thessalonians 1:5

evéetypa | evdiypa 010 060 0100 0120 0250 01110 02780 17290; evényua 24640; evbelya
2576V,
¢ ] towg 17290;
Swaag kploewg | [dwkat]ag kpt[oewg] P92V, dikatag kplgewg 0111V, Sikalag n KpLoEwg
1918f; dikaiag kploswg 2558V,
tou | to[u] 0111V,
kata§uwonvar | katagetwOnvat 0100 0120; katq[Euwdn]val 0111V, katafiwbewval 17290;
vpag ] vpag 2558V;
g Baotkelag | tng Baoidiag 06*0 0100 0120 19180; tng [Baoct]Aelag 0111V;
unep n¢G | unep e1g 0200 17290 17510 24640; unep ng 0111V, unep n 075*f; umep ng
1115V,

nepL ng ] mep ng 0100 0120; mep nig 17980;
ko maoxete | kal maoyetatr 0120 0250 330 6290 17290 24640; kat moaoyere 2558V

2 Thessalonians 1:6

ewnep | umep 15730 17290; eumep 1947V,

gotwv | eott 254Co 8580 19850 20000 21020 21970 22480;
napa Osw | napa Bw 0111V,
avtanodouvat | avtanodouvay 0111V; avtanodouv|at] 203V; avtano§oyvat 1976V,
avtamnodouval 2558V;
toL§ OABouctv upag OAWY | toig BAsBouatv upag BALLY 030 0100 0120; Torg BAsBougly
vpag OAswpy 01110V, tolg OABouactv vpag 6AnPLY 380 17290; tolg BALBouct vpag BALLY
13520 19500; totg BALBouciv upag ALY 1524V, toig OAnBouctv upag BAndv 24640;
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2 Thessalonians 1:7

ko | ko 010*f 012f; ko 0111V
toLg OABopevolg | toig BAeBopevolg 030 01110; t[org] OALBopevolg 915V, Tolg
BAnBopevolg 24640; torg BALBopevolg 2558V,

ev tn anokaAvyet | ev tn anokaAun 0250 380; ev tn anokaAupel 0111V, ev
anokoAuPet 1030 4540 13980 1910-10 1910-20; ev t anoAuel 506f; ev tn [amokaAuel]
1947V; ev tn anokaAuel 1976V; ev tn anokalyel 2558V;

pet ayyeAwv | pet avyehwv 060; pet ayyedwv 010f; peta ayyeAwv 0250 610 2180 26740;
uet ayyeAwv 0111V pet ayyehwv 2736V

Suvapewg | duvapaiwg 0100 0120; duvapewg 2558V,

avtou | autoy 81V,

2 Thessalonians 1:8

ev pAoyL tupog | ev Aoyt mupog 0111CV; ev dAoyn nupog 19120 24640;
S6ovtog | 6160vtog 0111V Sibovtwg 01500; didotog 1945f;

S6oug | dedoug 0100 0120;
ek8knouw | ekdiknot 1040; ekdiknaly 608V, ekdiknagly 2558V;
ToLG 1N €dooty | tolg pn ewdoaot 010 020 0200 0440 0750 60 330 350 610 810 880 900 1030
1040 1310 1420 2180 2540 2630 3300 3650 4250 4420 4550 4590 5060 5170 5820 6080
6290 6300 7200 8580 9410 9990 11010 11150 11270 12410 13900 13980 14090 14480
14560 15240 15730 16780 17390 17510 17980 18300 18670 18900 18990 19080 19100
19430 19470 19610 19620 19690 19730 19760 19840 19910 19950 20000 20020 20030
21050 21270 21380 21970 22480 22980 24000 24640 24820 25160 25230 25760 26740
27360 27720; tolg un wooetv 0100 0120; toig un etdwotv 0250 9150 1987*0; toLg un
eldoowv 0111V, toig pn doaotv 01500; tolg pn ewdooetl 02780 19500; Tolg pun eldwot 380
13110 16090 19350; toLg pL etdoot 4510 17290; tolg pun Wboot 16610 19120; tolg pun Wbwaot
21040 28050;
Ko totg BN | kat torg un 0111V kayt toig un 886V, kat toig p 17290;
unakovouaotv | urtakououot 0200 0440 0560 01420 60 350 610 880 1030 1040 1310 1420
2030 2180 2540 2560 2630 3650 3840 4250 4360 4420 4510 4540 4550 5060 5170 5820
6080 6300 7200 8580 8860 9150 9410 9990 11010 11150 11270 12410 13520 13540 13900
13980 14090 14480 14560 15240 15730 16090 16610 17390 17980 18300 18670 18810
18900 18990 19180 19350 19430 19470 19500 19610 19620 19730 19760 19770 19840
19870 19910 19950 20000 20020 20030 21040 21050 21270 21380 21970 22480 22980
24000 24640 24820 24920 25160 25230 25440 25760 26740 27360 27720; uTtakouoGLV
010*f; unakouveot 90f; unakovwaotv 19850; unakovwot 21020; [u]nakououot 2558V,

unakoucaotv | untakovoaot 0750;

akououotv | akovouaot 6060;
Tw gvayyeAw | tw evayyedw 88V; twt evayyediw 1030 6200 19100; Tw svayyeAiwt 4540
21380; twt evayyeAiwt 13980 19420; to svayyehww 17290;
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2 Thessalonians 1:9

owtwveg | ottveg 0111V ottwvaig 19180 26740;
Sdwnv | 6 knv] 0111V; dnknv 17290; Swkewv 24640; dik[nv] 2558V;
Ttwoovotv | tetcouoty 030 20040; tetcovoely 0100 0120; toloouotv 1310; tnoouaoty 9150;
TIgouoty 1976V; ttoouaot 19910; [tioou]owv 2558V,
oAeBpov ]| oAeBpov 1115V 2736V;

oAeBplov | oAeBprov 81V;
QLWVLOV Ao Ipocwrtov | alwviov [amo] npoowrou 0111V; alwviov oo mpwownou
1918o0;
ToU Kuplou | tou ku 0111V;
ko | kqL 2558V,
arno | ano 81V;
™™g 80&Nn¢ TG Loxvog avtou | tng doéng tng Loxuwg auvtou 0200 1310 14090; tng dogng
[tng] woxuog autou 0111V; tng §o&ng tng toxuog autou 88V; tng [60¢nc] [tng] toxuog
autou 2558V;

2 Thessalonians 1:10

otav £ABn ] onav eAOn 1729f; otav eABnt 19100 19420; otav eABeL 24640;
evéoaoOnvau ] evéoaobeval 0100; evdofaodnval 0111V; evéetaoBnvat 90f;
evbofagOnvar 1115V; evbo[acBnvai] 2558V,
€V TOLG ayLoLg autou | ev tolg [aylo]ig autou 0111V; gy Tolg aylolg autou 1115V, [ev]
[toic] ayioig autou 2558V ev tolg ayifoig] [autou] 2772V;
kot | [kat] 1845V,
OavpacOnvat | [B]lavpacdnval 016V; Bavpadnval 0278*f; Bavpaoctnval 60 4250 5060
9150 13900 18300 21040 26740; Bavpachnve 19180V; Bavpacbnvar 2105V,
ev naowy | ev maot 010 0440 0560 0750 01420 60 330 350 380 610 810 880 900 1030 1040
1310 1420 2030 2180 2540 2560 2630 3300 3840 4250 4360 4420 4510 4540 4550 4590
5060 5170 5820 6080 6290 6300 7200 8580 9150 9410 9990 11010 11270 13110 13520
13540 13900 13980 14090 14480 14560 15240 15730 16090 16780 17290 17390 17980
18300 18670 18810 18900 18990 19080 19100 19180 19350 19420 19430 19470 19500
19610 19620 19690 19730 19760 19770 19840 19850 19870 19910 19950 20000 20020
20030 20040 21040 21050 21270 21380 22480 22980 24000 24820 24920 25160 25230
25440 25580 25760 26740 27360 27720 28050; ev [raot]v 0111V; ev naon 3650 16610;

eru oy | eru oot 6060;
to1g niotevcaoty | toug rotetcaowv 010f; toig mifot]evoaotv 016V toig moteuocaot 1030
4550 6080 7200 17980 19350 19430 19690 19730 19770 19870 19910 19950 20020 21040
21050 21970 24820 25760;

TOLG TLoTEVOUGLY | Tolg miotevouot 2540 14480 15240; tng motevouowy 17510; tolg
ruoteuQuoty 1918V, tolg miotevowotv 19840; [toig] motevouaoty 2558V
ott | ot 0111V
10 paptuplov | to paptupwwv 0100; to [pap]tuplov 016V;
ed vpag ] ed ypog 1115V,
€v TN nuepa ekewvn | ev tn [nu]epa ekewvn 016V, ev tn nuepa gkewvn 0111V, ev tnL nuepat
ekewvnt 1030; ev tnt nuepat ekewvn 4540; ev L nuepa eketvn 13980 19100 19420; v n
nuepa ekewvn 1947V; ev tn nuepa ekewvnt 19620; ev tn nuepa ekelfvn] 2464V,
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2 Thessalonians 1:11

npoosvxopeda | npooeu[xop]eba 016V; [mpooeu]yopeda 1947V,

ko | kL 06*V;
nepL Vpwv | tep vpwv 0100; ept vpwy 1947V,
vpag afwwon | vpag agewwon 0120; vpoag afiwoet 0250 60 1040 1310 4590 12410 13110
16610 17290 17510 18450 19450 19850 21020; upag eéewwoe 010*0; vpag e€ewwon 010Co;
vpag agnwon 9990; vpag aftwont 19100 19420 19620; vpag aflwot 19180; vpag aflwon
1947V; vpog aglooetl 24640; vpag afiw 1950*f;

nuog agwwon | nuag aflwoel 380 4420;
™G KANogwG 0 Bg0¢ WV | Tng KALoewg 0 Beog nuwv 61*0 19180; Tng KANgewg o Beog
nuwv 1947V; tnc k[An]oewg o Beog nuwv 2464V,

™G KANogWG 0 Bg0¢ LpWV | TNG KALoewg 0 Beog upwv 61Co;

™G KANOEWG UPHWV 0 Bgog nuwv | tng kAnogog upwv o Bgog nuwv 0100;
kat | [ka]t 33V;
nAnpwon | mAnpwou 900; mMAnpwot 19180; mAnpwont 19420 19620; mAn[pw]on 2558V,
naocav | [ma]oav 0111V; [rac]av 256V;
gudokiav ayabwouvng | eudokiav ayaboouvng 060 0120 0200 0250 01500 01510 02780
380 610 810 880 1040 1310 2030 2560 2630 3300 4510 5820 6200 9150 9990 13110 13980
14090 15730 17980 18300 18450 18810 19120 19850 20040 21020 21040 24000 24920
25230 25440 25580 28050; eudokia[l] ayaboouvng 5060V; eudokiav ayabwagyvng 1115V;
gudokiav ayaboouvelg 19180; sydikiav ayabwaouvng 1991fV; eudokelav ayaboouvng
24640;

ayaBwouvnv gudokiag | ayaboouvnv eudokiag 17290;
Suvapel | [6uv]apel P92V, du[vauel] 0111V; duvap[el] 254V,

2 Thessalonians 1:12

onwg | [onwc] 0111V,

evdofacn ] evbofaobnt 4540 19100 19620;

10 ovopa | [to] [ovo]ua P92V, to ovoua 1976V,

tou | [tou] 0111V,

KUpLOU npwv thoou | [ku] [npwv] tnoou 0111V,

ev v | ev upewy 06Co; ev uy[wv] 0111V,

kat | [kat] 0111V;

vpels | upel[c] P92V; vung 19180; yuels 2736V,

ev avtw ] ev [autw] 0111V; ev autwt 1030 4540 5170 6200 13980 19100 21380; ev au[tw]

2005V; ev aqutw 2736V,

kata | [ka]ta 0111V;

v xapw ] tnv xap[w] 0111V; tnv xapnv 19180;

tou Bgov | [to]u By P92V, [tou] Beou 0111V;

nrwv | n[pwv] 33V;

kat | k[ar] 0111V;

KUpLov tnoou xpiotou | [ku] [w] xplotou 0111V,
KUPLOU tnoou | Kuplou tnoou xu 2558V;
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2 Thessalonians 2:1

epwtwpev | mpwtwpev 010f; epw[twpev] 0111V, epwtopev 880; epwtopev 17290;
adeldot | a[6erdol] 0111V; adeddol 608V,
unep | u[mep] 0111V,
™G napovuotag | tng [mapou]otfag] 0111V; tng mapouong 1918f;
TOU KupLou nuwv | [t]ou kuplou [nuwv] 0111V;
kat | [kat] 0111V kqy 1976V,
nuwv | nuwg 02f; [nuwv] 0111V;
erouvvaywyng | emouvaywyng 1115V; emouvaywyelg 24640;
<lac> avtov | [en] [av]tov 0111V,

2 Thessalonians 2:2

g1g to un | €1¢ t[o] [un] 0111V; €1g to pn 1943V,
Taxewg ocaAevOnvar | taxaiwg caleuBOnvat 0100 0120; [ta]xewg o[aAeubn] 0111V;
aro tou voog | a[ro] tou voog 33V;
unte | untow 17290;
OposioBaun | Bposighar 1943V,
0posLoBe | Bponaobe 19840;
0posLoB[1-2] ] Bponob[1-2] 15240;
unte | unte 1115V; [unte] 2772V,
unte | untow 17290;
Swa Aoyou ] 6a Aoy[ou] 203V;
unte | unte 1678V; unte 2558V;
6L emotoAng | 6L emotoleg 010*0; Sia emiotoAng 7200; 6L emootoAng 2138f;
wg ott | [wg] ot 1678V,
gveotnkev | eveotikev 17290 24640;

n nuepa | n nuepa 1991V;

2 Thessalonians 2:3

un tg | un tng 380 15730 19180; un ti[¢] 2464V;
vuag ] ypog 81V; yuag 1991V,
e§anatnon | e€anatnost 0250 0440 380 1030 1310 4420 4590 9150 13110 17510 18380
1908*0 19120 19950 21040 25760; efamnatioel 17290; e€anatnont 19100 19420; e§amnatnot
19180; e€amatwoetl 1985f 2102f; e¢amarnon 1991V, e€anateloel 24640; e¢anatngn 2558V;
Kata pndeva tpomnov | kata pednva tpomnov 010*0; kata pundeva [tpomnov] 33V, kata
undeva tpomnov 608V; kata undeve tpomov 19180; kata pndeva tponwv 21020; kata
undeva tpomno[v] 2464V; kata undeva tpomnov 2558V,

kot oudeva tpomnov | kat oudeva tpormov 610;
ott | [ot] 33V; o11 1991V ot11 2558V
gav un | eqv un 1115V 2558V; eav un 1977V;
€ABn ] eABNL 19100 19420; €AOn 1977V,
n anootacta npwtov | n anootacia npotov 18380; n anogragia npwrtov 1977V, n
QIIOGTAGLA TIPWTQY 2558V,
arnokaAudOn ] anokaludBetl 01510 24640; anokaludOnt 4540 19100 19420; anokaludOn
2558V,
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o avBpwrnog | o avBpomnog 0100; o avog 1115V,

™G apaptiag | Tng apaptelag 4540;

¢ [4-5]wag ] [tnc] [4-5]wag 2558V,
o uwog | [o] [ug] 33V; o yg 2558V,
™G anwAelag | tng anoAtag 0100 0120; tng anwAlag 06*0 0250 19080; tng amoAelag
01510 380 880 9150 9990 12410 17290 18380 19180 21270 24640; tn¢ anwAeslqag 1991V,
¢ anwAelag 2558V,

2 Thessalonians 2:4

0 avtikelpevog | o avtikatpevog 010*0; o avtikelpvog 8580; o avti[ketpevog] 1729V
2558V,
kat | [kat] 2558V;
unepatpopevog | untepepopevog 020 03*0; untepaopevog 01CF; unepeppopevog 02780;
unepatpopevog 33V; unepatpwpevog 9150 18450 19120; unep[atpo]uevog 1751V,
Aeyouevov | Aey[opevov] 33V; Aeywpevov 2030; Ae[yo]uevov 1751V; Aeyoue 1918f;
[Aeyoue]vov 2558V,
Beov | B=ov 1390V, By 1947V,
n]el17510; n 1947V 1991V;
oeBaopa | ogBacua 131V; geBacpa 1947V,
wote | oote 19350 24640;
€1 Tov vaov | €1 tov [vaov] 630V 2558V; e1g tov vaov 1947V;
tou Beovu | Tou [Bu] 630V;
kaBoat | kaBnoat 0250 900 9150 18380 24640 24920 25230 25440; kabnot 1918f;
w¢ Bgov kaboat | wg Bgov kabnoat 01500 1310 9990 13110 18450; wg Beov
kaBnoe 02780; wg Beov kabnoat 380 16610; [wg] Beov kabioal 630V; wg Beov kaBloal
1241V; wg Beov kabeloat 19450;
kaBoat wg B=ov | kabnoat wg Bgov 6080 8580 17510; kabioat wg Beov 2482V,
wa Bgov kaBloat | wva Beov kabeloat 0100;
kaBotnot wg B=ov | kablotiol wg Bgov 19850 21020;
arnodsikvuvta | anodikvuvta 010; anodiyvuovta 020; anodikvuovta 0100 0120;
anodetkvuovta 60 380 61Co 1040 2180 3300 4420 4510 4590 7200 11150 11270 13520
13980 17390 18810 20040 24000 25160 25230; anodeikvuvta 88V; anodeikvuv[l]te 131f;
anodukvuvta 16780; anodukvewvta 17510; anodeikv[1-2]vta 1943V; anodeikv[1-2]via
1947V,
gavtov | eqytov 2558V,
gotwv Bg0g | ot Bgog 0750 60 350 610 880 900 1030 1040 1310 1420 2180 2540 2560 2630
3300 3650 3840 4250 4360 4420 4510 4540 4550 5170 5820 6060 6080 6200 6290 6300
7200 8580 9150 9410 11010 11150 11270 13520 13900 13980 14480 14560 15240 15730
16090 16610 16780 17390 17510 17980 18300 18670 18810 18900 18990 19100 19180
19350 19430 19500 19610 19620 19760 19870 19910 20000 20020 20030 21040 21050
21270 21380 21970 22980 24000 24820 24920 25160 25230 25580 26740 27360 27720;
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2 Thessalonians 2:5

ou pvnpovevete | ou pvnuoveuetat 020 0120 0250 01500 02780 18380 1942*0 1977*0
24640; oy pvnuovevete 1409V 1943V, ou pvnuovePete 17510;

et | avtt 010f 012f; ete 19180;

wv ] ov 17510 24640;

npog | n[pog] 016V,

vpag | ypag 1918V 2558V; ypag 1991V,

2 Thessalonians 2:6

kat vuv | kat v[uv] 016V; kat vyy 1991V,
To Katexov | to katexwv 2560 9150 18300 18380; 1o katexov 1991V,
owdarte ] otdatal 010 0100 0120 0160 0250 18450; vdate 2560; eldate 18300;
€1¢ to anokaAudOnvat | €1¢ to anoAupOnvat 010f; e to anok[a]AudBnvat 016V; €1 T0
amokaAudBelval 16610; €1 to anokaAndOnvat 18380; e1¢ to amokaAudpOnvar 1991V;
avtov | aytov 1991V,
€V TW aWTOU Kapw | ev Twt auvtou katpwt 13980; ev Twt avtou kapw 14480;

€V T €0UTOU Kapw | ev Tw autou K[at]pw 016V; ev twt eautou katpw 1030; ev Tw
€auToU Katpwt 5170; ev Twt eautou katpwt 19100 19420;

2 Thessalonians 2:7

10 yap puotnpov | to yap puotepiwv 010*0; to yap puotnpuwy 010Co; do yap puotnplov
720f; to yop puotnpelov 19420;
ndn evepyettat tng avopag | nén evepyttal tng avoutag 0100 0120; ndn eve[p]yettat tng
avoptag 016V, ndeL evepyettal tng avoutag 380; nén evepyettat tng avoplag 1524V, e16n
gvepyeLtal Tng avoutag 17510; nén evepyettal tng af2]voutag 2492f; ndeL evepyettal tng
avoptag 1311%*0;

ndn evepyelte TG avoulag | 16N evepyelte tng avoutag 24640;
povov | povo[v] 016V;
o katexwv ] [o] [ka]texwv 016V,
aptL ewg | aptt ewg 886V; avtl ewg 2105*f;

aptL ewg av | aptet ewg av 0100 0120;
€K peoov yevntau | ek pec[ou] [yevn]tat 016V; ek pecou yevnte 06*0 17510 18380 18450;
€K Heoou yeveltal 15730;

2 Thessalonians 2:8

tote | totat 6290;
anokaAudOnoetal | anokaAy[pOnoetal] 016V; anokaAudOnoete 01500;
anokaAudBeloetal 16610; anmokaAudpOnagetar 1943V,
o avopog | o vapog 010*f; o avopog 1943V,
ov ] av 90f;
0 KUPLOG tnooug | o kupLog 1§ 858V,
avelel | avaihet 020;
avaAwoetl | avaAwot 01500 19180; avalwon 6200; avalwoel 858V; avalwgel
1127V;
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Tw niveupatt | to nveuvpatt 01500 810 880 17510 24640; twi mveupatt 1030 4360 5170
13980 1910-10 1910-20 1910-30;

TOU otopatog | Tou gropatog 2558V,

katapynoet | katapyloel 06*0; tapyeoet 010*f; katapynon 01500 380 9990 17390;
katapynot 19180;

™ emupaveia | tn emdpaviw 02f; tn emudavia 06*0 0100 0120 0250 01500 330 900 3840
18380 19120 19180 19450 25440; tnt emidpavetat 1030; tn emidavetat 19620; tn emudpavera
2558V; ) emupavela 1910-10 1910-20;

™G napouotag | tng napavaotag 010f;

2 Thessalonians 2:9

ou gotwv | ou ot 1040 2560 3650 6290;
KOLT EVEPYELAV TOU catava | kat evepylav Tou catava 010 060 0100 0120 380 18380
24820;
ev naon duvapel | ev maon duvaut 010 06*0; ev maont Suvapet 1030 13980 1910-20 19420
19620; ev naol Suvapet 1310; ev maol Suvapel 15730; ev maocetl duvapel 18380; ev maon
Suyvapel 2558V,
onuelolg Ko tepaotv Peudoug | onuioig kat tepaoty Peudoug 010 06*0 17510 19450;
onuelolg kat tepaoct Yevdoug 0200 0440 0560 01420 60 330 350 380 610 810 880 900 1030
1040 1310 1420 2030 2180 2540 2630 3300 3650 3840 4250 4360 4420 4510 4540 4550
5060 5170 5820 6060 6080 6290 6300 7200 8580 8860 9150 9410 9990 11010 11270 13110
13520 13540 13900 13980 14480 14560 15240 16090 16610 16780 17390 17980 18300
18380 18670 18810 18900 18990 1910-20 19120 19350 19430 19470 19500 19610 19620
19690 19730 19760 19770 19840 19850 19870 19910 19950 20000 20020 20030 20040
21020 21040 21050 21380 21970 22480 22980 24000 24820 24920 25160 25230 25440
25580 25760 27720 28050; onuuolg kat tepact Pevdoug 0250 24640 26740; onueloLg Kal
tepaon Peudoug 01500; onpelolg kat tepaocet Peudoug 02780; onuelolg [kat] tepaat
Pevdoug 2560V,

ONHELOLS Kal Tepaoty pawvol | onuiolg kat tepactv patvol 15730;

2 Thessalonians 2:10

gv naon anartn | ev naont artatnt 1030 19100 19420; ev naot anatn 1310; ev maon qnratn
1115V, ev naon anatnt 19620; ev naon anatn 1976V, ev nacel anatel 24640; ev maon
anacn 451*f;

adwkiag | adikelag 02780 24640;

™G adwkiag | tn adwkiag 330f; tng adikelag 17510;
1oL anoAAupevolg | tolg arnoAupeorg 010f; tolg anoAupevolrg 330 24640;

v tolg anoAAuvpevolg | ev tolg amoAuvpevolg 1310 9150 13980 18810; ev [tolg]
amoAAupevolg 1409V, ev tolg AaAupevolg 1661f; ev tolg anwAupevolg 17510; ev tolg
aroAhotpevolg 18380 18450; ev tolg anfoAupevolg] 2492V, ev tolg anmoAAyuevolg 2558V,
avd wv ] avb wv 1115V,

v ayannv | tTnv ayanw 24640; tnv ayan[nv] 2492V;

ou ko dofacBat tng aAnBsiag | ou kat SoacBat tng aAAnBetag 17510;
™G aAnBetag | tng aAnBuag 06*0 0100 0120 0250; tng aAnBg[1] 88f; tng aAAnBelag 17510
19180; tng aAnBag 1838f; [tng] [a]Anbeiag 2492V;
ouk ed&g€avrto | ouk edefavrog 90f; ouk edetavto 1409V;
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€1¢ To owBnvau | <lac> gwbnval 02*V; e to owBevar 010*0; €1g to ocw[Bnvat] 720V; €1g to
owBnvayl 1976V, e1g Tw owbnvat 24640; €1¢ to [ow]Onval 2492V,

2 Thessalonians 2:11

ko Sta touto | at Sia touto 1962f;

gvepyelav mAavng | evepylav mAavng 06*0 010Co 0120 0250 18380 24640; evepyLav
rmAaveg 010*0; evepyeta mAavng 90f; evepyelav mhafvng] 2558V;

nuotevoat | motevoe 17510; motevot 1918f;

™w Pevdet | tw Peudl 06*0 4250; tw Peudn 6200 19180 21020; to Peudet 9150 17510
24640; Twt Peudn 13980; to Peudn 19120; twi Peudel 19620;

2 Thessalonians 2:12

kptBwotv | kptbwot 0200 0440 0560 0750 01420 60 350 610 880 900 1030 1310 2540 2560
2630 3650 3840 4250 4360 4540 4550 5170 5820 6060 6080 6290 6300 7200 8580 8860
9150 9410 9990 11010 13540 13900 14090 14480 14560 15240 15730 16090 16610 17510
17980 18300 18670 18900 18990 19080 19100 19180 19470 19610 19690 19730 19760
19770 19840 19850 19910 19950 20000 20020 20030 21020 21050 21270 21970 22480
22980 24820 25230 25760 26740 27720; kp[Bwotv] 2558V,
ot un ] ot pe 010*0; ow un 1961V; ot [un] 2492V;
TUOTEVOAVTEG | Tloteygavteg 1991V,
™ aAnBswa | tn aAnBia 06*0 0100 0120; tnt aAnBetat 1030 19100; tnt aAnBeta 13980
19620; tn aAAnBela 17510; tn aAnBera 1947V; [tn] [a]AnBela 2558V,
alA | oAa 010 030; aA 24640;
gudoknoavteg | eudokeoavtng 010*0; eudoknoavtng 010Co; eudokioavteg 880 3650 4250
9150 18450 28050;
™ adwkia | ) adikela 01*0 2104Co 24640; ev tn [3-4]wa 38V; tnt adwkiat 1030;

ev tn adwia | ev tn adikela 01Co 17510 19450; ev tnt adikia 6200 19100;

ert tn adwkia | em t adikela 20040;

2 Thessalonians 2:13

nues | nug 06*o;
odelopev | ophopev 010 020 06*0 0100 0120 0250 900 19180 19450 24640; wdehopev
0750; ope\wpev 1310 11150 17510 18380 21040;
guxaplotetv | evxapiotv 010 06*0; euxapetotely 0100 0120; euxapiotn 1751f; evxaplotnv
24640; suxaplot[ewv] 2558V,
navrote | navtwte 13110; [ravto]te 2558V;
Vuwv | vy 1918f;
nyannuevot | nyanoiuevol 19180; nyamnnuevor 1943V; nyannuevol 2464V; nyannue[vol]
2558V,
uno kupww | anw kupww 010CT;
ellaro | darto 010fo; Aato 0120;
glketo | nAeto 18380;
o Bgoc | [o] [6¢] 2464V;
antapxnv | anapyetwv 20040; [ana]pxnv 2464V,
ar apxng ] art apxelg 17510;
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owtnplav | cwtnpetav 0120;

£V QyLOOUW TIVEVHATOG | ev aylaopw [rvg] 02V ev aylaopwt veupatog 4540 5170 19100;
ev aylaopw nvevpatog 1918V, ev aylaopw nvg 1976V, [ev] [a]yiaopw nveupatog 2558V,
ruotel aAnBetag | mott aAnBetag 010; ot aAnBiag 06*0 010Co 0120; miotL aledlog
010*fo;

2 Thessalonians 2:14

€1g 0 ] 1g 0 19870; €1 0 1991V, g1 0 2558V,

ekaleoev | [eka]Aeoev 02V; ekalegey 1991V ek[ahe]oev 2558V,

S tou gvayyeAov | Sia tou guayy[eAou] 02V 6L tou evayyeliou 19470; Sia tou
evayyelelou 24640;

nuwv | nufwv] 630V;

£1¢ mepunonowy | €ig neputownot 880 4550; 1g n[ept]moinow 2558V,

60&n¢ tou kuplou | §[o&ng] Tou kuplou 02V; So&ng tou kuptou 016V; §o&[n¢] [tou] ku
630V,

nrwv | nuw([v] 630V;

LNoouv XPLoTou | tnoou Yy 2464V,

2 Thessalonians 2:15

apa ouv | [ap]a ouv 016V; apa ouv 1976V; apa [ouv] 2558V,
adeldot | [a]Seddol 2005V;
OTNKETE Kol KPATELTE Tag mapadooelg | otnkete ka[l] [kpa]telte Tag napadooelg 02V;
OTNKETE KaL kpatelte tag mapadooels 016V, otnkete kat kpatelte tag napadooig 06*0;
oteketal kal kpatette tag napadootg 010*0; otnketal kat kpatette tag napadooig 010Co
0120; otnkete kal kpatette tag napadwoelg 01510 2540 9150 14560 19120 25230 28050;
OTNKETE KaL kpateltal tag napadooelg 330 6290 16610 19180; otnkeTe KAl KPATNTE TAG
napadooelg 1040 4590 21040; otnketal Kal kpatettat tog napadwoelg 1310; otnketal Kat
kpatelte tag mapadwoelg 13110; otnkete kat kpatnte tog napadwoelg 14090; otnketal kat
kpateltal tag napadooelg 17510; otnkete Kal kpatette tag napadwolg 18380; otnkete Kal
kpatital tag mapadooelg 19450; otnkete kat kpatelte Tag noapadooelg 1991V, otnketal Kat
kpatelte tag napadooelg 20040; oTnKeTAL Kal KpaTLTe Tag mapadoong 24640; oTnKETE Kal
kpatelte Tag nopaf[do]oeig 2558V; otnkete kal kpatelte Tag nopadocolg 26740;
ag edbaxOnte | ag 6 daxOn]te 02V; ag eddaxbntat 0100 0120; ag edetdaxbnte 06*0
02780 9150; ag edbndaxBntat 17510;
ewte | nte 104Co 18380 21040; ettar 17510;
Swa Aoyou | St Aoyo 1918f; &ia Aoyou 1976V Sra Aoyoy 1991V,
gwte 8L emotoAng | site St emifoto]Ang 02V, ewte [8]L emiotoAng 016V ettal St emiotoAng
17510; nte &1 emwotoAng 18380; eite 81 emiatoAng 1991V, ette 61 emootoAng 2102f;

ewte 8L emotoAwv | nte 6L emotoAwv 21040;
nkwv | nuw[v] 2464V,
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2 Thessalonians 2:16

avutog 8¢ o kupLog ] autog &g o [kg] 016V; [a]utog &€ o kuplog 1798V,
nuwv ] n[pwv] 02V; [n]pwv 016V;
ko | kqu 88V 1115V;
0 Bg0¢ ka matnp ] o Beog kat mnp 2464V,
o ayannoag | o [aya]nnoag 02V; [o] [ayann]oag 016V;
Soug ] oug 1943V,
napakAnowv | mapak[An]ow 02V; napakAn[ow] 016V; napakinot 900 4250; napakAnotv
1943V;
ko eArida | kaw eAneda 0100 0120;
ayabnv | ayaB[nv] 02V; ayadnv 2558V,
ev xapurt | ev xapettet 0100 0120; v [xapit] 016V, ev xapitn 17510 26740; ev xapnTtt
18380 21040; €[v] xapntt 24640V; gv xapttt 2558V;

2 Thessalonians 2:17

napakadeoat | [mapaka]Aecal 016V; napakereoal 900; napakaleoe 6200 19180;
napakadeon | napakAnon 010f; napakainon 012*0;
VHWV Tag kapdiag | upwy tag kapdia 06f; upwv tag <lac>; 016V; vpwv tag kapdt 2104f;
upwv Tag kapd[jag 2464V; vpwv tag kapdiag 2558V;
tag kapdiag vpwv | tag kap[diag vpwv 02V,
otnpiéat | otupei€al 17510; otepiéar 24920;
ev navtt | ev mavtl 1947V,
gpyw Ko Aoyw ayabw | epywt kat Aoywt ayabwt 1030; epyw kat Aoywt ayabw 13980;
gpyw Kot Aoyw ayo[6w] 2464V;
Aoyw kot epyw ayadw | Aoywt kat epywt ayabwt 5170 19100; Aoyw Kot gpyw
ayabw 941V,

2 Thessalonians 3:1

10 Aournov | tw Aoutov 900; to Aownwv 17510 18380; to Aounov 2464V,

Aounov | mouov 010f;

npooevxeoBbe nept nuwv adeAdol | npoosuxecBal mept nuwv adsrdpol 06*0 02780
18450;
npooevxeobe adeAdol | mpoosuxecBat adshdpol 010 06*0 02780 380 1310 3650 5060
13900 15730 17510 18450 21040 24640; npoosuxecBe ade[Adol] 2558V,

adeAdol npoosuxecBe | adeAdol mpoosuyecbat 0100 0120;
Kuplou | ku 1961V;
tPEXN Ko Sofalntal | tpexn kat So&alnte 020 060 1310; tpexn kat SoaoOntat 0120;
tpexel kat doaletat 0200 5820 14560 18380 19120 19850; tpexe kat Sofaontat 010*0;
tpexn kat doaontal 010Co; tpexn kat dofaletal 02780 60 2030 5060 26740; TpeXeL KaL
dofalntat 380 880 3650 9150 11150 15730 17510 17980 18450 18810 19180 19450 20050
21020 21040 21270 25160; tpexn kat dofalntat 81V, tpexn kat Sofalnttatl 19100; tpexnt
kat Sofalntat 19620; tpexet kat Sofalnte 20040 24640; tpexn kat [6o]¢alntat 2558V;
Tpexn kat dofalnt[2] 25760;
kaBwg ko | kabog kat 0100;
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2 Thessalonians 3:2

wa pucBwpev ano twv | wa pltobwpev ano twv 0100 17510; wa pucBwipev amo twv
19100; wa pucBwpev amo tov 19180; wa pucBwpev amno twlv] 2492V; wa pygbwiev ano
Twv 2558V;

atonwv | atonw 436f; atomnov 18380;

ko | [k]aw 2492V,

novnpwv avBpwnwv ou yap | movepov avBpwnwv ou yap 010*0; movnpwv avwy ou yap
2558V,

naviwv | navtfwv] 2492V,

n][n] 1751V;

nuotig | uotelg 17510 24640; motng 19180;

2 Thessalonians 3:3

nuotog &€ | motog 6¢ 2558V,
£0TLV 0 KUPLOG | €0TL 0 Kuplog 9410;
gotw <lac> ] egtw [0] [Kkg] 2558V;
oG ] oc 1390V,
oot | wotig 21020;
otnpiéel | otnploet 030; otnpien 02780 1912Co0; otnpuéel 17510; otnpiée 19180; otnpiéol
19470; [3]piLEeL 2492V,
dulagel | pura&t 900; dpulaoel 61*0; puAagol 11270; dpulagn 19120;

2464V;
2 Thessalonians 3:4

nenol®apev | nenotdapev 010f; [menol]Oapev 2464V; nenowue[2] 2576*f;
gv Kupww € vpag | ev kupww gud vpag 999f;
napayyeAlopev | mapayyelopev 19610;

napayyeAAopev v | mapayyeAAwpev v 0100 1040 1310 4590 17510 18380
18810 19180 21040; [rapay]yeAhopev vy 025V; mapayyelopev vy 1420 4250 9150
13980 19080 20020 24640; mapayyeAwpev vy 6200 13110;

vy tapayyeAAopev | vuv mapayyelopev 6290;
KOLL TTOLELTE Ko Ttotnoete | kat motette kat mownostat 0200 2560 9150 18450 24820; kat
niownte kat motnoete 01500 810 3300 4510 13980 19350; kat motettal kat motnoste 01510;
Kal oLelte Kat mownonte 330 21040 25160; kat molettat kat mownoettal 17510; kot mointe
kat townoetat 24000 24640; kot otette kat mownoet[1-2] 1961*0;

TIOLELTE Kall tonoeTe | motette kat motnoetat 020 60; mownte kat mownoetat 6290;

KOLL TTOLELTE Ko totnoate | kat mownte kat motnoate 380 15730 18380;

KOLL ETIOLNCOLTE KO TIOLELTE | KaL emolnoatat Kot otettat 0120;

ko otette | kat ownte 900 19120;

ka rotette kat rowno[3] ] kat motettal kai mownofete] 24920;

kat <lac> [5-6]te ] kau [motete] [kai] [moinoe]rat 0250;
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2 Thessalonians 3:5

0 &g KupLog | o 6¢ kupLog kuplog 459f;
katevBuvat | kateuBnvat 2030 5060 9150 18380 19350;
NUWV Tag Kapdiag | nuwv tag kapdelag 24640;
€1¢ TV ayannv tou Bgou ] €1 tnv ayannv TQu Beou 33V; 1§ TNV ayamny tou Beou 1976V,
elg tnv [ayannv] [tou] Bu 2558V;
TNV UTopovNV tou | tnv unopovty Tou 17510; tnv unopovnv tou 2558V,

2 Thessalonians 3:6

napayyeAlopev | napatoyyeMopev 010f; maparyyeMopev 012f; napayyehopev 3650 4510
6200 6290 18810 19080 19180; mapayyeAAwuev 18380 21270; mapayyeAwpev 21040;
[rapayye]A\hopev 2558V;
napayyeAAw | apayyeAio 01420; napayyeiw 1310;
adeAdol | adeddol 720V; adeddol 2558V;
gv ovopartt | ev ovopartt 88V; ev ovopa[ti] 2558V;
TOU KUPLOU NUWV thoou XpLotou | Tou kuplou n[uwv] tnoou xptotou 33V; [t]oy kY nuwv
tnoou xplotou 2558V;
oteAecBau | oteAecBe 02780 810 3300 4250 4510 6290 13980 18380 19470 19850 24920
25160; teMeabat 720f; oteAeoBat 14560 17510 18810 19180 24640; oteAegBay 2558V;
vuag | vpetg 2102f; ypag 2558V,
navtog | mavrag 2003f; navrog 2558V,
adeAdou | adeddol 010f; aderdw 38V,
OTAKTWG TIEPLITATOUVTOG | ataktog neputatouvtog 17510 18380 24640; ataktwg
nieputatouvtog 1984V, ataktwg mepttouviog 2674f;
OTAKTWG EPLNATOUVTES | ataktog neputatouvieg 0100;
KOlL N Kata TV mapadootv | kat un kata tnv napadwotv 0250 2030 2560 5060 915*0
13110 15730 17510 1942*0 25230 28050; kat pun kata tnv mopadoagty 254V, kal un kata
v napadootv 1354V kat pn kata tny noapadwotv 18380V, kat pun kata tnv napadoviv
2104*f;
napelapooav | napshaBwoav 17510;
napelapov | mapeAapwy 11150; nape[Aa]Bov 2558V,
napelapete | mapniaBetat 010*0; naperaBetal 010Co 0120 24640;
napelapev | mapelape 19620 20020 24820;

2 Thessalonians 3:7

auvtot yap | [aut]ot yap 630V;
owdarte | otdatal 010 0100 0120 0250 6290 19180; [4]te 630V; eldate 17510;
nwg det ppeodat | mwg det pputoBat 010 02780; mwg 6t pipeloBe 020; mwg det pelpeodal
030 0100 0120; nwg et pewoBat 06*f; mwg det pipunoBarl 01500 24640; wg deL PLpeLoOE
9150 16610 25160; nw¢ det pnunoBat 13110; nwg 6n punueloBbatl 17510; nmwg St pnuecbat
18380 18450 20040; nwg 8¢ pipelobe 2400f0; mwg det ppetobat 2558V,

Nw¢ ppeodat | nwg pipelobe 21270;
nraktnoapev | ntaktecapev 010*0; ntaktioapev 17510 19350 21270; ttaktioapev 18380;
ev ] ey 2558V;
vuw ] upewv 06*0; vy 620V; yuty 2558V,
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2 Thessalonians 3:8

oude ] oude 608V;
Sdwpeav | dopeav 18300; dwpatav 19450;
aptov edpayopev | aptov edpaywuev 5060 6200 17510 18380 21040 21270; aptov
edpayopey 1918V;

aptov ehafBopev | aptov ehaBwpev 11150;

aptou epayopev | aptou edpayapev 21020;
napa | mapa 2558V,
aAA ] aA\a 02780;
ev ] ey 01510;
Komw Kot poxOw ] kwro kat poxBw 0100; komw kat K[8] 025V; konw kot poxBwt 4540
21380; komwt kat poxBwt 5170 19100; komwt kot poxbw 13980; komw kat poxBo 18300;
Kora ko poxbwt 1962fo;
VUKTOG Kot npepag | vuktog kat nuepa 1729f;

vuKTta Kot npuepav | vuktav kat nuepav 131f 454f 2104f; vukta kot nuepa 1115f
1943f; vukta kot n[p]epav 1751V; vukta kat nuepav 2558V;
epyalopevol | epyalopeve 010f; e[pyalo]uevol 025V; epyalwpevol 18380;
npog 1o | mpog 1o 1912V;
un ] pe 010%0;
eruBapnoat | emiBlapnoat] 016V; emiBapnoe 02780 24640; emiBapeical 380 17510 18380;
eruBapeoal 61Co; emBappnoe 19180; eBapnoat 2002f; emBapioal 21270; emiBapngot
2558V,
twa ] tewva 0100 0120;

2 Thessalonians 3:9

ouy ott | ox ott 1573f; [o]ux otL 1838V;

ouk gxopev g§ouotav | ouk exope[v] [e€ou]otav 016V; ouk exouev e€ouatav 33V, ouk
exouev e€ouotav 517V; ouk exopev efouglay 1943V, ouk exopev e€ouaglay 2558V, ouk
exwuev eovaot 1729*fo; ouk exwpev eovatav 1729Co 18380 21040;

aAA wa | oAA v 610; oA wa 1977V,

gautoug tumnov | eautou tuntov 0150*f; eautog tumov 517f; eautoug tinwv 19180; autoug
tumog 1985f 2102f; eautoug tumov 2558V,

dwpuev ]| dopev 010*0 01500 17290 24640; dwipev 1910f; Swowpev 2492f;

vuw | upy 1943V, vpeig 1985f 2102f;

€1¢ to pupetoBat | 1 to pptoBoat 010 06*0 0160 02780; €1g to pipelobe 020 9150 1729*0
21270; €1¢ to pelpecBatl 030 0100 0120; €16 to pipunoBat 01500 900 9990 13110 24640; €1
To pnueloBat 2630 17510 20040; €1¢ to pipeloBat 1943V, e1g to ppeloday 1977V, 1g to
upeoBayr 2005V, e1g T ppetodat 2102f; e1g to ppeloBfat] 2492V, €1 1o pipecbal 2558V,
nurag ] npog 1962V;
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2 Thessalonians 3:10

kat | [k]a[] 016V; kay 2464V;
vap ] [v]a[p] 016V;
ote | [o]te 016V;
NUev npog vpag | nuw pog vpag 1838f; nuev mpog vpag 2558V,
NUEV Pog nuag | vty pog nuag 1729f;
touto napnyyeAAopev vy | tout|o] [mapnyyeA]hopev v 016V; touto mapnyyelopev
vutv 03*0 3300 4510 6200 6290 19950; touto mapavyeAlopev vy 06*fo; touto
ntapnvyeAopev v 06Co; touto mapeyyeAopev vy 010*0 0750 5820 9990 16610 17980
21020; touto enap[l]yyeMopev vuwv 81f; touto mapayyeAopev vy 90f 384f 915f 1573f
1845f 1985f 2674f; touto mapnyeAopev vutv 13520; touto napnyyeA\wpev nuw 17510;
Touto mapnyyeAAopev ypw 1973V, touto nf4-5]eMopev vy 1991V, touto
napnyyeAopev vy 2248V; touto ma[pnyyeAA]wuev vy 24640V, touto mapnyyeAwUEY
vuLv 1729*0; touto mapnyyeAwpev vy 1729Co 18380; touto mpnyyeAlopev vy 2003*f;
Touto napnyyethapev vutv | touto napnyyeMapev v 010Co 0120 4420; touto
mapnyyeAapev v 21270;
napnyyeAAopEeV ULV TOUTo | tapnyyeAAwey vty Touto 21040;
ot ] ot[i] 016V;
€L ] n 880 9150 18380 19180 19500; €1 2104V 2558V;
T | tig 1943V, 1ig 2558V,
ou | oy 2558V;
un ] un 06*V;
BeAeL | BeAn 0200 810 9150 16610 18380 18450 19180;
epyaleocOau | epyalecbe 010 03*0 20040; epyalecdat 0100; [ep]yal[lecbat] 016V,
unde | uede 010*0; unAe 0278f; unde 1241V; unde 1943V;
g00ieTw | eoBetetw 0100 0120; ecBiet[w] 33V; awoBie[tw] 2560V; eoBiletw 6300; e0OneTw
13110 24640; awcBietw 21040;

2 Thessalonians 3:11

akouopev | [akou]opev 02V; akovwpev 14560 16610 17510 19180 19620 20000 21040
21270; akouvpev 1729f; akououev 2558V;
TLVOLG TTEPUTOTOUVTAG EV ULV ATaKTwG | Tvag mepunatouv[tag] [e]v vy ataktwg 02V;
Tewag neputatouvtag v vy atoktwg 0100 0120; Tvog MEPUTATOUVTAC EV ULV OTOKTWE
88f; tvag meputatouvtag ev vy ataktog 17510; Tvag MEPUTATOUVIWG EV UHLV ATOKTWE
1918f; tvag neputatouvtag ev v ataktwg 1962V, Tivag meputatouvtog €V YLV
ataktwg 2558V,

TLVOLG EV ULV OTAKTWG TIEPLITATOUVTAG | TLVAG EV ULV OTAKTWG TIEPLTATOUVTOG
459V, tvag ev v ataktog neputatouvtag 18380;

TLVOLG TTEPUTOLTOUVTAG EV ULV OLTOKTOUG | TLVAG TIEPUTATOUVAG EV ULV OTAKTOUG
1991f;
undev epyalopevoug | undev [epya]lopevoug 02V; uedev epyalopevoug 010*0; undev
epyalopevouc 941V; undev epyalwpuevoug 18380 19180 24640;
alAa | aAA[a] 33V,
neplepyalopevoug | neplepyallop]evoug 02V; neplepyalopevoyg 999V,
neplepyalwpevoug 18380 19180 24640;
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2 Thessalonians 3:12

toLG 8¢ Toloutol | tolg 6e tolou[toig] 02V, toig &€ tolout[1]g 1352f; toig ¢ toutolg 17510
19180; oi¢ &€ toloutolg 1935V
napayyeAlopev | napavyeAopev 060; mapayyeAopev 38V; napayyeAwpev 1040 17510
18380 21040; napayyelopev 3300 4510 6200 6290 18810 19080 1961*0 21380;
napayeAopev 4590; mapayyeAwpuev 19180 24640;
ko mapakaAoupeyv | kat mapaka[Aov]uev 02V; kat mapakgloupev 1947V,
£V KUPLW LNOOU XPLoTw | €V KUpLW thoou xplotou 1838f;

S1a Tou KupLou npwv tnoou xpiotou | [Sta] [tou] ku nuwv tnoou [xu] 2558V;
wa peta nouxwag ] wa peta [nojuxiag 02V; wa ped nouyiag 2560 3650 6060 15730 19100
19690 21270; wa peta [1]ouxiag 1352V; wa peta nouyelag 24640;

nouxtag ] wouyiag 19180;
epyalopevol | epyalwpevol 13110 18380 19180 24640 25160; epyalopevol 1976V,
[epyalo]uevol 2558V,
Tov gautwV aptov | tov eav[twv] aptov 020V; tov eautov aptov 0100 0120 2630 4250
4360 4590 6290 9150 14560 17290 17510 18380 18450 19450 20040 21040 21970 24640
25760 28050; twv eautwv aptov 19120; tov eaytov aptov 1918V;

TOV aUTWV aptov | Tov autwv aptov 1241V,
g€o0wwov | atoBewwoetv 0100 0120; ecBloucv 0250 330 880 900 1030 384*0 9150 9990
18380 19470 19730; ecbwwot 0750 4540 6290 18670 19180 19690 21040; ecbloowv 18300;
€oBloyotv 20040V, g[oBwaotv] 2558V;

2 Thessalonians 3:13

vpelg | vug 06*o;
adeldol | [ad]eAdoL 02V
eykaknonte | evkaknonte 03*0;

ekkaknonte ] ekkaknontot 0560 01420 60 810 3650 17510; ekkaknoette 01500
21020; ekkaknoetat 02780; ekkakionte 3300 4510 13980 25760; ekkaknoeltal KAKeLOET[2]
1729f; ekkaknonute 19100; ekkaknoettal 19850 24640; ekaknonte 20030; ekaknoete
26740;
kaAomotlouvteg | kaAo[rotJouvteg 02V; kaAdomotouvteg 330 5820 12410 14560 19690
25760; kaAwrmolouvteg 17510 24640;

KatAov motouvteg | kaAAov motouvteg 6080;

2 Thessalonians 3:14

gL 6e g ] €L 6e 1ig 941V, n &g g 19120; e &€ tng 19180;

oux ] oux 941V,

untakouel | untakoun 01500; untakou 1918f; unakooel 2464f;

™w Aoyw | Tw Awyw 0100; tw Ao[yw] 025V; tw Aoyw 33V; twt Aoywt 1030 5170 19100
19620 21380; tw Aoyw 941V; twi Aoyw 13980; to Aoyw 17510 24640; t[1] Aoyw 2104*f;
nuwv | nu[wv] 2558V;

6w ] 61 0100 0120 6080 16610 19950 25440;

eniotoAng | [e]miotoAng 02V, emotoAn|[g] 33V,

toutov | toutoy 1977V,
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onueovode | onuovoBe 03*0 06Co 13900; onelovcBe 459V, onoucBe 1935f;
onuewouobe 1976V; onuiouvcBal 24640; onuelovcBat 2104Co;
un ouvavapyvucBat | [u]n ocuvavaulyvuoBat 02V; un cuvavapetyvucoBat 030; pun
ouvaplyvuoBat 010f 012f; un cuvavapioyeoBat 06*0; pn cuvavapnyvuoBat 880; un
ocuvavapnyveloBat 17510; un ocuvavapuyvicBat 21020; un cuvavaunyvoloBat 24640;

un ouvavapyvucde | un ouvavaunyvucoBe 0250 01510 3300 4510 6200 9150 13980
16610 18450 19180; un ocuvavauioyecBbe 06Co; un cuvavautyvuote 1040; un
ouvavapyvnoBe 61*0 17290; un [ouva]vaunyvuoBe 2558V;
avtw | avtwt 1030 5170 13980 19100 19620 21380;
evtpann | evtpannt 4540 5170 19620; evtpamnel 24640; evtpann 2558V,

2 Thessalonians 3:15

Ko pn | ko un 1115V,
ex0pov ] ekBpov 0100 0120; exBpwv 17290; exBpov 1976V, exBov 2674*f;
nyewo0Oe ] elyobe 380; nyaoBe 16610;
nyewoBau | nytoBar 06*0 24640;
aAAa vouBetette | aAda vouBetital 010; aAda vouBntette 010*0; ala vouBetettat 02780
6290; aA\a vouBett 1729f; aAha vouBetnte 17510 18380 18450 24640; aAha vouBetal
1881f; aM\o voubBeterte 1961V; alho vouBeteite 2558V; aAla voBetelte 26740;
wg adeAdov ] og adeAdov 010*0; [wg] aderdov 459V,

2 Thessalonians 3:16

avtog | utog 1798f;
0 KUPLOG TNG EPNVNG | 0 KUpLog TNG €1pnvng 459V;

0 006 tng e1pnvng | 0 Bog tng upnvng 0100; o Beog tng Lpnvng 0120; o Beog Tng
elpnvng 254V;
dwn ] 6wn 1409V; dwel 17290 21040 24640;
gpnvnv ] pnvnv 0100 0120; eipnvny 1977V, glpnvnv 2558V,
dLa mavTog €V mMavTL TPOMW | Sta avTtog ev mQyTt Tponw 142V; Sla mavtog v mayTL TPonw
459V; 61 mavtog ev ravtl tportwt 5170 19100 19620; Sra mavtog ev mavtl tponw 1977V,
Sl mavtog ev avtL tpomnw 2558V,

€V MavTL Tponw | ev mavtt tponwt 13980;

Sla mavrog ev navtt tonw | Sta afvrog] ev mavtt tonw 33V,
0 KUPLOG META TIAVTWYV | 0 KUpLog HeTa maviwy 1947V; o kuplog peta maviwyv 1976V, o kg
heta raviwyv 2558V, o k¢ peta maviwyv 2736V,

2 Thessalonians 3:17

o]0 1976V,

aonacpog | acpog 2674*f;

t™ ] tnt 1030 13980 19100 19420;

eun xept | epn xtpt 0100 0120; epnt xewpt 1030 19100 19420; ewun xetpt 13520; epol xelpt
17510;

gotwv | eott 0200 0560 01500 60 350 380 610 880 900 1030 1040 1310 1420 2180 2560
3300 3650 3840 4250 4360 4510 4540 4550 5060 5170 5820 608Co 6200 6290 6300 7200
8580 9150 9410 9990 11010 11270 13520 13540 13900 13980 14480 14560 15240 15730
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16090 16610 16780 17390 17980 18300 18670 18810 18900 18990 19100 19180 19350

19500 19620 19760 19770 19840 19850 19870 19950 20000 20020 20030 21020 21040

21050 21270 21380 21970 22480 22980 24000 24920 25160 25230 25440 25580 25760

26740 27360 28050; gotwv 1947V, eot[1] 608*V;

onuetov | onuov 010 06*0 01500 24640; onu[etov] 33V; gnuetov 459V; onuewwv 17290;

oluewov 17510;

ev | € 1729f;

naon | maont 1030 4540 19100 19420 19620; [na]on 459V; naot 9150 17290; nagn

2464V,

enotoAn | emotoAnt 1030 5170 13520 19100 19420; [rmijotoAn 630V; enotoAl 19180;

€TLOTOAN 2464V emigToln 2558V,

outwg ypadw | outwg ypad[w] 459V; out[w]c ypadw 630V; outwg ypadwt 13980 19420;

outwg ypa[ow] 1838V; outwg ypadw 1976V; outog ypadw 24640; outw ypadw 27360;
outwg ypadwv | outw ypadwv 608Co;

2 Thessalonians 3:18

Xapig Tou Kupou | xapelg tou kuptou 0100; [xap]ig [tou] [ku] 459V;
nuwv | [n]pwv 459V; nuwy 1352V,
tnoou XpLotou | tnoou xy 2558V,
peta | pe[ta] 459V, peta 1977V,
naviwy | [mav]twv 459V;
VWV | ypwy 2464V,
Subscriptio

npog Bsooalovikelg B | mpog Bsocarovikelg 01f; mpog Beooalovetkelg B 03*0;

npog Bsooalovikelg B eypadn ano abnvwv | mpog Becoahovelkels B eypadn amno
aBnvwv 03Co; npog Beccalovikels eypadn ano adbnvwv 218f; npog Becoatovikng B
eypadn ano abnvwv 4420; npog Beooalovkelg eypadn amno adnvwv 1352f; mpog
Beooalovikelg Seutepa eypadn amo adbnvwv 22980;

npog Osooalovikelg B emotoAn eypadn ano adnvwv | mpog Be0o0aAOVIKELS
Seutepa emiotoAn eypadel amo abnvwv 4250; pog Beooahovikng B emLotoAn eypadn amo
aB6nvwv 13900;

npog Bsooalovikelg B enAnpwOn | mpog Becoalovelkelg B emAnpw6n 060;

eteheoOn npog Becoalovt B | eteAecBbal npog Beooaiove B 0100;

telog TG mpog Bsooadovikelg B emotoAng | TeAog NG Mpog BecoaAoVIKNG
Seutepag emotoAng 22480;

TEAOG MAUAOU anooToAoU eMLOTOANG MPoG Oecoalovikels B ntig eypadn amno
aBnvwv ] teAog mauAou amooTtoAou €MLOTOANG TiPoG BEGoAAOVLIKELG SeuTEPAS NTLG Eypadn
arno abnvwv 4510; tTeAog MauAou amooToAou EMLOTOANCG TPOC BecoaAoVIKNG SEUTEPAG NTLG
eypadn ano adbnvwv 13980;

teN0G TG Pog Bsocoadovikng B EMLOTOANG TAWAOU TOU XPLOTOU apnv | TEAOG TG
npog Becoalovikng Seutepng €MLOTOANG TtauAou tou xu aunv 21020;

TOU ayLoU amootoAou auAou npog OecoadoviKeLG EMLOTOAN B eypadn amno
aBnvwv ] Tou aylou anootoAou auAou pog BecoaAoVIKELS ETLOTOAN Seutepa eypadn
aro abnvwv 0200;

autn n npog Beccalovikelg B emLotoAn ypadn ano abnvwv | autn n mpog
Beooalovikelg Seutepa emotoAn ypadn amno abnvwv 25580;
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APPENDIX 2
BYZANTINE COHERENCE

This appendix provides the relevant data used for Byzantine coherence in Chapter 4 (“A
Textual History of 2 Thessalonians™). To begin, | have provided a table that shows (1) the
number of distinct Byzantine readings® for each manuscript, (2) the number of Byzantine
variation units which are extant in the manuscript, and (3) the percentage of these variation
units which are Byzantine. | have excluded manuscripts with significant lacunae and
omissions.? | have also excluded the corrected profiles of manuscripts (e.g., 01C). Following
this table, I have listed the Byzantine variation units, their distinct reading, and the
manuscripts which support the reading. The conventions for this section follow those in
Chapter 2 (“Critical Text and Apparatus”).

Table A2.1: The Byzantine Coherence of the Manuscripts

Manuscript Byzantine Readings Variation Units Percentage
01 4 31 12.90%
02 10 31 32.26%
03 4 32 12.50%
06 11 32 34.38%

010 11 32 34.38%
012 11 32 34.38%
018 28 32 87.50%
020 27 32 84.38%
025 16 32 50.00%
044 18 31 58.06%
056 30 32 93.75%
075 20 32 62.50%
0142 30 32 93.75%
0150 24 31 77.42%
0151 30 32 93.75%

! A “distinct” Byzantine reading is the majority reading of my “pure” Byzantine manuscripts (35, 517,
999, 1354, 1609) that either (1) departs from the editorial text or (2) has been marked with a ¢. | have still
counted readings as Byzantine even if they differ from the Byzantine reading as a result of orthographic
confusion between second and third person pronouns (e.g., Ap@v VS OUp@V).

2| repeat here my comments on this matter from Chapter 4: | have excluded any manuscript which is
lacunose in more than 55 units with the editorial text. As for omissions, | have excluded manuscripts which
both, at times, skip multiple verses and have an agreement with the editorial text which is less than 84%.
Manuscripts with significant lacunae or omissions include P30, P92, 016, 0111, 218, 1729, 1838, 1890, 1910,
1942, 2005, 2138, 2558, 2625, 2736, 2772.
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Manuscript Byzantine Readings Variation Units Percentage

0278 15 32 46.88%

6 19 32 59.38%

33 5 31 16.13%

35 32 32 100.00%

38 23 32 71.88%

61 25 32 78.13%

81 15 32 46.88%

88 20 32 62.50%

90 28 32 87.50%
103 24 32 75.00%
104 21 32 65.63%
131 29 32 90.63%
142 29 32 90.63%
203 21 32 65.63%
254 26 32 81.25%
256 17 32 53.13%
263 17 32 53.13%
330 18 32 56.25%
365 18 32 56.25%
384 27 32 84.38%
425 31 32 96.88%
436 22 32 68.75%
442 20 32 62.50%
451 17 32 53.13%
454 30 32 93.75%
455 24 32 75.00%
459 22 32 68.75%
506 21 32 65.63%
517 30 32 93.75%
582 27 32 84.38%
606 25 32 78.13%
608 21 31 67.74%
620 28 32 87.50%
629 26 32 81.25%
630 29 32 90.63%
720 28 32 87.50%
858 26 32 81.25%
886 24 32 75.00%
915 23 32 71.88%
941 29 32 90.63%
999 27 32 84.38%
1101 31 32 96.88%
1115 26 32 81.25%
1127 25 32 78.13%
1241 27 32 84.38%
1311 23 31 74.19%
1352 24 32 75.00%
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Manuscript Byzantine Readings Variation Units Percentage
1354 30 32 93.75%
1390 26 32 81.25%
1398 18 32 56.25%
1409 28 32 87.50%
1448 31 32 96.88%
1456 29 32 90.63%
1505 20 32 62.50%
1524 26 32 81.25%
1573 20 32 62.50%
1609 30 32 93.75%
1611 20 32 62.50%
1661 30 32 93.75%
1678 27 32 84.38%
1739 10 32 31.25%
1751 24 32 75.00%
1798 25 32 78.13%
1830 27 32 84.38%
1845 16 32 50.00%
1867 28 32 87.50%
1881 14 32 43.75%
1899 30 32 93.75%
1908 20 32 62.05%
1912 10 32 31.25%
1918 24 32 75.00%
1935 25 32 78.13%
1943 27 32 84.38%
1945 26 32 81.25%
1947 25 32 78.13%
1950 25 32 78.13%
1961 24 32 75.00%
1962 24 32 75.00%
1969 23 32 71.88%
1973 26 32 81.25%
1976 25 32 78.13%
1977 26 32 81.25%
1984 23 32 71.88%
1985 21 32 65.63%
1987 25 32 78.13%
1991 23 31 74.19%
1995 26 32 81.25%
2000 24 32 75.00%
2002 25 32 78.13%
2003 27 32 84.38%
2004 27 32 84.38%
2102 22 32 68.75%
2104 25 32 78.13%
2105 26 32 81.25%
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Manuscript Byzantine Readings Variation Units Percentage
2127 18 32 56.25%
2138 16 23 69.57%
2197 25 32 78.13%
2248 25 31 80.65%
2298 28 32 87.50%
2400 17 32 53.13%
2464 10 32 31.25%
2482 25 31 80.65%
2492 18 31 58.06%
2516 19 32 59.38%
2523 24 32 75.00%
2544 17 32 53.13%
2576 25 32 78.13%
2674 28 32 87.50%
2805 18 31 58.06%

Byzantine Variation Units
2 Thess 1:2

(1) » nuwv ] ¢ 01, 02, 010, 012, 018, 020, 056, 075, 0151, 0278, 6, 35, 38, 61, 81, 88
90, 103, 104, 131, 142, 203, 218, 254, 256, 263, 330, 365, 384, 425, 436, 442, 451, 454,
459, 506, 517, 582, 606, 620, 629, 630, 720, 858, 915, 941, 999, 1101, 1115, 1127, 1241,
1311, 1352, 1354, 1390, 1398, 1409, 1448, 1456, 1524, 1573, 1609, 1661, 1678, 1751
1798, 1830, 1845, 1867, 1890, 1899, 1908, 1918, 1935, 1943, 1945, 1947, 1950, 1962,
1969, 1973, 1977, 1985, 1987, 1991, 1995, 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2105, 2127, 2197,
2248, 2298, 2400, 2464, 2482, 2492, 2516, 2523, 2544, 2558, 2625, 2674, 2736, 2772
2805

2 Thess 1:4

(2) = autouc nuac ] npac autoug 02 06 010 012 018 020 044 056 0142 0150 0151 6 35
88 103 104 131 142 254 256 365 436 454 455 459 517 606 608 629 630 720 858 886 915
941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1354 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1678 1729 1739
1751 1798 1830 1867 1881 1890 1899 1908 1910 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962
1969 1976 1977 1984 1987 1991 1995 2000 2003 2004 2005 2104 2105 2127 2138 2248
2208 2400 2492 2516 2523 2558 2576 2625 2674 2736 2772 2805; upac autoug 075 90
263 330 384 425 451 582 620 1390 1398 1661 1918 1973 1985 2002 2102 2197 2482

(3) & ev upv gykavyxacBat ] ev vy kauyaoBal 06 018 020 044 056 075 0142 0150
0151 0278 35 38 61 88 90 103 104 131 142 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 436 442
451 454 455 459 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115
1127 1241 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1729 1830
1845 1881 1890 1899 1908 1910 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976
1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2102 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248
2298 2400 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2558 2576 2625 2674 2736 2772;
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2 Thess 1:8

(4) > ev upL dAoyog ] ¢ 01, 02, 018, 020, 025, 056, 0142, 0151, 0278, 6, 33, 35, 38, 61
81, 88, 90, 103, 104, 131, 142, 218, 254, 256, 365, 384, 425, 436, 442, 454, 455, 459,
517, 582, 608, 620, 629, 630, 720, 858, 886, 915, 941, 999, 1101, 1115, 1127, 1241,
1311, 1352, 1354, 1390, 1409, 1448, 1456, 1524, 1573, 1609, 1661, 1678, 1729, 1739,
1751, 1798, 1830, 1845, 1867, 1881, 1890, 1899, 1918, 1935, 1943, 1945, 1947, 1950,
1961, 1962, 1969, 1973, 1976, 1977, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991, 1995, 2000, 2002, 2003,
2004, 2102, 2104, 2105, 2127, 2197, 2248, 2298, 2482, 2523, 2544, 2576, 2625, 2674,
2736, 2772

(5) — Tou KUpLOU NUWV toou ] Tou KupLou Nuwv tnoou xpLotou 01 02 010 012 056 075
0142 0150 0278 6 35 38 61 81 104 131 218 256 263 365 425 436 442 454 459 506 582
606 620 629 630 999 1101 11151127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1409 1448 1456 1573 1661
1867 1890 1899 1912 1918 1935 1950 1987 2127 2400 2464 2516 2523 2544 2576 2625
2736 2805

2 Thess 1:12

(6) — kuplou Nuwv thoou ] Kuplou nuwv thoou xptotou 02 010 012 025 0150 0151
0278 33 3538 61 81 90 103 104 131 142 203 254 365 384 436 455 459 506 582 608 620
629 720 858 886 941 999 1101 1352 1354 1409 1448 1524 1573 1661 1678 1739 1751
1798 1881 1890 1899 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977
1984 1985 1987 1995 2000 2002 2005 2102 2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2482 2544
2576 2625 2736

2 Thess 2:2

(7) > pnde ] unte 06C1 018 020 025 056 0142 0150 0151 3538 61 81 88 90 104 131
142 203 218 330 384 425 451 454 455 459 506 517 582 608 620 629 630 720 858 886
915941 1101 1115 1127 1241 1352 1354 1398 1448 1456 1609 1661 1678 1729 1798
1830 1867 1890 1899 1910-2 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969
1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104 2105 2197
2248C 2298 2400 2464 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2558 2576 2674 2736 2772 2805

(8) Tou kuptou ] tou xplotou 06C 018 056 0142 0150 0151 35 38 90 131 142 384 425
454 455C 517 582 620 630 720 941 1101 1311 1354 1390 1448 1456 1573 1609 1661
1729 1830 1867 1890 1899 1918 1942 1962 2003 2004 2298 2558 2674 2736 2772;
kuptou 010 012 025 103 254 608 858 1524 1798 1881 1943 1947 1961 1973 1976 1977
1991 1995 2000 2002 2102 2105 2400 2482
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2 Thess 2:3

(9) — ¢ avopag ] Te apaptiag 02 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150
0151 35 61C 88 90 103 131 142 254 330 384 425 442 451 454 455 459 517 582C 606
608 629 630 720 858 886 915* 941 999 1101 1241 1311 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448
1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1729 1751 1798 1830 1867 1890 1908 1910 1935 1942 1943
1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1995 2000 2002 2003
2004 2102 2104 2105 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516 2576 2674 2736 2772

2 Thess 2:4

(10) — kaBoat ] wg Beov kabroat 06C 018 020 056 075 0142 0150 0151 0278 35 38 61
131 203 218 425 454 506 517 606 630V 886 941 999 1101 1241V 1311 1352 1354 1390
1448 1456 1609 1661 1845 1867 1890 1899 1908 1910 1945 1969 1977 2003 2004
2248C2 2558 2674

2 Thess 2:6

(11) — tev Tw autou kalpw ] ev Tw gautou katpw 01C 03 06 010 012 016V 020 044
056 0142 0150 0151 0278 6 35 38C 88 103 104 131 142 254 425 436 442 454 455 459
517 582 606 608 620 629 720 858 886 915 1101 1241 1409 1456C 1524 1573 1609 1661
1678 1739 1798 1845 1867 1881 1899 1908 1910 1918 1942 1943 1945 1947 1961 1962
1973 1976 1977 1984 1991 1995 2002 2004 2104 2105 2138 2197 2482 2576 2805

2 Thess 2:8

(12) —> o kupLoc tnoouc ] # o kuplog 03 06C 018 020* 056 0142 0151 6 35 38 61 88 90
131 142 218 263 384 425 442 454 517 606 620* 629 630 915 941 999 1115 1127 1311
1352 1354 1390 1409 1448 1456 1609 1661 1678 1739 1830 1867 1881 1890 1899
1910-2 1976 1984 1991 2003 2004 2248 2298 2523 2558 2576 2674 2772 2805

(13) — avelet | avahwoel 06C 018 020 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 6 35 61 90 103 131
142 254 384 425 454 455 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858V 886 941 999 1101
11151127V 1241 1311 1354 1390 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798
1830 1867 1881 1890 1899 1908 1910-1 1910-3 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961
1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104 2105 2138
2197 2248 2298 2482 2544 2558 2576 2674 2772

2 Thess 2:10

(14) - adwtag ] tng adwkiag 01C 06 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0151 35 38 61 90
103 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330f 365 384 425 454 455 517 582 606 620 629 630
720 858 886 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1409 1448 1456 1524
1573 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1890 1899 1908 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947
1950 1961 1969 1973 1976 1977 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2102 2104 2105 2127
2138 2197 2248 2298 2482 2492 2516 2523 2558 2576 2674 2772 2805
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(15) — totg armoAAupevolg | ev totg anoAupevorg 01C 06C 018 020 025 044 056 075
0142 0151 6 3538 61 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 436
442 451 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101
11151127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409V 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661f
1678 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1881 1890 1899 1908 1910 1918 1935 1942 1943
1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002
2003 2004 2102 2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492V 2516 2523
2558V 2576 2674 2772

2 Thess 2:11

(16) — meumet | meppel 01C 06C 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 0278 35 38
61 81 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 365 384 425 436 442 454 455 459 506
517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352
1354 1390 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867
1899 1908 1910 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977
1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2004 2102 2104 2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2464
2482 2523 2544 2558 2576 2674 2772 2805

2 Thess 2:12

(17) — tanavteg ] mavteg 03 06 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 0278 6 35 61
88 90 103 131 142 254 256 263 365 384 425 436 442 454 455 517 582 606 608 620 629
630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1241 1311 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456
1524 1573 1609 1661 1751 1798 1830 1845 1867 1890 1899 1908 1910 1912 1918 1943
1945 1947 1961 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102
2104 2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2464 2482 2523 2576 2674 2772 2805

(18) — tn adwkia ] ev tn adwia 01C 02 06C 018 020 025 044 075 0142 0150 0151 6 35
81 90 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 365 384C 425 436 442 454 455 459 506 517
582 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 1101 1115 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1409
1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1890 1899 1908
1910 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1987 1991
1995 2002 2003 2102 2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2482 2492 2523 2544 2674 2805

2 Thess 2:13

(19) — e\ato ] etheto 018 056 0142 0151 0278 6 35 38C 61C 88 90 103 104 131 142
203 254 256 365 384 425 436 442 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 620 629 630 720 858
886 915941 999 1101 1115 1127 1311 1354 1390 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661
1678 1739 1751 1798 1830 1838 1867 1881 1890 1899 1908C 1910 1918 1935 1943
1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003
2004 2102 2104 2105 2127 2197 2298 2482 2523 2544 2558 2576 2674 2772
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(20) — amapxnv ] ar apxnc 01 06 018 020 044 056 0142 0150 0151 6 35 38 61* 88 90
103 104 131 142 203 218 254 330 384 425 436 442 451 454 455 459 506 517 582 606
608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1352 1354 1390 1398
1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1890 1899 1910
1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991
1995 2000 2002 2003 2102 2104 2105 2197 2248 2298 2400 2492 2516 2523 2558 2576
2674 2772 2805

2 Thess 2:14

(21) - kot ] om 03 06 018 020 044 056 0142 0151 6 33 35 61* 90 103 104 131 142 203
254 384 425 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 915 941 999 1101
11151127 1241 1354 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1739 1751 1798 1830 1838
1867 1881 1899 1908 1910 1918 1935 1943 1947 1950 1961 1962 1969 1973 1976 1984
1985 1987 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104 2197 2248 2298 2482 2576 2674 2772;
lac 02 1991V 2558V

2 Thess 2:16

(22) - 0 Beog o matnp ] ¢ o Beog kaw matnp 06C 016 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0278 6
353861 8190 103 104 142 203 218 254 263 330 365 384 425 436 451 454 455 459 506
517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 941 999 1101 1127 1241 1352 1354 1390

1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1751 1798 1830 1845 1867 1899 1908
19101912 1918 1943 1945 1947 1961 1962 1969 1973 1977 1995 2000 2002 2004 2104
2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2400 2464V 2482 2492 2516 2544 2558 2576 2674 2772 280

2 Thess 2:17

(23) - otnpéar ] + vpag 06C 018 020 056 0142 0150 0151 35 61 88 103 131 142 203
218 254 330 384 425 436 451 454 455 506 517 608 620 630 720 858 886 915 941 999
1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1524 1609 1661 1678 1751
1798 1830 1867 1899 1918 1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1973 1976 1977 1984
1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2003 2004 2102 2105 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516
2523 2558 2576 2772; + nuag 38 90 582 2674

(24) —> epyw kat Adoyw ayabw ] Aoyw kat epyw ayabw 010 012 018 056 0142 0150 0151
6 3538 61 8890 131 142 203 218 384 425 436 506 517 630 915 941V 999 1101 1115
1127 1311 1352 1390 1409 1448 1456 1609 1678 1751 1830 1899 1910 1935 1950 1962
1987 2003 2004 2104 2298 2523 2558 2674 2772 2805
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2 Thess 3:4

(25) — mapayyeMopev ] mapayyeAopev vuv 02 06C 010 012 018 020 025V 056 075
0142 0150 0151 0278 35 38 61 81 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 365
384 425 436 442 451 454 455C 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 630 720 858 915 941 999
1101 11151127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1751
1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1881 1899 1908 1912 1918 1935 1943 1945 1950 1962 1973
1976 1977 1985 1987 1991 1995 2002 2003 2004 2005 2102 2104 2105 2127 2138 2197
2248 2298 2400 2464 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2576 2674 2736 2772 2805

(26) — ko motette kat mownoete | ¢ 018, 020, 044, 056, 075, 0142, 0150, 0151, 0278, 33,
35, 61, 81, 88, 103, 104, 142, 203, 254, 256, 263, 330, 365, 425, 436, 442, 451, 454, 455,
459, 506, 517, 582, 606, 608, 620, 630, 720, 858, 886, 915, 999, 1101, 1115, 1127, 1241,
1311, 1352, 1354, 1398, 1409, 1448, 1456, 1524, 1609, 1751, 1798, 1830, 1845, 1899,
1908, 1918, 1935, 1943, 1945, 1947, 1950, 1961, 1962, 1969, 1973, 1976, 1984, 1987,
1991, 1995, 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2104, 2105, 2138, 2197, 2248, 2298, 2400,
2464, 2482, 2516, 2523, 2544, 2576, 2772, 2805

2 Thess 3:6

(27) - naperapooav ]| maperafov 01C 06C 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151
6 3538 61 81 90 103 104 203 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 451 454 455 459 506 517
606 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409
1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1739 1798 1830 1838 1867 1881 1899 1908 1910
1935 1943 1945 1947 1950 1961 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000
2003 2004 2102 2104 2105 2127 2197 2248 2298 2492 2516 2523 2544 2558V 2576
2674 2736 2772

2 Thess 3:8

(28) — vuktog kat nuepag | ¢ vukta kat nuepav 02 06 018 020 025 044 056 0142 0150
0151 6 3538 61 88 90 103 131f 142 203 254 330 384 425 436 451 454f 455 506 517 582
606 620 629 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115f 1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390
1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1739 1751V 1798 1867 1881 1899 1910
1918 1935 1943f 1945 1947 1950 1961 1962 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991
1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2102 2104f 2105 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516
2523 2558V 2674 2736

2 Thess 3:12

(29) — ev kupww tnoou xplotw ] dta Tou Kuplou nuwv tnoou xpLotou 01C 06C 018 020
056 075 0142 0150 0151 6 35 38 61 90 131 142 218 254 330 384 425 442 451 454 455C
517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 886C 941 1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390
1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1609 1661 1678 1729 1751 1830 1867 1908 1943 1945 1947
1962 1969 1976C 1977 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2104 2105 2248 2298 2400
2482 2492 2516 2523 2558V 2674 2736
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2 Thess 3:13

(30) — eykaxnonte ] ekkaknonte 06C 010 012 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150
0151 0278 6 33 35 38 81 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425
436 442 451 454 455 459 506 517 582 606 608 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999
1101 1115 1127 1241 1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661
1678 1729f 1739 1751 1798 1830 1838 1845 1867 1881 1899 1910 1912 1918 1935
1942 1943 1945 1947C 1950 1961 1969 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995
2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2102 2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2464 2482
2492 2516 2523 2544 2558 2576 2674 2736 2805

2 Thess 3:14

(31)% > un ouvavapyvuoBat ] kat pun cuvavaptyvucBe 06, 010, 012, 018, 020, 025,
056, 075, 0142, 0150, 0151, 0278, 35, 38, 61, 81, 88, 90, 103, 104, 131, 142, 203, 218,
254, 256, 263, 330, 384, 425, 436, 442, 451, 454, 455, 459, 506, 517, 582, 606, 608, 620,
629, 630, 720, 858, 886, 915, 941, 999, 1101, 1115, 1127, 1241, 1311, 1352, 1354, 1390,
1398, 1409, 1448, 1456, 1524, 1573, 1609, 1661, 1678, 1729, 1751, 1798, 1830, 1838,
1845, 1867, 1890, 1899, 1908, 1912, 1918, 1935, 1943, 1945, 1947, 1950, 1961, 1962,
1969, 1973, 1977, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991, 1995, 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2102,
2104, 2105, 2127, 2197, 2248, 2298, 2400, 2464, 2482, 2492, 2516, 2523, 2544, 2558V,
2576, 2674, 2736, 2805

2 Thess 3:18

(32) > vpwv ] + apunv 01C 02 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 056 075 0142 0150 0151 35
38 61 81 88 90 103 104 131 142 203 218 254 256 263 330 365 384 425 436 442 451 454
455 459 506 517 582 606 620 629 630 720 858 886 915 941 999 1101 1115 1127 1241
1311 1352 1354 1390 1398 1409 1448 1456 1524 1573 1609 1661 1678 1729 1751 1798
1830 1838 1845 1867 1881C 1890 1899 1908 1912 1935 1942 1943 1945 1947 1950
1961 1962 1973 1976 1977 1984 1985 1987 1991 1995 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2102
2104 2105 2127 2138 2197 2248 2298 2400 2482 2492 2516 2523 2544 2576 2674 2736
2805

¥ Although, for practical reasons, | have broken this variation unit into two in Chapter 2, | have counted
it as one Byzantine unit since most of the manuscripts which include the kai naturally also read the imperative.

290



APPENDIX 3
SELECT GENEALOGICAL DATA

In this appendix, | provide select genealogical data for the manuscripts included in this
thesis. First, | provide a table listing each manuscript’s pregenealogical coherence with the
editorial text. These manuscripts are arranged by percentage of agreement from highest to
lowest. Following this table, | have an entry for each manuscript, which lists the manuscript’s
pregenealogical coherence with the editorial text, its Byzantine coherence, its ten closest*
relatives in terms of pregenealogical coherence, and its ten closest relatives in terms of
agreements in variation.” As in Appendix 2, | have excluded the corrected profiles of
manuscripts as well as manuscripts with significant lacunae or omissions. Finally, | have
appended K to commentary manuscripts to alert the reader to these manuscripts and to make
more explicit the genealogical relationship of commentary manuscripts to one another and

with non-commentary manuscripts.

! In the profiles of manuscripts that follows below, | have only listed the 10 closest relatives for
pregenealogical coherence and agreements in variation—even in cases where more than 10 relatives share the
same amount of coherence or number of agreements.

2 As stated in Chapter 4 (“Textual History™), pregenealogical coherence measures the amount of
agreement between two manuscripts across all variation units where at least one variant reading is attested by at
least one manuscript. Byzantine coherence measures the amount of agreement of each manuscript across the 32
distinct Byzantine readings that diverge from the editorial text or are marked with a 4. Agreements in variation
counts the number of times two manuscripts agree when agreements with the Byzantine text (as | have defined
it) and the editorial text are excluded. In other words, it counts the non-Byzantine and non-editorial text
agreements (non-Byzantine agreements in error). For a more in-depth description of these measures, readers
should see Chapter 4 (“Textual History™).
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The Editorial Text

Table A3.1: Pregenealogical Coherence with the Editorial Text

Manuscript Editorial Readings Variation Units Percentage
03 594 611 97.22
01 592 611 96.89

436 588 611 96.24
81 587 611 96.07
256 587 611 96.07
203 586 611 95.91
02 584 609 95.90
1845 585 611 95.75
6 584 611 95.58
2805 584 611 95.58
1912 584 611 95.58
025 581 608 95.56
1739 583 611 95.42
020 582 610 95.41
88 571 599 95.33
1101 582 611 95.25
1908 579 608 95.23
517 581 611 95.09
35 581 611 95.09
1456 581 611 95.09
2464 574 604 95.03
33 554 583 95.03
1969 580 611 94.93
1609 580 611 94.93
1352 580 611 94.93
104 580 611 94.93
2544 579 610 94.92
459 577 608 94.90
425 579 611 94.76
1987 579 611 94.76
1945 579 611 94.76
1390 579 611 94.76
2003 578 611 94.60
1798 578 611 94.60
1354 578 611 94.60
1241 578 611 94.60
1899 576 609 94.58
1962 557 589 94.57
365 574 607 94.56
454 577 611 94.44
442 577 611 94.44
2523 577 611 94.44
2197 577 611 94.44
1867 577 611 94.44
1448 577 611 94.44
0278 571 605 94.38
999 576 611 94.27
506 576 611 94.27
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Manuscript Editorial Readings Variation Units Percentage

263 576 611 94.27
2004 576 611 94.27
1830 576 611 94.27
1127 576 611 94.27
056 576 611 94.27
2002 569 604 94.21
075 568 603 94.20
886 575 611 94.11
630 575 611 94.11
455 575 611 94.11
451 575 611 94.11
330 575 611 94.11
2298 575 611 94.11
1935 575 611 94.11
142 575 611 94.11
103 575 611 94.11
720 574 610 94.10
1977 573 609 94.09
915 566 602 94.02
858 574 611 93.94
1973 574 611 93.94
1950 574 611 93.94
018 573 610 93.93
1943 564 601 93.84
384 573 611 93.78
2400 573 611 93.78
1398 569 607 93.74
2482 565 603 93.70
1678 572 611 93.62
941 571 611 93.45
606 571 611 93.45
254 571 611 93.45
2127 570 610 93.44
1961 554 593 93.42
620 567 607 93.41
1409 566 606 93.40
2492 565 605 93.39
1947 562 602 93.36

90 570 611 93.29
2576 570 611 93.29
1881 570 611 93.29
1524 570 611 93.29
1991 556 596 93.29
0142 564 605 93.22
1984 569 611 93.13
0151 569 611 93.13
1995 564 606 93.07
2105 568 611 92.96
044 568 611 92.96
1311 563 606 92.90
2516 567 611 92.80
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Manuscript Editorial Readings Variation Units Percentage

1976 566 610 92.79
582 562 607 92.59
0150 565 611 92.47
2674 561 607 92.42

61 564 611 92.31

06 564 611 92.31
1115 558 606 92.08
1661 554 602 92.03
131 562 611 91.98
1751 559 608 91.94
2104 561 611 91.82
608 560 610 91.80
1573 551 602 91.53
1918 550 602 91.36
2000 558 611 91.33
2248 557 611 91.16
012 546 599 91.15
629 544 604 90.07
010 538 598 89.97

38 540 602 89.70
2102 530 604 87.75
1985 530 604 87.75
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GAO01

Editorial Text: 96.89% Byzantine Coherence: 12.90%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
02 94.58% 2248K 3
03 94.27% 629 3
436 93.78% 02 3

81 93.62% 2000K 2

6 93.62% 941 2
2805 93.29% 61 2
256 93.29% 38 1
203 93.13% 2674 1
1912 93.13% 2516 1
1845 93.13% 1881 1
1739 93.13% 1739 1

GA 02
Editorial Text: 95.90% Byzantine Coherence: 32.26%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

81 94.91% 2464 5
436 94.58% 0278 5
01 94.58% 263 5
03 94.25% 1881 5

6 94.09% 81 4
203 94.09% 38 4
1101 94.09% 6 3
459 94.06% 330 3
025 94.06% 2544 3
1962K 94.04% 2492 3

GA 03

Editorial Text: 97.22%

Byzantine Coherence: 12.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1739 94.93 06 5
436 94.60 1881 5
2805 94.60 1984K 4
6 94.44 2464 4
1912 94.44 1398 3
81 94.27 1739 3
517 94.27 1912 3
01 94.27 1918 3
020 94.26 1961K 3
02 94.25 2400 3
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Editorial Text: 92.31%

GA 06

Byzantine Coherence: 34.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
03 92.47 010 7

020 92.30 012 6

6 92.14 03 5
436 92.14 1881 5
517 91.82 2516 5
2805 91.82 1739 4
1101 91.82 2400 4
35 91.65 330 4
1241 91.65 451 4
606K 91.49 606K 4

GA 010
Editorial Text: 89.97% Byzantine Coherence: 34.38%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
012 97.99 012 40
436 89.80 06 7
2805 89.80 2464 5
1912 89.47 1912 4
81 89.30 2002K 4
1101 89.30 2105K 4
2464 89.17 2400 4
2002K 89.17 2516 4
35 89.13 2805 4
02 89.09 608K 4
GA 012

Editorial Text: 91.15%

Byzantine Coherence: 34.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

010 97.99 010 40
436 90.99 06 6
2805 90.99 2464 6
2464 90.54 044 4
1912 90.48 1912 4
1101 90.48 1943K 4
2002K 90.37 2002K 4
35 90.32 2400 4
81 90.15 2805 4
1987K 90.15 608K 4
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Editorial Text: 93.93%

GA 018K

Byzantine Coherence: 87.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
517 98.03 0151K 7
0151K 97.87 38 3
35 97.71 1945K 2
1609 97.54 2004 2
1101 97.54 2104K 2
1456 97.38 263 2
020 97.37 915 2
425 97.21 0150K 1
2003 97.05 02 1
1448 97.05 020 1

GA 020
Editorial Text: 95.41% Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
517 99.02 2104K 2
35 98.69 2298 2
1609 98.53 010 1
1101 98.53 012 1
1241 98.36 0151K 1
425 98.20 018K 1
454K 98.03 075K 1
1456 98.03 103K 1
2298 97.87 1241 1
1867 97.87 1390 1

GA 025
Editorial Text: 95.56% Byzantine Coherence: 50.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1945K 96.55 010 3
1101 96.55 012 3
35 96.38 2102K 3
020 96.21 0278 2
517 96.05 06 2
436 96.05 103K 2
203 96.05 1241 2
1798K 96.05 1524K 2
1456 96.05 1573 2
1241 96.05 1881 2
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Editorial Text: 92.96%

GA 044

Byzantine Coherence: 58.06%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
0150K 94.60 0150K 14
020 94.26 608K 13
517 93.94 012 4
1101 93.94 010 3
35 93.78 06 3
1945K 93.78 1912 3
1241 93.78 1985K 3
608K 93.77 2000K 3
454K 93.62 2102K 3
1609 93.62 2464 3

GA 056K
Editorial Text: 94.27% Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
0142K 98.68 0142K 6
35 98.53 1398 2
1609 98.36 1984K 2
1101 98.36 1991K 2
517 98.20 1995K 2
425 98.04 2400 2
1456 97.87 2516 2
1448 97.87 330 2
1899 97.70 38 2
020 97.54 451 2

GA 075K
Editorial Text: 94.20% Byzantine Coherence: 62.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1908K 97.83 1908K 9
020 95.68 1845 4
1101 95.52 330 4
425 95.36 451 4
35 95.36 2400 3
1456 95.36 2516 3
256 95.19 263 3
1845 95.19 442K 3
517 95.03 582 3
436 95.03 010 2
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Editorial Text: 93.22%

GA 0142K

Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
056K 98.68 056K 6
35 97.85 1984K 4
1609 97.69 1976K 3
1101 97.69 03 2
517 97.52 06 2
425 97.36 1398 2
1456 97.19 1881 2
1448 97.19 1961K 2
1899 97.18 1991K 2
020 96.85 1995K 2
GA 0150K

Editorial Text: 92.47%

Byzantine Coherence: 77.42%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1101 95.75 044 14
35 95.58 608K 13
517 95.25 06 3
608K 95.25 2805 3
425 94.76 010 2
1609 94.76 012 2
1899 94.75 03 2
436 94.60 1912 2
1456 94.60 2104K 2
1448 94.60 2464 2
GA 0151K

Editorial Text: 93.13%

Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
018K 97.87 018K 7
517 97.55 1409 3
35 97.55 1845 3
1101 97.38 2104K 3
1609 97.05 38 3
020 96.89 02 2
425 96.73 075K 2
1899 96.72 1908K 2
1456 96.56 1912 2
1448 96.56 2000K 2
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Editorial Text: 94.38%

GA 0278

Byzantine Coherence: 46.88%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
81 94.55 263 6

436 94.55 02 5
256 94.55 365 5
1845 94.38 38 5
365 94.01 1573 4
263 93.72 1912 4
1945K 93.72 2127 4
1912 93.72 2464 4
1101 93.72 2516 4
35 93.55 330 4
GA®6
Editorial Text: 95.58% Byzantine Coherence: 59.38%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
436 96.73 1739 6
35 96.73 1881 4
1101 96.56 02 3
517 96.40 06 3
1456 96.40 044 2
425 96.24 1311 2
1609 96.24 1751 2
1739 96.07 1973K 2
020 96.07 1985K 2
1899 96.06 2102K 2
GA 33
Editorial Text: 95.03% Byzantine Coherence: 16.13%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
03 93.31 1661 4
1739 92.80 1739 4
025 92.76 010 3
01 92.62 06 3
81 92.45 1881 3
203 92.28 2516 3
1969K 92.28 2544 3
1912 92.28 451 3
2544 92.27 012 2
436 92.11 02 2
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Editorial Text: 95.09%

GA 35

Byzantine Coherence: 100%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1101 99.84 NA NA
517 99.35 NA NA
425 99.18 NA NA
1609 99.18 NA NA
1899 99.18 NA NA
1456 99.02 NA NA
1448 99.02 NA NA
020 98.69 NA NA
1354 98.53 NA NA
056K 98.53 NA NA
GA 38
Editorial Text: 89.70% Byzantine Coherence: 71.88%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1352 93.02 2576K 7
35 92.03 1984K 6
1101 91.86 263 6
517 91.69 365 6
1456 91.69 0278 5
1127 91.53 1961K 5
056K 91.53 1985K 5
425 91.36 2000K 5
2576K 91.36 2102K 5
203 91.36 2400 5
GA 61

Editorial Text: 92.31%

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

35 95.25 38 3
1101 95.09 01 2
517 94.93 0150K 2
1899 94.91 02 2
1448 94.76 2248K 2
020 94.75 606K 2
425 94.60 720K 2
1456 94.60 81 2
1352 94.60 03 1
1609 94.44 044 1
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Editorial Text: 96.07%

GA 81

Byzantine Coherence: 46.88%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
436 95.75 02 4
203 95.58 0278 4
459 95.40 2464 4
256 95.25 263 4
1101 95.25 044 3
104 95.25 1751 3
2544 95.25 1985K 3
025 95.23 38 3
35 95.09 0150K 2
506 94.93 03 2

GA 88
Editorial Text: 95.33% Byzantine Coherence: 62.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
915 97.98 915 9
436 96.49 1985K 3
35 96.33 2102K 3
517 96.16 103K 2
1101 96.16 1524K 2
020 96.15 1798K 2
1609 95.99 1830 2
425 95.83 1935K 2
1456 95.83 1943K 2
1867 95.66 1950K 2

GA 90
Editorial Text: 93.29% Byzantine Coherence: 87.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
384 98.85 384 11
1390 97.22 1390 5
517 96.89 2492 4
35 96.89 1845 3
1448 96.89 1985K 3
1101 96.73 2102K 3
425 96.40 330 3
1609 96.40 451 3
1456 96.40 582 3
2298 96.24 075K 2
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Editorial Text: 94.11%

GA 103K

Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1798K 97.55 1973K 8
2197K 97.22 1995K 7
1101 97.22 2000K 7
35 97.05 608K 7
1987K 97.05 858K 7
455K 96.89 1524K 6
254K 96.89 1961K 6
1943K 96.84 1984K 6
1609 96.73 2102K 6
1524K 96.73 2104K 6

GA 104
Editorial Text: 94.93% Byzantine Coherence: 65.63%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
459 99.34 459 10
436 96.89 2127 3
1101 96.40 263 3
35 96.24 365 3
203 96.07 02 2
256 95.75 0278 2
1798K 95.75 03 2
1899 95.73 1573 2
517 95.58 2492 2
1456 95.58 2523 2

GA 131
Editorial Text: 91.98% Byzantine Coherence: 90.63%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 96.56 2464 4
1101 96.40 012 3
517 95.91 1661 3
425 95.75 010 2
1609 95.75 03 2
1899 95.73 1398 2
1456 95.58 142 2
1448 95.58 1912 2
142 95.42 1918 2
454K 95.25 1947K 2
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Editorial Text: 94.11%

GA 142

Byzantine Coherence: 90.63%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1609 98.36 1976K 3
517 98.20 506 3
35 98.20 858K 3
1101 98.04 03 2
425 97.38 131 2
720K 97.38 1609 2
1899 97.37 1918 2
2003 97.22 1947K 2
1456 97.22 1961K 2
1448 97.22 1977K 2

GA 203
Editorial Text: 95.91% Byzantine Coherence: 65.63%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
506 98.04 506 5
1101 97.71 010 2
35 97.55 012 2
517 97.22 1912 2
436 97.22 1976K 2
1987K 97.22 2464 2
020 97.21 2492 2
1609 97.05 2576K 2
1352 97.05 2805 2
1899 97.04 0150K 1

GA 254K
Editorial Text: 93.45% Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1524K 98.69 1524K 12
1973K 97.71 1984K 9
1798K 97.71 1973K 8
858K 97.55 2000K 8
2197K 97.55 2248K 8
1987K 97.38 608K 8
1977K 97.37 1961K 7
1101 97.22 1976K 7
1943K 97.17 1985K 7
455K 97.05 1991K 7
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Editorial Text: 96.07%

GA 256

Byzantine Coherence: 53.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
436 97.55 2127 7
365 97.20 1573 6
2127 96.89 365 6
2523 96.56 263 4
1101 96.40 0278 3
35 96.24 2523 3
263 96.24 1115 2
1456 96.24 1845 2
517 96.07 1912 2
020 96.07 436 2

GA 263
Editorial Text: 94.27% Byzantine Coherence: 53.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
256 96.24 1573 7
436 95.42 2127 7
365 95.39 365 7
2523 95.25 0278 6
442K 94.93 38 6
1845 94.93 442K 6
2127 94.75 02 5
020 94.75 2523 5
81 94.60 2576K 5
517 94.60 330 5

GA 330
Editorial Text: 94.11% Byzantine Coherence: 56.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
451 99.18 451 18
1398 97.86 2516 16
2516 97.71 1398 15
2400 97.71 2400 14
2492 96.20 2492 10
020 95.08 263 5
1390 94.93 0278 4
1127 94.93 06 4
1945K 94.76 075K 4
1352 94.76 1115 4
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Editorial Text: 94.56%

GA 365

Byzantine Coherence: 56.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
256 97.20 1573 10
2127 96.21 2127 9
436 96.05 263 7
263 95.39 256 6
2523 95.06 38 6
1101 94.89 0278 5
104 94.89 2523 4
459 94.87 104 3
35 94.73 1398 3
1573 94.68 1845 3

GA 384
Editorial Text: 93.78% Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
90 98.85 90 11
1390 97.55 1390 5
517 97.38 2492 4
35 97.22 1845 3
1448 97.22 330 3
1101 97.05 451 3
425 96.73 075K 2
1609 96.73 1398 2
2298 96.56 1448 2
1456 96.56 1751 2

GA 425
Editorial Text: 94.76% Byzantine Coherence: 96.88%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 99.18 02 1
1101 99.02 075K 1
517 98.85 1390 1
1609 98.69 1398 1
1456 98.53 1661 1
1899 98.36 1881 1
1448 98.20 1918 1
020 98.20 1973K 1
056K 98.04 1985K 1
454K 97.87 2002K 1
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Editorial Text: 96.24%

GA 436

Byzantine Coherence: 68.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

1101 98.20 442K 3

35 98.04 1573 2
517 97.55 1845 2
256 97.55 2127 2
1899 97.54 256 2
425 97.22 263 2
203 97.22 365 2
1609 97.22 010 1
020 97.21 012 1
2805 97.05 03 1

GA 442K

Editorial Text: 94.44%

Byzantine Coherence: 62.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

436 96.56 263 6
1845 95.75 1845 5

35 95.58 2127 4
020 95.57 2492 4
1101 95.42 012 3
517 95.25 0278 3
256 95.25 06 3
2523 95.25 075K 3
425 95.09 1573 3
2805 95.09 1751 3

GA 451
Editorial Text: 94.11% Byzantine Coherence: 53.13%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
330 99.18 2516 19
1398 98.68 1398 18
2516 98.20 330 18
2400 98.20 2400 16
2492 96.20 2492 11
020 94.75 1661 6
1390 94.60 263 5
1127 94.60 0278 4
1352 94.44 06 4
1101 94.44 075K 4
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Editorial Text: 94.44%

GA 454K

Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

517 98.36 620 6

35 98.36 1918 5
1101 98.20 582 5
1390 98.04 1390 4
020 98.03 2492 3
425 97.87 1398 2
1609 97.87 1661 2
1448 97.87 1984K 2
620 97.86 1985K 2
1456 97.71 2104K 2

GA 455K

Editorial Text: 94.11%

Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1961K 98.99 1961K 11
886K 98.36 2576K 9
858K 97.87 1984K 8
2197K 97.87 886K 8
2576K 97.71 1976K 7
1973K 97.71 2102K 7
1987K 97.55 1973K 6
1798K 97.38 1985K 6
1101 97.38 1995K 6
1977K 97.37 1961K 11

GA 459
Editorial Text: 94.90% Byzantine Coherence: 68.75%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
104 99.34 104 10
436 96.88 2127 3
1101 96.71 263 3
35 96.55 365 3
203 96.05 02 2
1798K 96.05 0278 2
517 95.89 03 2
1456 95.89 1573 2
020 95.88 1947K 2
1899 95.88 2492 2
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Editorial Text: 94.27%

GA 506

Byzantine Coherence: 65.63%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
203 98.04 203 5
1101 96.07 2464 5
436 95.91 2492 4
35 95.91 010 3
517 95.58 012 3
1987K 95.58 142 3
1352 95.42 1976K 3
020 95.41 2576K 3
1899 95.40 0150K 2
425 95.25 02 2

GA 517
Editorial Text: 95.09% Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 99.35 0150K 1
1609 99.18 0151K 1
1101 99.18 018K 1
020 99.02 020 1
425 98.85 03 1
1456 98.69 1390 1
1899 98.52 142 1
454K 98.36 1918 1
2003 98.36 1947K 1
1448 98.36 1961K 1

GA 582
Editorial Text: 92.59% Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
620 97.36 1918 11
454K 96.21 620 11
1101 96.05 454K 5
35 95.88 1390 4
517 95.55 1985K 4
425 95.39 2464 4
1448 95.39 2492 4
1390 95.22 263 4
436 95.06 2674 4
1798K 95.06 38 4
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Editorial Text: 93.45%

GA 606K

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1945K 96.73 1945K 6
35 96.40 06 4
517 96.24 2516 4
1101 96.24 330 4
020 96.23 451 4
1456 96.07 010 3
1241 96.07 012 3
425 95.91 0278 3
1609 95.91 044 3
1899 95.90 1398 3

GA 608K
Editorial Text: 91.80% Byzantine Coherence: 67.74%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
0150K 95.25 0150K 13
1798K 94.92 044 13
1995K 94,72 1995K 9
1961K 94.60 254K 8
254K 94.59 103K 7
1973K 94.59 1961K 7
858K 94.43 1973K 7
2197K 94.43 1984K 7
1101 94.43 1991K 7
2002K 94.36 1524K 6

GA 620
Editorial Text: 93.41% Byzantine Coherence: 87.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
454K 97.86 1918 12
582 97.36 582 11
35 97.20 454K 6
1101 97.04 1390 4
517 96.87 1985K 4
425 96.71 2464 4
1448 96.71 03 3
1390 96.54 1398 3
1609 96.38 1661 3
454K 97.86 1912 3
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Editorial Text: 90.07%

GA 629

Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
020 93.70 1678K 4
35 93.54 941 4
1101 93.38 01 3
517 93.05 858K 3
1867 93.05 010 2
1609 93.05 012 2
858K 92.88 02 2
1678K 92.88 1115 2
1456 92.88 1241 2
1241 92.88 142 2

GA 630
Editorial Text: 94.11% Byzantine Coherence: 90.63%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1448 98.53 1448 3
35 98.20 1115 2
1101 98.04 1390 2
517 97.87 1398 2
1456 97.87 1985K 2
425 97.71 2102K 2
1609 97.71 2492 2
1390 97.71 2516 2
454K 97.38 384 2
1354 97.38 90 2

GA 720K
Editorial Text: 94.10% Byzantine Coherence: 87.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1101 98.03 1947K 3
517 97.87 1984K 3
35 97.87 1995K 3
1609 97.71 2248K 3
020 97.70 858K 3
1798K 97.54 103K 2
858K 97.38 142 2
142 97.38 1524K 2
2197K 97.21 1798K 2
1977K 97.20 1830 2

311




Editorial Text: 93.94%

GA 858K

Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1973K 98.53 1973K 9
2197K 98.36 1984K 8
1798K 98.04 2000K 8
455K 97.87 2102K 8
1101 97.71 2248K 8
1977K 97.70 103K 7
35 97.55 1524K 7
254K 97.55 1961K 7
1987K 97.55 1976K 7
1609 97.55 1985K 7
GA 886K

Editorial Text: 94.11%

Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

455K 98.36 1961K 8
1961K 97.98 455K 8
1798K 97.38 1984K 7
1101 97.38 2104K 7
1977K 97.37 1976K 6
35 97.22 2576K 6
2197K 97.22 1973K 5
1973K 97.22 1995K 5
858K 97.05 2102K 5
1987K 97.05 2248K 5

GA 915
Editorial Text: 94.02% Byzantine Coherence: 71.88%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
88 97.98 88 9
35 96.35 1985K 5
517 96.18 2102K 4
1101 96.18 103K 3
020 96.17 1798K 3
436 96.01 1961K 3
1609 96.01 1973K 3
425 95.85 1984K 3
1798K 95.85 1991K 3
1987K 95.68 2000K 3
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Editorial Text: 93.45%

GA 941

Byzantine Coherence: 90.63%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 97.71 629 4
1609 97.55 2248K 3
1101 97.55 01 2
517 97.38 06 2
2003 97.05 1311 2
1456 97.05 142 2
1448 97.05 1678K 2
425 96.89 1751 2
142 96.89 2516 2
1899 96.88 582 2
GA 999
Editorial Text: 94.27% Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 97.55 2492 4
1448 97.55 1398 3
1101 97.38 2400 3
1354 97.05 2516 3
517 96.89 330 3
1456 96.89 451 3
056K 96.89 010 2
1899 96.88 012 2
630 96.73 1448 2
425 96.73 630 2
GA 1101

Editorial Text: 95.25%

Byzantine Coherence: 96.88%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 99.84 NA NA
517 99.18 NA NA
425 99.02 NA NA
1609 99.02 NA NA
1899 99.02 NA NA
1456 98.85 NA NA
1448 98.85 NA NA
020 98.53 NA NA
1354 98.36 NA NA
056K 98.36 NA NA
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Editorial Text: 92.08%

GA 1115

Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1127 95.88 1127 6
35 95.55 2516 4
1101 95.38 330 4
517 95.05 451 4
1448 95.05 0278 3
1899 95.03 1398 3
425 94.88 2127 3
1987K 94.88 2400 3
1609 94.88 010 2
1456 94.88 012 2

GA 1127
Editorial Text: 94.27% Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 97.22 1115 6
1101 97.05 330 4
517 96.73 451 4
1987K 96.73 0278 3
425 96.56 2127 3
1609 96.56 2400 3
1456 96.56 2516 3
056K 96.56 254K 3
1899 96.55 2576K 3
1448 96.40 38 3

GA 1241
Editorial Text: 94.60% Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
020 98.36 0278 3
1101 98.04 1945K 3
35 97.87 025 2
1945K 97.87 103K 2
517 97.71 1115 2
425 97.38 1127 2
1609 97.38 1524K 2
1456 97.22 1573 2
454K 97.05 1830 2
1987K 97.05 1845 2
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Editorial Text: 92.90%

GA 1311

Byzantine Coherence: 74.19%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 95.71 010 3

1101 95.55 0278 3
517 95.38 2102K 3

425 95.38 38 3
1456 95.38 012 2
1609 95.22 044 2
1448 95.05 06 2
1390 95.05 1573 2
2003 94.88 1751 2
020 94.88 1912 2

GA 1352
Editorial Text: 94.93% Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

35 97.22 2576K 4

203 97.05 38 4
1101 97.05 1961K 3
1987K 96.73 2516 3
1448 96.73 455K 3
517 96.56 886K 3

436 96.56 0278 2

425 96.56 06 2
2523 96.56 1115 2
1456 96.56 1127 2

GA 1354
Editorial Text: 94.60% Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

35 98.53 01 1
1101 98.36 0150K 1
1448 98.20 06 1
517 97.87 1241 1
1456 97.87 1352 1
454K 97.71 1448 1
425 97.71 1661 1
1609 97.71 2000K 1
1899 97.70 2104K 1
020 97.54 2248K 1
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Editorial Text: 94.76%

GA 1390

Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
517 98.36 384 5
1448 98.20 90 5
454K 98.04 1918 4
35 98.04 454K 4
425 97.87 582 4
1609 97.87 620 4
1101 97.87 1398 3
630 97.71 1985K 3
1456 97.71 2492 3
020 97.71 254K 3

GA 1398
Editorial Text: 93.74% Byzantine Coherence: 56.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
451 98.68 2516 18
330 97.86 451 18
2516 97.53 2400 15
2400 97.53 330 15
2492 95.51 2492 10
020 94,72 1661 6
1390 94.56 1881 4
1101 94.40 263 4
517 94.23 38 4
436 94.23 0278 3

GA 1409
Editorial Text: 93.40% Byzantine Coherence: 87.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 97.36 1845 4
1101 97.20 0151K 3
517 96.87 075K 2
436 96.54 103K 2
425 96.54 1573 2
1609 96.54 1751 2
020 96.53 1908K 2
1899 96.52 1973K 2
1456 96.37 2000K 2
1448 96.37 2104K 2
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GA 1448

Editorial Text: 94.44% Byzantine Coherence: 96.88%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 99.02 630 3
1101 98.85 1390 2
630 98.53 2000K 2
517 98.36 2248K 2
1456 98.36 2492 2
425 98.20 384 2
1609 98.20 90 2
1390 98.20 999 2
1354 98.20 0142K 1
1899 98.19 044 1
GA 1456
Editorial Text: 95.09% Byzantine Coherence: 90.63%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 99.02 1977K 1
1101 98.85 2104K 1
517 98.69 254K 1
425 98.53 01 0
1609 98.53 010 0
1448 98.36 012 0
1899 98.19 0142K 0
020 98.03 0150K 0
630 97.87 0151K 0
2003 97.87 018K 0
GA 1524K
Editorial Text: 93.29% Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
254K 98.69 254K 12
858K 97.38 2000K 8
1798K 97.38 1973K 7
1973K 97.22 1984K 7
2197K 97.05 2248K 7
1101 97.05 858K 7
35 96.89 103K 6
1987K 96.89 1976K 6
103K 96.73 1995K 6
1943K 96.67 2102K 6

317




Editorial Text: 91.53%

GA 1573

Byzantine Coherence: 62.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

365 94.68 365 10
256 94.52 2127 8
436 93.69 263 7
2127 93.51 256 6
1101 92.86 0278 4

35 92.69 2523 4
263 92.69 38 4
2523 92.36 1845 3
459 92.32 442K 3
025 92.32 02 2

GA 1609

Editorial Text: 94.93%

Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
517 99.18 142 2
35 99.18 1798K 2
1101 99.02 2104K 2
425 98.69 858K 2
2003 98.53 010 1
1456 98.53 012 1
020 98.53 0142K 1
142 98.36 056K 1
056K 98.36 103K 1
1899 98.36 1524K 1
GA 1661

Editorial Text: 92.03%

Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

35 96.68 1398 6
1101 96.51 451 6
425 96.35 2400 5
517 96.01 2516 5
454K 95.85 33 4
1609 95.85 330 4
1899 95.83 131 3
1456 95.68 1881 3
1448 95.68 1918 3
1354 95.68 2492 3
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Editorial Text: 93.62%

GA 1678K

Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 97.22 629 4
1609 97.05 1751 3
1101 97.05 1881 3
517 96.89 02 2
020 96.56 075K 2
425 96.40 1661 2
142 96.40 1739 2
1899 96.39 1845 2
436 96.24 1908K 2
2003 96.24 2492 2
GA 1739
Editorial Text: 95.42% Byzantine Coherence: 31.25%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1881 97.38 1881 15
6 96.07 6 6
03 94.93 06 4
436 94.60 33 4
35 94.27 012 3
1101 94.11 03 3
517 93.94 010 2
020 93.93 02 2
203 93.78 1678K 2
1609 93.78 629 2
GA 1751

Editorial Text: 91.94%

Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

1101 94.41 2464 4

35 94.24 0278 3
1609 94.08 1678K 3
517 93.91 1830 3
1448 93.91 1845 3
1830 93.75 1912 3
020 93.74 2000K 3
436 93.59 2104K 3
2298 93.59 263 3
2003 93.59 442K 3
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Editorial Text: 94.60%

GA 1798K

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1101 98.20 1991K 6
858K 98.04 254K 6
35 98.04 608K 6
2197K 98.04 103K 5
1609 98.04 1524K 5
1973K 97.87 1947K 5
1943K 97.84 1961K 5
254K 97.71 1973K 5
020 97.71 1984K 5
1977K 97.70 1995K 5
GA 1830

Editorial Text: 94.27%

Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1609 98.04 1524K 4
517 97.87 1935K 4
35 97.87 1950K 4
1101 97.71 1987K 4
1456 97.55 254K 4
020 97.54 2576K 4
425 97.38 103K 3
2298 97.38 1751 3
1987K 97.38 1798K 3
1448 97.22 1947K 3
GA 1845

Editorial Text: 95.75%

Byzantine Coherence: 50.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

436 96.89 442K 5
1908K 96.22 075K 4
256 95.91 1409 4
1945K 95.91 1908K 4
020 95.90 263 4
442K 95.75 0151K 3
1241 95.75 02 3
517 95.58 0278 3
1101 95.58 1573 3
35 95.42 1751 3
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Editorial Text: 94.44%

GA 1867

Byzantine Coherence: 87.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
35 98.20 1390 2
1609 98.04 1912 2
1101 98.04 2104K 2
517 97.87 384 2
020 97.87 629 2
425 97.71 858K 2
1456 97.55 90 2
1448 97.55 010 1
056K 97.38 012 1
1899 97.37 0142K 1
GA 1881

Editorial Text: 93.29%

Byzantine Coherence: 43.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

1739 97.38 1739 15

6 94.11 02 5

03 93.45 03 5

436 93.29 06 5

35 93.29 2400 5
1101 93.13 1398 4
517 92.96 2516 4

425 92.80 451 4
1798K 92.80 6 4
1678K 92.80 012 3

GA 1899
Editorial Text: 94.58% Byzantine Coherence: 93.75%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

35 99.18 01 1
1101 99.02 02 1
517 98.52 044 1

425 98.36 1945K 1
1609 98.36 1962K 1
1456 98.19 2102K 1
1448 98.19 2482K 1
020 97.86 2674 1
1354 97.70 606K 1
056K 97.70 61 1
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Editorial Text: 95.23%

GA 1908K

Byzantine Coherence: 62.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
075K 97.83 075K 9
020 97.20 1845 4
1101 96.71 442K 3
517 96.55 0151K 2
35 96.55 02 2
1609 96.38 1409 2
1845 96.22 1678K 2
1456 96.22 2400 2
425 96.05 2492 2
1241 96.05 2516 2
GA 1912

Editorial Text: 95.58%

Byzantine Coherence: 31.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

2805 96.40 2464 9
2464 96.36 2102K 5
256 95.58 2805 5
025 95.40 010 4
203 95.25 012 4
436 95.09 0278 4

81 94.76 1985K 4
020 94.75 02 3
1845 94.60 03 3
1241 94.60 044 3

GA 1918

Editorial Text: 91.36%

Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
620 96.01 620 12
582 95.02 582 11

454K 94.35 2464 5
1101 94.19 454K 5
35 94.02 1390 4
1798K 93.85 1985K 4
517 93.69 03 3
425 93.52 1398 3
1448 93.52 1661 3
436 93.36 1984K 3
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Editorial Text: 94.11%

GA 1935K

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1987K 99.02 1950K 9
1950K 98.53 1987K 8
1101 97.38 1973K 6
35 97.22 1984K 6
2197K 97.22 254K 6
1973K 97.05 103K 5
858K 96.89 1524K 5
455K 96.89 1961K 5
1798K 96.89 1995K 5
254K 96.73 2197K 5
GA 1943K

Editorial Text: 93.84%

Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
2002K 98.17 1991K 7
1798K 97.84 2002K 7
1101 97.84 2482K 7
2482K 97.83 1995K 6
35 97.67 1973K 5
2197K 97.67 1984K 5
1973K 97.50 2105K 5
1977K 97.50 254K 5
858K 97.34 608K 5
020 97.33 012 4
GA 1945K

Editorial Text: 94.76%

Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1241 97.87 606K 6
1101 97.87 0278 3

35 97.71 1241 3
020 97.71 018K 2
517 97.38 02 2

1609 97.22 025 2
1899 97.21 044 2
425 96.89 1115 2
606K 96.73 1127 2
436 96.73 1573 2
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Editorial Text: 93.36%

GA 1947K

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
858K 97.01 1961K 6
1798K 97.01 1984K 6
455K 96.68 1995K 6
254K 96.68 254K 6
1101 96.68 608K 6
720K 96.67 858K 6
1961K 96.58 103K 5
517 96.51 1524K 5
35 96.51 1798K 5
1973K 96.51 1973K 5
GA 1950K

Editorial Text: 93.94%

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1987K 98.85 1935K 9
1935K 98.53 1987K 8
1101 97.22 1973K 6
35 97.05 1984K 6
2197K 97.05 254K 6
1973K 96.89 2576K 6
858K 96.73 103K 5
455K 96.73 1524K 5
1798K 96.73 1961K 5
254K 96.56 1995K 5
GA 1961K

Editorial Text: 93.42%

Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
455K 98.99 455K 11
886K 97.98 1984K 9
858K 97.47 2576K 9
1798K 97.47 1976K 8
1973K 97.30 2102K 8
2576K 97.13 886K 8
2197K 97.13 1973K 7
1977K 97.12 1985K 7
254K 96.97 1995K 7
1987K 96.97 254K 7
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Editorial Text: 94.57%

GA 1962K

Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1101 97.45 02 2
35 97.28 1845 2
517 96.77 1943K 2
436 96.77 1995K 2
1609 96.77 2002K 2
1899 96.77 2464 2
425 96.60 2482K 2
1798K 96.27 33 2
1456 96.27 608K 2
1448 96.27 012 1
GA 1969K

Editorial Text: 94.93%

Byzantine Coherence: 71.88%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1101 97.55 103K 2
35 97.38 1524K 2
1609 97.05 1798K 2
1456 97.05 1830 2
517 96.89 1961K 2
1798K 96.73 1973K 2
1448 96.73 1976K 2
020 96.72 1977K 2
425 96.56 1984K 2
2197K 96.56 1991K 2
GA 1973K

Editorial Text: 93.94%

Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

2197K 99.18 2102K 11
858K 98.53 1985K 10
1798K 97.87 2197K 10
455K 97.71 2000K 9
254K 97.71 858K 9
1987K 97.71 103K 8
103K 97.71 1984K 8
2002K 97.68 2248K 8
1101 97.55 254K 8
1943K 97.50 1524K 7
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Editorial Text: 92.79%

GA 1976K

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1984K 97.38 1984K 12
858K 96.72 1961K 8
455K 96.72 2102K 8
2197K 96.72 1973K 7
1973K 96.56 1995K 7
1987K 96.39 2000K 7
1961K 96.28 2248K 7
886K 96.23 254K 7
35 96.23 2576K 7
1798K 96.23 455K 7
GA 1977K

Editorial Text: 94.09%

Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1101 97.87 1961K 6
858K 97.70 1976K 6
35 97.70 1995K 6
1798K 97.70 254K 6
517 97.54 1973K 5
2197K 97.54 1984K 5
1943K 97.50 1991K 5
886K 97.37 2002K 5
455K 97.37 2102K 5
254K 97.37 2105K 5
GA 1984K

Editorial Text: 93.13%

Byzantine Coherence: 71.88%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1976K 97.38 1976K 12
455K 97.22 1985K 10
1961K 96.80 2102K 10
858K 96.73 1961K 9
2197K 96.73 254K 9
886K 96.56 1973K 8
254K 96.56 1995K 8
1973K 96.56 2248K 8
1987K 96.40 2576K 8
1798K 96.40 455K 8
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Editorial Text: 87.75%

GA 1985K

Byzantine Coherence: 65.63%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
2102K 96.69 2102K 44
1973K 91.89 1973K 10
2197K 91.72 1984K 10
858K 91.06 2197K 8
1987K 91.06 1961K 7
455K 90.73 2000K 7
254K 90.73 2248K 7
1984K 90.73 254K 7
1961K 90.61 858K 7
1950K 90.40 1976K 6
GA 1987K
Editorial Text: 94.76% Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

1935K 99.02 1935K 8
1950K 98.85 1950K 8
2197K 98.20 1973K 6
1101 98.04 1984K 6

35 97.87 2197K 6
1973K 97.71 2248K 6
858K 97.55 254K 6
455K 97.55 103K 5
1798K 97.55 1524K 5
254K 97.38 1961K 5

GA 1991K

Editorial Text: 93.29%

Byzantine Coherence: 74.19%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1943K 96.80 1943K 7
1798K 96.64 1984K 7

35 96.31 1995K 7
2002K 96.31 2002K 7
1609 96.31 2105K 7
020 96.30 2482K 7
517 96.14 254K 7
2197K 96.14 608K 7
1101 96.14 1798K 6
1977K 96.13 1961K 6
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Editorial Text: 93.07%

GA 1995K

Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
858K 97.20 608K 9
1798K 97.20 1984K 8
1943K 97.15 103K 7
1973K 97.03 1961K 7
1977K 97.02 1973K 7
455K 96.87 1976K 7
254K 96.87 1991K 7
2197K 96.87 254K 7
1101 96.87 858K 7
517 96.70 1524K 6
GA 2000K

Editorial Text: 91.33%

Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
2248K 96.40 2248K 20
1973K 95.42 2102K 10
858K 95.25 1973K 9
2197K 95.25 1524K 8
254K 94.76 254K 8
1987K 94.76 858K 8
1798K 94.76 103K 7
1524K 94.60 1976K 7
1101 94.60 1984K 7
103K 94.60 1985K 7
GA 2002K

Editorial Text: 94.21%

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
2482K 98.34 2482K 10
1943K 98.17 1943K 7
2197K 97.85 1973K 7
1973K 97.68 1991K 7
1798K 97.68 1995K 6

1101 97.52 2105K 6
35 97.35 2197K 6
1977K 97.34 254K 6
858K 97.19 608K 6
425 97.02 103K 5
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Editorial Text: 94.60%

GA 2003

Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

1609 98.53 142 1
517 98.36 1609 1

35 98.36 1678K 1
1101 98.20 1751 1
425 97.87 1867 1
1456 97.87 38 1
020 97.71 629 1
1448 97.55 858K 1
1899 97.54 941 1
2298 97.22 01 0

GA 2004

Editorial Text: 94.27%

Byzantine Coherence: 84.38%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
517 98.04 0151K 2
35 97.71 018K 2
1609 97.55 1573 2
1101 97.55 2104K 2
020 97.38 2492 2
425 97.22 263 2
1456 97.05 38 2
1899 96.88 02 1
454K 96.73 020 1
2003 96.73 025 1
GA 2102K

Editorial Text: 87.75%

Byzantine Coherence: 68.75%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1985K 96.69 1985K 44
1973K 92.38 1973K 11
2197K 91.89 1984K 10

858K 91.56 2000K 10
1961K 91.30 1961K 8
455K 91.23 1976K 8
1987K 91.23 2197K 8
254K 90.89 2248K 8
1101 90.73 858K 8
1977K 90.70 254K 7
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Editorial Text: 91.82%

GA 2104K

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1798K 95.09 2000K 7
1101 94.93 886K 7
886K 94.76 103K 6
455K 94.76 1961K 6
35 94.76 1973K 6
1609 94.76 1984K 6
517 94.60 2248K 6
1987K 94.60 254K 6
1973K 94.60 455K 6
020 94.59 1524K 5

GA 2105K
Editorial Text: 92.96% Byzantine Coherence: 81.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1798K 96.73 1991K 7
1977K 96.72 1973K 6
2197K 96.56 1995K 6
1101 96.56 2002K 6
1943K 96.51 2482K 6
35 96.40 254K 6
1973K 96.40 608K 6
2002K 96.36 103K 5
858K 96.24 1524K 5
2482K 96.19 1798K 5

GA 2127
Editorial Text: 93.44% Byzantine Coherence: 56.25%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
256 96.89 365 9
365 96.21 1573 8
436 95.57 256 7
263 94.75 263 7
2523 94.43 0278 4
1101 94.43 2523 4
104 94.43 442K 4
459 94.40 104 3
35 94.26 1115 3
203 93.93 1127 3
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Editorial Text: 94.44%

GA 2197K

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1973K 99.18 1973K 10
858K 98.36 1985K 8
1987K 98.20 2102K 8
1798K 98.04 2248K 8
455K 97.87 1984K 7
1101 97.87 2000K 7
2002K 97.85 858K 7
35 97.71 1976K 6
1943K 97.67 1987K 6
254K 97.55 2002K 6
GA 2248K

Editorial Text: 91.16%

Byzantine Coherence: 80.65%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
2000K 96.40 2000K 20
2197K 95.42 1973K 8
858K 95.25 1984K 8
254K 95.09 2102K 8
1973K 95.09 2197K 8
1987K 94.93 254K 8
35 94.60 858K 8
1798K 94.60 1524K 7
1524K 94.60 1976K 7
1448 94.60 1985K 7
GA 2298

Editorial Text: 94.11%

Byzantine Coherence: 87.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

517 98.20 1524K 3

35 97.87 1984K 3
020 97.87 2000K 3
1609 97.71 2104K 3
1101 97.71 2248K 3
1456 97.55 254K 3
1448 97.55 020 2
1390 97.55 103K 2
425 97.38 1390 2
1830 97.38 1751 2
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Editorial Text: 93.78%

GA 2400

Byzantine Coherence: 53.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
451 98.20 2516 16
330 97.71 451 16
1398 97.53 1398 15
2516 97.38 330 14
2492 95.04 2492 8
1101 94.60 1661 5
020 94.59 1881 5
436 94.44 38 5

35 94.44 010 4
1987K 94.27 012 4
GA 2464
Editorial Text: 95.03% Byzantine Coherence: 31.25%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
1912 96.36 1912 9
81 94.87 012 6
2805 94.87 1985K 6
03 94.04 010 5
436 93.87 02 5
256 93.71 1918 5
203 93.71 2102K 5
1845 93.71 2805 5
506 93.38 506 5
020 93.37 0278 4
GA 2482K

Editorial Text: 93.70%

Byzantine Coherence: 80.65%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

2002K 98.34 2002K 10
1943K 97.83 1943K 7
2197K 97.51 1973K 7
1973K 97.35 1991K 7
1798K 97.35 1995K 6
1101 97.18 2102K 6
1977K 97.17 2105K 6
35 97.02 2197K 6
858K 96.85 254K 6
254K 96.68 608K 6
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Editorial Text: 93.39%

GA 2492

Byzantine Coherence: 58.06%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
451 96.20 2516 12
330 96.20 451 11
2516 95.70 1398 10
1398 95.51 330 10

2400 95.04 2400 8
1390 95.04 263 4
020 95.03 38 4

203 94.71 384 4
1101 94.71 442K 4
517 94.55 506 4

GA 2516
Editorial Text: 92.80% Byzantine Coherence: 59.38%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

451 98.20 451 19

330 97.71 1398 18
1398 97.53 2400 16
2400 97.38 330 16
2492 95.70 2492 12
1352 94.11 06 5
1101 93.94 1661 5
020 93.93 38 5

35 93.78 010 4
1987K 93.78 0278 4

GA 2523
Editorial Text: 94.44% Byzantine Coherence: 75.00%
Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

436 97.05 263 5

35 97.05 1573 4
1101 96.89 2127 4
517 96.56 365 4

256 96.56 0278 3
1456 96.56 256 3
1352 96.56 442K 3
425 96.40 02 2
1987K 96.40 104 2
1609 96.40 1127 2
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Editorial Text: 94.92%

GA 2544

Byzantine Coherence: 53.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
81 95.25 02 3
436 95.25 1524K 3
256 95.08 254K 3
1987K 95.08 33 3
1101 95.08 442K 3
35 94.92 0278 2
203 94.75 075K 2
025 94.73 1751 2
1456 94.59 1830 2
1448 94.59 1845 2
GA 2576K

Editorial Text: 93.29%

Byzantine Coherence: 78.13%

Pregenealogical Coherence Agreements in Variation
Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements
455K 97.71 1961K 9
1961K 97.13 455K 9
1987K 96.73 1984K 8
858K 96.56 1976K 7
35 96.56 254K 7
254K 96.56 38 7
2197K 96.56 1950K 6
886K 96.40 1985K 6
1973K 96.40 2102K 6
1798K 96.40 886K 6
GA 2674

Editorial Text: 92.42%

Byzantine Coherence: 87.50%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

517 96.21 2516 4

35 96.21 582 4
1609 96.05 1398 3
1456 96.05 2400 3
1390 96.05 330 3
1101 96.05 38 3
1448 95.88 451 3
425 95.72 0151K 2
1899 95.70 075K 2
020 95.55 1390 2
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Editorial Text: 95.58%

GA 2805

Byzantine Coherence: 58.06%

Pregenealogical Coherence

Agreements in Variation

Manuscript Percentage Manuscript Agreements

436 97.05 1912 5

35 96.56 2464 5
020 96.56 010 4
517 96.40 012 4
203 96.40 0150K 3
1912 96.40 06 3
1101 96.40 03 2
1456 96.24 044 2
425 96.07 1524K 2
1609 96.07 1918 2
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APPENDIX 4

PARATEXTUAL FEATURES

The following table catalogues the paratextual features that were tracked for Chapter 5

(“The Paratextual Features of the Manuscripts”). It includes a column for the manuscript

siglum followed by columns for each of the paratextual features analyzed in Chapter 5,

namely, hypotheses, kephalaia lists, marginal kephalaia numbers, lection identifiers,

stichometric notations, and the order of Paul’s letters. An “X” indicates that a feature is

present. For the “Book Order” column, a “1” indicates that the Pastorals follow 2

Thessalonians; a “2” indicates that Hebrews follows 2 Thessalonians; a “3” indicates the

peculiar order of manuscript 1241: 1-2 Cor, Gal, 1-2 Thess, 1-2 Tim, Titus, Phlm, Heb, Rom,

Eph, Phil, Col. If a manuscript is lacunose for a particular feature for 2 Thessalonians then

other letters of the same manuscript were consulted to see if the paratextual feature was

present elsewhere.

Table A4.1: Paratextual Features of the Manuscripts

MSS

Hypothesis

Keph. List

Keph.
Margin

Lect. Ident.

Stichoi

Book
Order

X

X

[E

33

35

X

38

61

81

88

90

104

131

142

203

218

256

X | X | XX

263

330

365

RN R INIEFE RPN DNIEFEIN PN

! In that chapter | analyzed the paratextual features of all of the non-commentary minuscules included
in this thesis (cf. page 214).
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MSS

Hypothesis

Keph. List

Keph.
Margin

Lect. Ident.

Stichoi

Book
Order

384

[E

425

436

451

X XX |X

459

506

X | X

X

XX

517

XXX [ X [ XX

X

582

620

629

630

915

X | X

941

999

1101

1115

1127

1241

1311

1352

1354

XXX XXX | X | X

1390

1398

1409

X

1448

X

1456

1573

1609

X X XX |X

1661

1729

X

1739

X

1751

1830

1838

1845

1867

1881

1890

1899

1912

1918

2003

2004

2005

2127

2138

2298

ST R T P e N L e R L R N N G G TN R R R R R R R L N T F U e e e [ o e | Y e e e T T o PN TN N T
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MSS

Hypothesis

Keph. List

Keph.
Margin

Lect. Ident.

Stichoi

Book
Order

2400

[E

2464

2492

2516

2523

2544

2558

XX

XX

2625

2674

2736

XX XXX

2772

2805

X

N NGRS
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