List of Doctrinally Significant Variants

Doctrinally Significant Variants Itemised

	Verse:


	Matthew 5.22

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	But I say unto you, That whosoever is angry with his brother without a cause shall be in danger of the judgment… (Matthew 5:22 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	But I tell you that anyone who is angry with his brother will be subject to judgment (Mat 5:22 NIV). [COMMENT: note that the Nestle-Aland Critical Text omits the all-important Greek word εἰκῆ, which means 'without cause'. The Critical Text thus makes all anger with one's brother sinful, even anger against sinful behaviour on the part of a brother.]



	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The Nestle-Aland Text, which omits the Greek word for 'without a cause' is supported by 𝔓64, Codex Sinaiticus, and Codex Vaticanus. The Byzantine Text, which includes the Greek word for εἰκῆ for 'without cause', is supported by Cyprian, an early 3rd century father
, and by Irenaeus, another 3rd century father.
 Moreover, 'without cause' is the universal reading of the Byzantine Text.



	Doctrinal Difference
	The Scripture tells us in Mark 3.5 that Christ Himself looked round about upon the rulers of the synagogue with anger, because they would have forbidden Him to heal the man with the withered hand on the Jewish Sabbath. But the Critical Text in this verse (Matthew 5.22) has Christ forbidding anyone to be angry with his brother at any time. The Critical Text accordingly makes Christ Himself to have sinned in Mark 3.5, where we find that He Himself was angry with His Jewish brethren, being grieved for their hardness of heart. However, contrary to what is implied by the defective reading of the Alexandrian Text in this verse, all that Christ did was righteous, and therefore, Christ's anger with his brethren was a righteous anger: and therefore, all anger against one's brother cannot be wrong. Accordingly, the reading of the Byzantine Text, namely, that to be angry without cause is a sin, must be the correct one. Christ cannot have sinned, and therefore, the reading of the Alexandrian Text (i.e., the Nestle-Aland text), which wrongly says that all anger with one's brother is wrong, is heretical (even though the omission of the word εἰκῆ may originally have been accidental). 


	Verse:


	Matthew 5.44

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	But I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them which despitefully use you, and persecute you. [This is the universal reading of the Byzantine Text. The emboldened words are omitted in the Alexandrian Text and in the modern versions.]

	Nestle Aland 27:


	But I say to you, love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you (Matthew 5:44 NASB) 

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The Nestle-Aland text, which deletes the phrases 'bless them that curse you' and 'pray for them that despitefully use you', is supported by Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, and the early church father Origen. The Byzantine Text, which includes the words, is supported by Athenagoras of Athens
, who was a 2nd century Church Father; by the Didache of the Twelve Apostles
 , which was also written in the 2nd century A. D.; and by Chrysostom
  of the 4th century. The inclusion of these words is also found universally in all the manuscripts of the Byzantine Text.

  

	Doctrinal Difference
	As we see above, the patristic citations of Athenagoras and the Didache, which support the Byzantine Text, well predate Sinaiticus and Vaticanus by nearly two centuries. Doctrinally, the words of our Lord and Saviour in the Byzantine Text greatly strengthen our obligation to do good to them who deal despitefully with us. It is true that the Alexandrian Text itself in the parallel verse in Luke 6.28 does include these words. That said, the deletion of it here in the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew 5 weakens the force of this doctrine in this passage, and it gives us an inaccurate picture in this account of what Christ actually said in this sermon. Summarily, the parallel verse in Luke 6.28, plus the very early attestation of this very verse as found in the words of the Byzantine Text by Athenagoras and by the Didache in the second century A.D., and by Chrysostom in the 4th century, give us all reason to accept the Byzantine reading here in Matthew 5.22 as the original and authentic one.




	Verse:


	Matthew 6.1

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Take heed that ye do not your alms before men, to be seen of them… (Mat 6:1 KJV)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	"Beware of practicing your righteousness before men to be noticed by them… (Mat 6:1 NAU)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The Nestle-Aland Text reading of 'righteousness' is supported by the corrector of Codex Sinaiticus, by Codex Vaticanus, and by Codex Bezae. The Byzantine Text of 'alms' is supported by Origen in his Homily on this passage in the 3rd century
 (whose citation predates both Vaticanus and Sinaiticus by a century), and by Chrysostom in his Homily on this passage, in the 4th century.
 'Alms' is also the universal reading of the Byzantine Text.



	Doctrinal Difference
	The Alexandrian Text makes Christ to contradict Himself. It makes Christ to forbid His disciples to practice works of righteousness before men, to be seen of them, when, in fact, He specifically told them in vs 16 of the previous chapter: Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your Father which is in heaven. (Matthew 5:16 Authorised Version). How can Christ command His disciples to let their light shine before men, that men may see their good works, and glorify their Father which is in heaven, and then, in the very next chapter, forbid them to do works of righteousness before men, that they be seen of men?

Truth cannot contradict itself. But the Alexandrian Text makes Christ to contradict Himself, and thus, to speak untruth. The Alexandrian Text is plainly in error doctrinally. The Byzantine Text has the correct reading. It is our alms which we are to do in secret, not works of righteousness in general. Alms, along with our prayers, we are to do in secret, but works of righteousness in general we are always to do openly, letting our light shine before men, so that men would glorify our Father which is in heaven.


	Verse:


	Last half of Matthew 6.13

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever. Amen. (Mat 6:13 KJV)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[Omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of this verse by the Alexandrian Text is supported by Codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and Bezae. The inclusion of the phrase in the Byzantine Text is supported by the Diatessaron of Tatian in the 2nd century,
 the Didache of the Apostles in the 2nd century,
 Chrysostom in the 4th century,
 and by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text.

	Doctrinal Difference
	Did Christ tell His disciples to conclude their prayers with the confession that the kingdom, the power, and the glory, are God's, and God's alone, or no? Is the Westminster Shorter Catechism, in Question and Answer 107, correct in deeming these words as authentic, and in saying that this very verse is the 'conclusion' of the Lord's Prayer, and that it teaches us that we are to give God all glory for having heard our prayers when we conclude them, and indeed, to conclude our prayers with the solemn 'Amen'?
 What indeed did the Lord teach us, exactly, about how to pray? This is the question. Is this really an indifferent matter whether these words are received as truly coming from our Lord and Saviour, as James White would have us to believe? Do we dare toss these words aside, on the ground and witness of the Egyptian text, a text whose manuscripts differ widely with one another, whose copyists did not have immediate access to the exact copies of the originals which were faithfully kept in the Byzantine churches, and whose manuscripts were the work of a Church that ultimately went apostate in the 5th century A.D.? We think the answer to be self-evident.


We cannot but deem that the words of this doxology, delivered to us by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text and attested to by Fathers of the 2nd century, are authentic, are the very words of Christ Himself, and are very important to know in order that we may pray aright. Accordingly, these words of our Lord and Saviour must be included in the Holy Writ.


	Verse:


	Matthew 9.13b

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	I am not come to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance. (Matthew 9:13 KJV)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	I have not come to call the righteous, but sinners. [The Critical Text omits 'to repentance'] (Matthew 9:13 NIV)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of the words 'to repentance' in the Nestle-Aland Text is supported by Codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and Bezae. These same manuscripts also omit the words 'to repentance' in Mark 2.17. The inclusion of 'to repentance' in the Byzantine Text is supported by Chrysostom,
 Basil,
 and Gregory Nazianzus.
 It is also the universal reading of the Byzantine Text.

	Doctrinal Difference
	The Alexandrian Text clearly downplays the fact that repentance is inextricably associated with the Gospel call, and that, in fact, without repentance, there is no real believing in the Gospel. It could well be that this omission was influenced by the prevalence of antinomian teachings of Alexandrian Gnostics like Basilides whose licentious errors we have already detailed in chapter six of this book,
 as well as by the prevalence of the teaching of other Alexandrian Gnostics like Carpocrates (who with Basilides taught wife-swapping).
 In any case, the deletion of the words 'to repentance', both here and in Mark 2.17, appears to be systematic.




	Verse:


	Matthew 17.21

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Howbeit this kind goeth not out but by prayer and fasting.

 (Matthew 17:21 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[Omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of this verse by the Nestle-Aland Text is supported by Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus. The inclusion of this verse is supported the Diatessaron of Tatian in the 2nd century A.D.,
 and by Origen in the 3rd century in his Commentary on Matthew.
 These words were also cited by the third century Latin Father Tertullian.
 They are also universally found in the Byzantine Text.

	Doctrinal Difference
	The Alexandrian Text also deletes references to fasting in Mark 9.29 and Acts 10.30. The Alexandrian Text has thus eliminated all references by our Lord and Saviour Himself to prayer and fasting, and it has eliminated from our purview the fact that Cornelius the centurion was also fasting when in prayer, when the angel appeared to him, commanding him to summon Peter to bring the Gospel to his house. These deletions of fasting from the Holy Writ would appear to be systematic. Given the antinomian trends that were rampant in Egypt in the second and third centuries A.D. as detailed above, along with the unspeakable moral licentiousness of the Egyptian Gnostics as related in great detail by the early Father Epiphanius
, it is impossible not to suspect the mischief of heretics also in this deletion.


	Verse:


	Matthew 18.11

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	For the Son of man is come to save that which was lost. (Matthew 18:11 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[Omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The deletion of this verse by the Nestle-Aland Critical Text is supported by Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus. On the other hand, the inclusion of these words by the Byzantine Text is supported by Tatian's Diatessaron of the 2nd century;
 by Chrysostom of the 4th century who quotes this verse in full in his homily on Matthew 18,
 and by the universal reading of all the Byzantine manuscripts.

	Doctrinal Difference
	Quite obviously, the deletion of this text greatly weakens the emphasis of the originals in this passage upon the mission of Christ, and His resolve to save sinners. This verse, faithfully included in the Byzantine Text, much strengthens the doctrine of Christ's resolve as the Great Shepherd of the Sheep to save the one sheep straying from the fold of the ninety-nine. On what ground can we justify this text's deletion? Do we justify it on the ground of a supposed 'reliability of the Alexandrian tradition', by which there are 3,060 differences in the Four Gospels alone between Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, as listed in detail by Herman Hoskier?
 And what of the fact that the text of Vaticanus is now known not to have existed in Alexandria in Clement's time in 190 A.D., but, to the contrary, was only a later development, as demonstrated by Carl Cosaert's intensive research study, supervised by Bart Ehrman, of the Scripture citations of Clement of Alexandria of the late 2nd century in his written works?
 Similarly, does not the doctrinal infidelity of the Egyptian Church, which entirely went apostate in the 5th century A.D. 
, factor into our judgment as concerning this deletion of this precious text which tells us that Jesus is come to save the one lost sheep that has strayed from the fold of the ninety and nine? 

Would it rather not behove us to rather embrace the inclusion of this precious text, on the ground of its being cited in the 2nd century A.D. by Tatian, on the ground of its being cited by Chrysostom in the 4th century, and on the ground of its being universally attested to in the reliable and faithful Byzantine Text? We affirm that the answer is self-evident. Let us then hold fast to that which is good and not let it go. Though there is a parallel verse in Luke 19.10 which includes these words even in the Alexandrian Text, we see no warrant for their exclusion here, given their universal attestation in the more reliable Byzantine Text, by the Diatessaron of the 2nd century, and Chrysostom in the 4th century.


	Verse:


	Matthew 19.17

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And he said unto him, Why callest thou me good? there is none good but one, that is, God: but if thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments. (Matthew 19:17 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	And He said to him, "Why are you asking Me about what is good? There is only One who is good; but if you wish to enter into life, keep the commandments." (Mat 19:17 NAU)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The Alexandrian reading 'why are you asking me about what is good' is supported by Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, with other later Alexandrian allies. The 'why callest thou me good' reading of the Byzantine Text is supported by Tatian's Diatessaron of the 2nd century,
 Justin Martyr of the 2nd century,
 Clement of Alexandria of the 2nd century,
 Chrysostom of the 4th century,
 and even Origen of the 3rd century
, along with many others. 

	Doctrinal Difference
	The doctrinal difference here is blatantly manifest. Christ, as faithfully cited by the Byzantine Text and the overwhelming majority of the early Fathers, is telling the rich young ruler that man is totally depraved, that there is none good, no, not one – no, none but God alone. (And therefore, Christ, the God-man was the only good Man upon the earth.) The corruption here in the Alexandrian text appears to be deliberate. There are no orthographic similarities whatsoever between Τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν;  ('Why callest me good?') and τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ;  ('Why askest me concerning good?'). Moreover, the parallel verse in Mark 10.18, even as cited in the Alexandrian Text, confutes the reading of the Alexandrian Text here in Matthew 19.17 as spurious. (The Alexandrian Text in Mark 10.18 also says Τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν;). Accordingly, the difference here, which cannot be attributed to similarities in orthography, rather appears to be a deliberate change on the part of a copyist in this verse to blunt the obvious doctrine of the passage.


	Verse:


	Matthew 20.16

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	So the last shall be first, and the first last: for many be called, but few chosen. (Matthew 20:16 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	So the last shall be first, and the first last." (Matthew 20:16 New American Standard – 'many shall be called and few chosen' is omitted)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The deletion of the words 'many be called, but few chosen' is supported by Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus. On the other hand, the inclusion of the words as found in the Byzantine Text is supported by Clement of Alexandria in the 2nd century A.D.,
 Irenaeus of the 3rd century A. D.,
  by Tatian in his Diatessaron of the 2nd century A.D.
, by the apocryphal Epistle of Barnabas,
 by Socrates in his Ecclesiastical History
 (4th century), and by others. The included words are also the universal reading of the Byzantine Text.

	Doctrinal Difference
	A very definite doctrine is taught here – the doctrine of election. It is possible the omission was accidental. As Edward Yechezqel, the Hebrew scholar of HALOT (Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament) who also studied the Greek Septuagint and the Greek New Testament noted, the Egyptian copyists, like the Dead Sea Scroll copyists, were amateurs who hastily gave themselves to rapid but inaccurate copying of manuscripts, and were likewise not committed to exact copying, but instead freely took liberties with the text.
 Given the high number of patristic citations of this verse, we cannot but view its deletion in the Alexandrian Text as the result of carelessness. The omission of this text in the Alexandrian Text is accordingly a black mark against its reliability.


	Verse:


	Matthew 20.22

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	... Are ye able to drink of the cup that I shall drink of, and to be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with? (Authorised Version) 

	Nestle Aland 27:


	Are you able to drink the cup that I am about to drink?" (Matthew 20:22 NASB) [COMMENT: note that the Critical Text omits the words 'and to be baptized with the baptism I am baptized with.'

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of the words 'and to be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with' is supported by Codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and Bezae. The inclusion of the words is supported universally by the Byzantine Text, by Chrysostom (who cites the whole passage verbatim in his sermon on the passage)
, by Basil of Caesarea
 and by Epiphanius.


	Doctrinal Difference
	It is true that both the Alexandrian and Byzantine Texts include the omitted words in the parallel passage found in Mark 10.38. This said, we would defer to the time-proven more reliable Byzantine Text, and keep the words, rather than delete them on the ground that they are not found in the unreliable Egyptian Text.


	Verse:


	Matthew 23.14

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye devour widows' houses, and for a pretence make long prayer: therefore ye shall receive the greater damnation. (Mat 23:14 KJV)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of these words by the Nestle-Aland Text is supported by Codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and Bezae. The inclusion of the words, which are universally cited in the Byzantine Text, is supported by Tatian's Diatessaron in the 2nd century A.D.,
 and by an entire sermon of Chrysostom on this very verse in the 4th century.


	Doctrinal Difference
	There is no parallel verse to this one. This is the only verse in Scripture in which our Lord and Saviour specifically upbraids the Pharisees and scribes for devouring widows' houses. This makes the deletion of this verse a doctrinally crucial one. Given the fallen nature of man, it is cardinally important that all verses in the time-proven Byzantine Text denouncing a particular sin be retained in the Holy Writ.


	Verse:


	Mark 1.2

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	As it is written in the prophets, Behold, I send my messenger before thy face, which shall prepare thy way before thee.

 (Mark 1:2 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	As it is written in the prophet Isaiah, "See, I am sending my messenger ahead of you, who will prepare your way (Mark 1:2 New Revised Standard Version)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	'In the prophet Isaiah', as found in the Nestle-Aland Text, is supported by Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus. This reading is cited by Origen in his work Against Celsus.
 On the other hand, 'in the prophets' is supported unanimously by the Byzantine Text from Codex Alexandrinus of the 5th century onwards, and is explicitly supported by Irenaeus in the 3rd century, in his work Against Heresies.


	Doctrinal Difference
	The reading of the Alexandrian Text, Dr White's comments notwithstanding, is a textual mistake, pure and simple. It is Malachi 3.1 which is being cited, not the Prophet Isaiah. This reading of the universal Byzantine Text, and of the 3rd century father Irenaeus (who predates Vaticanus and Sinaiticus) is the one to be preferred.


	Verse:


	Mark 6.11b

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Verily I say unto you, It shall be more tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrha in the day of judgment, than for that city.

 (Mark 6:11 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[Omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of these words is supported by Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, Codex Ephraemi, and Codex Bezae. The inclusion of these words is supported universally by the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus of the 5th century, and by Tatian's Diatessaron of the 2nd century.



	Doctrinal Difference
	This phrase is cited in both the Alexandrian and Byzantine Texts in the parallel passage Matthew 10.15, and thus, it cannot be said that the Alexandrian Text makes no reference to these words whatsoever. That said, deleting them here in this verse is simply not warranted, given the conspicuous corruption and demonstrable unreliability of the Egyptian Text. The universal witness of the Byzantine Text along with Tatian's explicit quote of the words of this verse warrants their inclusion here.


	Verse:


	Mark 7.8

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	For laying aside the commandment of God, ye hold the tradition of men, as the washing of pots and cups: and many other such like things ye do. (Mark 7:8 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	Neglecting the commandment of God, you hold to the tradition of men. (Mark 7:8 New American Standard) [COMMENT: the Critical Text omits the last phrase: 'as the washing of pots and cups: and many other such like things ye do.'

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The Nestle-Aland Text's omission of the phrase is supported by Codices Sinaiticus and Vaticanus. The inclusion of the words is universally found in the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus, and these very words are specifically cited by Tatian in his Diatessaron of the 2nd century A.D.


	Doctrinal Difference
	Though both the Alexandrian and Byzantine Texts mention the Pharisees' washing of pots and cups in verses 3 and 4, only the Byzantine Text mentions Christ's specifically rebuking them for making the practice mandatory here. Thus, the Alexandrian Text deletes Christ's rebuke of them for obeying the commandments of men in washing pots and cups as though they were the commandments of God.


	Verse:


	Mark 9.29

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And he said unto them, This kind can come forth by nothing, but by prayer and fasting. (Mark 9:29 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	He said to them, "This kind can come out only through prayer." (Mark 9:29 New Revised Standard) [COMMENT: Note that the Nestle-Aland Text deletes the reference to fasting.]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The deletion of the words 'and fasting' is supported by Codices Sinaiticus and Vaticanus. The inclusion of the words is supported universally by the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus, by Tatian's Diatessaron of the 2nd century A.D.,
 and by Tertullian's Treatise on Fasting from the 3rd century A.D.



	Doctrinal Difference
	The Alexandrian Text also deletes any reference to fasting in Matthew 17.15, Acts 10.30, and 1 Corinthians 7.5, thus weakening that doctrine in the New Testament. As we noted above, both Matthew 17.15 and this verse (Mark 9.29) are cited by the 2nd century Church fathers Tatian by the 3rd century Church Father Tertullian, and so, the text has very early patristic support, earlier than Vaticanus and Sinaiticus.


	Verse:


	Mark 9.44, 46

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	[In both verses] Where their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched. 

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[Omit] (NOTE: Interestingly, the New American Standard has opted to include these verses, though the NIV and the New Revised Standard Version both omit them.)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The deletion of these words by the Nestle-Aland is supported by Codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and Ephraemi (a Late Alexandrian manuscript). The inclusion of them is found in the universal witness of the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus, as well as in the Diatessaron of Tatian in the 2nd century,
 Irenaeus' book Against Heresies written in the 3rd century,
 in Chrysostom's work entitled 'Treatise on the Christian Priesthood' in the 4th century,
 and in Chrysostom's homilies on the Book of Acts.


	Doctrinal Difference
	This very important reference to Isaiah 66.24 clearly teaches the doctrine of eternal punishment, and disproves the modern heresy of annihilationism. For indeed, how could the worm that eats at the wicked not die, except its victims suffer forever? On the other hand, the Critical Text omission of these words gives countenance to the modern error of annihilationism. 


	Verse:


	Mark 9.49b

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	... and every sacrifice shall be salted with salt (Mark 9:49 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[Omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of the above phrase by the Nestle-Aland text is supported by Codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Ephraemi, and other Alexandrian manuscripts. The inclusion of the words is supported by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus of the 5th century, and is also supported by Tatian's Diatessaron of the 2nd century,
 and Ephraim the Syrian of the 4th century A.D. 
 

	Doctrinal Difference
	The words 'and every sacrifice shall be salted with salt' have a mystical importance, and are well supported by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text, and by the early fathers Tatian and Ephraim the Syrian. We would concur with Ephraim the Syrian
 that the 'sacrifices' are the sacrifices of the believers themselves, and the salt wherewith they are salted is their sincere and true faith. The omission of these words, which are attested to by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text and by the Church fathers, deprives the believer of a very sublime mystery concerning the faith of God's elect, as set forth from the lips of our Lord and Saviour.


	Verse:


	Mark 10.21

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Then Jesus beholding him loved him, and said unto him, One thing thou lackest: go thy way, sell whatsoever thou hast, and give to the poor, and thou shalt have treasure in heaven: and come, take up the cross, and follow me. (Mark 10:21 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	Jesus, looking at him, loved him and said, "You lack one thing; go, sell what you own, and give the money to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven; then come, follow me."

 (Mar 10:21 NRS) [COMMENT: the Critical Text omits the words 'take up the cross'. This is the only verse in Scripture where Christ tells the rich young ruler to take up the cross.]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of the words 'take up the cross' is supported by Codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Ephraemi, and their Alexandrian allies. The inclusion of the words is supported by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text, going back to Codex Alexandrinus of the 5th century. The words are also cited by Tatian in his Diatessaron of the 2nd century A.D. 
 The words are also alluded to by Gregory Nazianzus.


	Doctrinal Difference
	Though there is a parallel account of the rich young ruler in Matthew 19, only this verse in the Byzantine Text relates to us Christ's specific command to the young man to take up the cross. This command, to 'take up the cross' is an essential doctrine of the Christian faith and call. It is very important, then, that we defer to the witness of the Church fathers and to the Byzantine Text in retaining these words.


	Verse:


	Mark 10.24

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	But Jesus answereth again, and saith unto them, Children, how hard is it for them that trust in riches to enter into the kingdom of God! (Mark 10:24 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	But Jesus answered again and said to them, "Children, how hard it is to enter the kingdom of God! (Mar 10:24 New American Standard) (COMMENT: the Critical Text omits the all-important words 'that trust in riches'. It makes entering the kingdom of God generally difficult, whereas, Christ is telling his disciples that trusting in riches is what makes entering the kingdom of God difficult.)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The deletion of the words 'trust in riches' is supported by Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and their allies. The inclusion of the words is supported by the universal witness of the Byzantine going back to Codex Alexandrinus, by the Caesarean Text, by Tatian's Diatessaron in the 2nd century,
 and by Clement of Alexandria in the 2nd century in his work 'Who is the Rich Man that Shall be Saved?'
 



	Doctrinal Difference
	Jesus has told the people in Matthew 11.29 that 'his burden is easy, and his yoke is light.' Accordingly, it is not from difficulties on Christ's side that entering the kingdom of God is difficult, no, not even for the rich young ruler. To the contrary, the way of the kingdom of God is a way of life and of grace. For the rich young ruler also Christ's yoke would be easy, and His burden light – if he would be but willing to forsake all, and follow Him. No, it was the rich man's trusting in his riches that made it impossible for him to enter the kingdom of God.

Accordingly, the Alexandrian Text is doctrinally in error, because it makes entering the kingdom of God generally difficult, as though Jesus had made it so, instead of man's making it so by his inordinate love of temporal things.


	Verse:


	Mark 16.9 – 20

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Now when Jesus was risen early the first day of the week, he appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom he had cast seven devils.

 10 And she went and told them that had been with him, as they mourned and wept.

 11 And they, when they had heard that he was alive, and had been seen of her, believed not.

 12 After that he appeared in another form unto two of them, as they walked, and went into the country.

 13 And they went and told it unto the residue: neither believed they them.

 14 Afterward he appeared unto the eleven as they sat at meat, and upbraided them with their unbelief and hardness of heart, because they believed not them which had seen him after he was risen.

 15 And he said unto them, Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every creature.

 16 He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be damned.

 17 And these signs shall follow them that believe; In my name shall they cast out devils; they shall speak with new tongues;

 18 They shall take up serpents; and if they drink any deadly thing, it shall not hurt them; they shall lay hands on the sick, and they shall recover.

 19 So then after the Lord had spoken unto them, he was received up into heaven, and sat on the right hand of God.

 20 And they went forth, and preached every where, the Lord working with them, and confirming the word with signs following. Amen.

 (Mar 16:9-20 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[omit] [COMMENT: The Critical Text supplies a different and drastically shorter ending in vs 8, and omits vss 9 – 20. SECOND COMMENT: Interestingly, Tischendorf in the text of his Eighth Edition accepted the longer ending as authentic, even though he favoured the Egyptian Text generally. He recognised that the shorter ending of Mark cannot be correct. THIRD COMMENT: BibleWorks, in its verse comparison module, counts the Byzantine Text and the Critical Text as being in agreement in Mark 16.9-20 with respect to its percentages of agreement between the two texts, because if fails to account for doubly-bracketed passages (and thus, none of the words in the Byzantine Text are highlighted to show that those words do not appear in the Alexandrian Text. This in turn reinforces the fact that Dr White's figure of 95% agreement between the Byzantine and Alexandrian texts, using BibleWorks to calculate this figure, cannot be correct.]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of Mark 16.9-24 is supported by Codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and their allies, but it is also generally not included in the Byzantine lectionaries as well (though this omission on the part of the Byzantine lectionaries is likely a tradition relating to the church calendar, and thus is no comment on whether the verses are authentic or not). The inclusion of the verses is supported by all the Byzantine continuous manuscripts dating back to the 5th century (Codex Alexandrinus). Chrysostom
 plainly refers to vs 9 as does also Tertullian (3rd century),
 as does Tatian in his Diatessaron (2nd century) as well.
 Fathers who cite vs 19 include: Tatian (2nd century)
 and Irenaeus: indeed, Irenaeus specifically tells us he is quoting the last chapter of Mark, and then cites the words of vs 19 verbatim).
 Tatian cites vs 20 verbatim,
 and the verse is likely also alluded to by Justin Martyr.
 Also vs 18, which predicts specific miracles which would be done at the hands of the apostles is found in the Constitutions of the Holy Apostles,
 a work of the fourth century. 

Conversely, there is no patristic support for the shorter ending of Mark.
 

	Doctrinal Difference
	The fact that there is no patristic support for the shorter ending of Mark as found in Sinaiticus and Vaticanus tends to prove that the shorter ending of Mark 16 is a contrived one invented by arbitrary Alexandrian scribes. On the other hand, the abundance of patristic citations of verses from the Longer Ending of Mark as universally found in the continuous manuscripts of the Byzantine Text abundantly attest to the its being the authentic passage that was passed down from the autographs, and which was known by the early preachers of the Church.


	Verse:


	Luke 2.40

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And the child grew, and waxed strong in spirit, filled with wisdom: and the grace of God was upon him. (Luke 2:40 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	The child grew and became strong, filled with wisdom; and the favor of God was upon him. (Luke 2:40 New Revised Standard) (COMMENT: The Critical Text omits the critically important words 'in spirit'.)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of 'in spirit' is supported by Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, and their Alexandrian allies. The inclusion of 'in spirit' is supported by the universal Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus, a 5th century manuscript. The words 'strong in spirit' are also supported by Tatian's Diatessaron in the 2nd century
 and by Theodoret in his Dialogues in the 4th century.
 On the other hand, Augustine cites the Critical Text reading because his Old Latin text and the Latin Vulgate conforms to it.
  

	Doctrinal Difference
	Here we would defer to the Byzantine Text, in the first place, because, of the textual families, it is demonstrably the more reliable. The wild, erratic nature of the Alexandrian and Western Texts, the disagreement of the manuscripts amongst themselves, the wilfulness of its editors, the ultimate apostasy of Egyptian Church – these things would all bring us to look askance at curious readings of the Alexandrian Text. But over and above the greater reliability of the Byzantine Text, we must also consider that the reading 'waxed strong in spirit' plainly fits the context of this passage better. After all, this is not the history of Samson we are reading here! A relation of Christ's increasing in mere physical strength is really not to the point. To the contrary, we find in the very context of this verse the fact that Christ had just amazed the teachers of the Law with His knowledge of the Scriptures, and thus, was noteworthy, not in His physical strength, but rather in His spiritual excellence. We are also told by the Scriptures that there 'was no form no comeliness in him that we should desire him' (Isaiah 53.2), and accordingly, we are informed by Scripture that He was of no unusual physical appearance or abilities. Accordingly, it was in His spiritual character, not His physical strength or abilities, that He was 'fairer than the children of men' (Psalm 45.2). Accordingly, we are directed by the context of the passage us to be viewing Christ as continuing to grow in spiritual things, as He had already done by the age of twelve years. Therefore, the context of the passage militates that the Byzantine Text's reading of 'strong in spirit' is the correct one.


	Verse:


	Luke 18.28

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Then Peter said, Lo, we have left all, and followed thee. (Luke 18:28 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	Peter said, "Behold, we have left our own homes and followed You." (Luke 18:28 New American Standard) (COMMENT: the Byzantine Text has παντα (panta), meaning 'all', but the Critical Text has ιδια (idia) meaning 'our own property'. COMMENT 2: the NIV has wisely opted, on the witness of Codex Sinaiticus, to follow Codex Sinaiticus and the Byzantine Text instead of Vaticanus.

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The Critical Text reading 'our own things' is supported by Vaticanus and Bezae, and some of the Egyptian papyri. The reading 'all' is universally supported in the Byzantine Text, and also is found in Codex Sinaiticus. It is cited by Tatian in his Diatessaron,
 Tertullian,
 and Jerome.
 There is no patristic support for the 'our own things' reading of Vaticanus.


	Doctrinal Difference
	The Byzantine Text, supported by Sinaiticus, reinforces the Gospel call to forsake all, to follow Christ. Peter is simply telling Christ that he and his brethren, by the grace of God, have complied with that call. It is the only reading of the two that is consistent with the rest of the doctrine of the Gospel. The reading of 'our own things', which has no patristic support, and which is found in Vaticanus, is surely an arbitrary emendation by an Alexandrian scribe. 


	Verse:


	Luke 22.43-44

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	43 And there appeared an angel unto him from heaven, strengthening him.

 44 And being in an agony he prayed more earnestly: and his sweat was as it were great drops of blood falling down to the ground. (Luk 22:43-44 KJV)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	The verse appears but is doubly-bracketed, which means, though the Nestle-Aland editors consider it to be an old reading, in their opinion, it nonetheless does not appear in the originals. Moreover, though the verse appears in Dr White's New American Standard, it appears with the following footnote: "Luke 22:43 Most early mss do not contain vv 43 and 44."


	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	These verses are omitted in 𝔓75, Vaticanus, and Codex Alexandrinus. However, they appear in Codex Sinaiticus, the overwhelming majority of the Byzantine manuscripts, and in a wide band of patristic witnesses. It is found in Tatian's Diatessaron,
 in Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho, written in the 2nd century;
 in Irenaeus's most famous work of the 3rd century Against Heresies;
 the words are recorded by Hippolytus in the 3rd century,
 by Theodoret in Dialogues in the 4th century,
 and by Athanasius in his 3rd Discourse against the Arians.
 Moreover, the 5th century Greek Father Epiphanius extensively explains in his work Ancoratus
 why the verse was for a time being deleted by the orthodox: namely, because they feared that it would undermine the doctrine of Christ's divinity. Epiphanius proceeds to explain that Christ, being fully human as well as divine, could and did suffer and fear in His human nature. He then affirms that the account of Christ's having sweat, as it were, great drops of blood, is authentic, having been cited by Irenaeus.

	Doctrinal Difference
	This doctrine is especially dear and important to the hearts of God's people, being cited in the Reformed Confessions, in the Westminster Confession of Faith, in the Westminster Larger and Shorter Catechisms, and in the Belgic Confession of the Dutch Reformed Churches.
 The passage shows the deep extent of Christ's soul sufferings, even before He went to the cross. It is supported by the earliest of writers – by Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Theodoret, Athanasius, and Epiphanius – and it appears in the overwhelming majority of Byzantine manuscripts, and even appears in Sinaiticus. As mentioned above, Epiphanius even explains to us how and why the verse was for a time held in suspicion, but how it rightly came to be embraced again.

This verse is authentic. We must not pull up ancient landmarks, by undermining the historic work of God's true Church in preserving for us this precious text.  


	Verse:


	Luke 22.64

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And when they had blindfolded him, they struck him on the face, and asked him, saying, Prophesy, who is it that smote thee? (Luke 22:64 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	and they blindfolded Him and were asking Him, saying, "Prophesy, who is the one who hit You?" (Luk 22:64 New American Standard) (COMMENT: the Alexandrian Text omits the words 'they struck him on the face'.) 

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The Alexandrian omission of 'they struck him on the face' is supported by Codices Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, Bezae, and other Alexandrian witnesses. The inclusion of 'they struck him on the face' is supported by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus, and the witness of the Latin text as well. This is the only verse which records Christ's having been struck upon the face. Patristic support for the inclusion of these words includes: Tatian's Diatessaron of the 2nd century (which says He was 'struck on the cheeks'),
  Cyprian of the 3rd century (who says he was 'smitten on the face'),
 the Apostolic Constitutions of the 4th century (which again says Christ was 'smitten on the face'),
 Rufinus of the 4th century,
 Ephraim the Syrian of the 4th century,
 and Augustine of Hippo of the 5th century.


	Doctrinal Difference
	As we mentioned above, this is the only text of the New Testament that tells us that Christ was struck upon the face. However, as we see above, there is an abundant patristic witness that the Scriptures testify that Jesus was smitten upon the face, and the Fathers can only be referring to this specific verse, which, in all their manuscripts, have to have had the words 'they struck him on the face'. Moreover, the universal witness of the Byzantine Text and of the Latin text testifies that the words 'and they struck him on the face' are those of the originals. The omission of these words in the Alexandrian Text is likely the result of a copyist error.


	Verse:


	Luke 23.34

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Then said Jesus, Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do (Luk 23:34 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	The NA27 includes the words, but double-brackets them, to indicate that, in the opinion of the editors of the NA27, the words did not occur in the original. The New American Standard somewhat more cautiously includes the words, but appends a footnote saying: Luke 23:34 Some early mss do not contain But Jesus was saying...doing.

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of these words is supported by 𝔓75, Codex Vaticanus, and Codex Bezae. Codex Sinaiticus includes the words, but the second corrector has marked them with an obelisk as doubtful. (The third corrector then removed the obelisks inserted by the second corrector.) The verse is also omitted by the Sahidic Coptic translation, and by some Old Italic manuscripts. Inclusion of the words is supported by the text of Codex Sinaiticus, by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus of the 5th century, and by Church Fathers who cite this text from the earliest ages of the Church. It is cited in the very early 2nd century by Ignatius, in his Epistle to the Ephesians.
 It is cited by Tatian in his Diatessaron in the 2nd century.
 It is cited by Irenaeus in the 3rd century in his famed work Against Heresies.
 It is cited by Eusebius in the 4th century in his famed Ecclesiastical History.
 It is cited repeatedly by Chrysostom
 and by Augustine.
 It is similarly cited by Theodoret of the early 4th century,
 and by the 4th century anonymous writer of the Apostolic Constitutions,
 along with many other writers. The patristic testimony citing this text is overwhelming. The words are unquestionably apostolic and authentic. They came from Christ's lips.

	Doctrinal Difference
	The doctrinal difference here is critical to the Gospel itself. Without this text, the Gospel itself is seriously altered. The seven words in Greek in this verse which express the heart of Christ in this verse speak mountains on the mercy and love of God for poor sinners, as well as His sincere good wishes for the Jewish people who will one day come to repentance, in answer to Christ's prayer, as promised in Romans 11.25-26. We cannot but attribute the deletion of this text to the anti-Semitism which arose in the early Church, particularly in the days of the heretic Marcion, as we have already detailed in Chapter 6 of this book. The deletion of these words is unquestionably a black mark on the integrity of the Alexandrian Text.


	Verse:


	Luke 23.42

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And he said unto Jesus, Lord, remember me when thou comest into thy kingdom. (Luke 23:42 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	And he was saying, "Jesus, remember me when You come in Your kingdom!" (Luke 23:42 New American Standard) (COMMENT: The Critical Text omits 'Lord' from the text, and instead of saying 'and he said to Jesus', it says, 'and he was saying, 'Jesus'… Thus, the Thief on the cross calls Jesus 'Lord' in the Byzantine Text, but in the Alexandrian Text, he is only reported as calling him 'Jesus'.)

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The reading 'Jesus, remember me' is supported by 𝔓75, Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, Codex Ephraemi, and the Sahidic Coptic: in short, the Alexandrian tradition. 

The reading 'And he said to Jesus, Lord, remember me' is supported by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus, as well as by the Old Latin, the Latin Vulgate, and the Syriac translations. 

The thief's confession of Jesus as Lord, as recorded in the Byzantine Text, is also corroborated by early Church fathers. Tatian in the 2nd century reports the thief as calling Jesus 'Lord' in his Diatessaron.
 Cyril of Jerusalem cites the verse exactly as it is found in the Byzantine in his Catechetical Lectures on the Apostles' Creed on the words 'Crucified and Buried'.
  So also Augustine cites it exactly as found in the Byzantine Text in his Exposition of Psalm XL.
 There are no Church fathers who cite the text as recorded in the Alexandrian Text.

	Doctrinal Difference
	It is true that in both the Alexandrian and the Byzantine Text, the thief confesses that Christ is a king – "Remember me when thou comest into thy kingdom." This said, the omission of the word 'Lord' surely weakens the thief's confession of Christ as the Son of God. More significantly, there is no patristic witness which supports the Alexandrian reading. Likely, in the days of uncial handwriting, the word 'Lord' was early omitted by accident in the Alexandrian tradition, along with the Greek word τω for 'to': and thus, the reading was changed from 'And he said to Jesus, Lord, remember me', to a shortened version: 'And he said, 'Jesus remember me'.

Given the greater reliability of the Byzantine Text, and the patristic citations which its reading in this verse, we embrace the Byzantine Text's 'Lord, remember me' as the authentic reading of the original.


	Verse:


	Luke 23.45

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And the sun was darkened, and the veil of the temple was rent in the midst. (Luke 23:45 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	while the sun's light failed; and the curtain of the temple was torn in two. (Luke 23:45 New Revised Standard) (COMMENT: The Greek word which the Alexandrian Text uses for 'failed' is also the standard Greek nomenclature for 'eclipsed'.
 Accordingly, the Greek of  the Alexandrian Text (as Julius Africanus points out)
 can also be read 'and the sun had an eclipse'.

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The 'sun was having an eclipse' reading of the Alexandrian Text is supported by Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, Codex Ephraemi, and by the Alexandrian manuscripts in general. The reading 'the sun was darkened' is the universal reading of the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus. As we have pointed out in the endnote above (footnote 115), with an extensive citation in that endnote of his comments, Julius Africanus rightly objected to the 'eclipse' reading, pointing out that the Passover always occurs during a full moon, and that it is impossible for an eclipse to occur during a full moon. Endnote 114 also presents evidence from the famed Bauer-Arndt-Danker-Gingrich Greek lexicon that the Greek word used here in Luke 22.45 is indeed the standard Greek terminology for a solar eclipse. 

	Doctrinal Difference
	It is true that the Greek word for 'having an eclipse' can also be read 'its light failed'. Accordingly, one cannot argue that the wording of the Alexandrian Text is necessarily in error, scientifically speaking (though it certainly can be taken in a way that is plainly contrary to science). However, one can most definitely argue that the wording of the Byzantine Text is more accurate, and accordingly, the more accurate wording of this verse in the Byzantine Text points once again to the superior accuracy and reliability of that manuscript tradition over the Alexandrian Text. 


	Verse:


	John 1.18

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	No man hath seen God at any time; the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him. (John 1:18 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	No one has seen God at any time; the only begotten God who is in the bosom of the Father, He has explained Him. (Joh 1:18 New American Standard). [COMMENT: we have already explained in chapter six of this book why White's translation of the Greek as 'the only and unique Son' is not the correct rendering of the Greek.]



	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The 'only begotten God' reading is supported by 𝔓66, 𝔓75, Codex Vaticanus, Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Ephraemi, and other Egyptian allies: in short, the Egyptian text. (Interestingly, Tischendorf, who normally advocates the Alexandrian Text, nonetheless rejects the 'only begotten God' reading. Tischendorf uses 'the only begotten Son' in his text. )

The 'only begotten Son' reading is the universal one of the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus, even though, as we explained in chapter six of this book, some Byzantine Fathers like Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, and also Athanasius, cited the 'only begotten God' reading catachrestically (interpreting it to mean 'the only begotten who is God').  This said, the universal reading of the Byzantine Text and the Latin Text is 'only begotten Son,' which shows us that that reading gained pre-eminence early on in the history of the Church. As we have said previously, we believe that the Byzantine copyists, as they were in the process of rolling back readings likely introduced by Eusebius of Caesarea into the Byzantine Text through the influence of Constantine, found 'the only begotten Son' to be the reading of their best and oldest manuscripts: and thus, the 'only begotten Son' reading quickly gained ascendancy and soon became the exclusive reading of the Byzantine Text.



	Doctrinal Difference
	The catachrestical application of the phrase 'only begotten God' by the orthodox fathers aside, the strict and natural meaning of the phrase 'only begotten God' is of necessity heretical. God as God cannot be begotten. Nor is the Godhead of Christ begotten – else Christ would not share the same essence as His Father. It is the Person of Christ, not His Godhead, which is begotten, and therefore, Scripture can only speak of 'the only begotten Son' (as even the Alexandrian Text terms Him correctly in John 1.14 and 1 John 4.19).

We agree with John Burgon and Edward Hills that the 'only begotten God' reading almost certainly originated with the Valentinian Gnostics, as Burgon demonstrated in his citation from the 2nd century Gnostic work Excerpts from Theodotus. For more on Burgon's and Hills's remarks, see chapter six of this book in the section where we deal extensively on John 1.18.


	Verse:


	John 3.13

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of man which is in heaven. (John 3:13 KJV)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	No one has ascended into heaven, but He who descended from heaven: the Son of Man. (John 3:13 New American Standard) [COMMENT: the Critical Text deletes the all-important words 'which is in heaven', which assert Christ's omnipresence as God the Son.]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of the words 'which is in heaven' is supported by the major Alexandrian witnesses: 𝔓66, 𝔓75, Codex Vaticanus, Codex Sinaiticus, the Sahidic Coptic Version, and others. On the other hand, the inclusion of the words is supported universally by the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus, by the Old Latin and the Latin Vulgate, and is supported by a very impressive array of patristic witnesses. The 3rd century Father Hippolytus directly cites these words.
  The 4th century schismatic (but orthodox) Novatian directly cites these words.
 Chrysostom frequently cites these very words from this passage.
 The 4th century father Theodoret even cites a Bishop Damasus of Rome who threatens an anathema on those who do not receive the doctrine of this text, namely, that Christ, while on earth, was also present with the Father in heaven in His divine nature.
 Gregory Nazianzen also frequently cites this verse with these words.

On the other hand, we do find Tatian in his Diatessaron citing this verse and, indeed, most of John 3, without these words (in accordance with the Egyptian text).
 Despite Tatian's omission, however, on the whole, the words 'which is in heaven' have overwhelming majority support amongst the early fathers, and the words are cited repeatedly cited by them authoritatively as a proof text for the omnipresence of Christ's divine nature, and thus, a proof of His being God and the Second Person of the Trinity.

We note that the Critical Text scholar Constantin Tischendorf includes these words in the text of his edition, despite his edition's being heavily based upon Codex Sinaiticus. Doubtless it is on the strength of the patristic witness that he that he includes these words.



	Doctrinal Difference
	The doctrinal difference between the inclusion or omission of these words hardly bears discussion. A cursory examination of the patristic citations – particularly of Hippolytus, Chrysostom, Novatian, and Nazianzen – makes it abundantly clear that these fathers regularly cited this text as a proof text of Christ's divinity. Without this text, the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, particularly, His omnipresence as the Son of God, is weakened.


	Verse:


	John 5.4

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	For an angel went down at a certain season into the pool, and troubled the water: whosoever then first after the troubling of the water stepped in was made whole of whatsoever disease he had. (John 5:4 Authorised)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[Omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of this verse is supported by the Alexandrian papyri and codices – 𝔓66, 𝔓75, Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, and others. The inclusion of this verse is supported by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text going back to Codex Alexandrinus of the 5th century, by the Old Latin Text, by the Curetonian Syriac, by Tatian's Diatessaron of the 2nd century,
 by Tertullian of the 3rd century,
 and by Ambrose of the 4th century.


	Doctrinal Difference
	The early Fathers Tertullian and Ambrose both used this history as an elegant picture of the cleansing and healing waters of baptism. The very early testimony of Tatian and Tertullian as to the authenticity of this verse, along with the universal inclusion of it by the Byzantine Text and by the Old Latin and Syriac warrants our continued inclusion of it.


	Verse:


	Acts 2.30

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Therefore being a prophet, and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit on his throne (Act 2:30 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	Since he was a prophet, he knew that God had sworn with an oath to him that he would put one of his descendants on his throne. (Act 2:30 New Revised Standard) (NOTE: the Critical Text omits the phrase 'according to the flesh'.)


	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	This contested phrase 'according to the flesh' in this verse is perhaps one of the more difficult to account for. It is cited without the phrase 'according to the flesh' by the early Father Irenaeus.
 Its parallel verse in the Old Testament, Psalm 132.11, where God swears to David in the Psalm to raise up of the fruit of his loins one to sit upon his throne, also occurs without the contested words 'according to the flesh'. "The LORD hath sworn in truth unto David; he will not turn from it; Of the fruit of thy body will I set upon thy throne," Authorised Version. Indeed, in the Old Testament verse, the words 'according to the flesh' occur neither in the original Hebrew, nor in the Greek Septuagint translation of them.
 For this reason, John Gill, the conservative Puritan Baptist commentator of the late 17th century tells us that the words should be read parenthetically, as a comment.
  

All difficulties notwithstanding, the added words occur in the overwhelming majority of Greek manuscripts, and are cited by the early Byzantine Fathers. Chrysostom cites the phrase in his Commentary on Acts 22.
 So also does the early Byzantine Father Theodoret, who cites it more than once.
 The words are found in the Robinson Byzantine Majority Text and in the official Greek Patriarchal Text of the State Church of Greece,
 which in turn proves this is the majority reading of the Byzantine Text. Given the overall reliability of the Byzantine tradition, it is virtually certain that this is the reading of the Byzantine Text from the earliest days of the Church. Given that Luke, the inspired author of the Book of Acts, long lived in the Byzantine area as he continually accompanied the Apostle Paul, we cannot but think that the most reliable manuscripts of Acts are to be found in the Byzantine Tradition. Accordingly, we accept the added words as apostolic.

 

	Doctrinal Difference
	The inclusion of the verse strengthens the case against the Gnostics. The apostles clearly resisted the Gnostics, some of whom denied that Jesus came in the flesh (1 John 4.3)
. Indeed, the early sect of the Gnostics called the Docetics said that Christ was a spirit who only appeared to have a body.
 And thus, even though Peter in his sermon is plainly making an allusion to Psalm 132.11 which does not have the added words, we would think that the Apostle Peter did not intend to make an exact quote of the verse, but rather, paraphrased the verse, intentionally adding the phrase 'according to the flesh', under the perfect inspiration of the Spirit, so as to strengthen the case doctrinally against the Gnostics who would soon attempt to overrun the Church, even in his day (see 2 Peter 2).

Given the witness of the overwhelming majority of the Byzantine manuscripts of this reading, and given its citation by two early eminent Byzantine authors (who clearly evince to us that these words were in their manuscripts), and given the overall demonstrable reliability of the Byzantine Text, we affirm that this phrase is authentic, and that they were in the original text. If anything, the deletion of the words 'according to the flesh' is likely the result of well-intended but mistaken Alexandrian scribes who deleted the words to make the passage conform, editorially, more exactly to Psalm 132.11: and thus, they inadvertently excised original and inspired words that came from the mouth of Peter himself.



	Verse:


	Acts 8.37

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. (Acts 8:37 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	This is another variant which presents difficulties. The omission of the verse is supported, of course, by Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, and their Egyptian allies. However, the omission of the verse is also supported by the majority of extant Byzantine manuscripts as well. 

Nonetheless, there are significant early Byzantine manuscripts which contain this reading. Codex E08, a sixth century Greek/Latin diglot contains the passage, as Dr James White notes. Dr White in his book contends that, E08 being a Latin/Greek diglot, Acts 8.37 was brought over from the Latin Vulgate into the Greek.
 However, White fails to note that there are other Greek manuscripts which are not diglots, which are noted manuscripts at that, with an earlier text than that of E08, which also contain the reading. 

The Patriarchal Text of 1904 of the State Church of Greece also contains the contested words, because its principal editor, Basil Antoniades, tells us that Lavra B 64, a tenth century Caesarean manuscript, has them.
 This is significant, because Lavra B 64, which is also called minuscule 1739, was almost certainly copied directly from a 4th or 5th century Greek exemplar, as the noted New Testament textual critic Robert Waltz informs us,
, and as the Wikipedia article on this manuscript also apprises us.
 And the Wikipedia article confirms B. Antoniades's testimony that the manuscript has Acts 8.37 in it,
 as does also the INTF's collation of minuscule 1739, which can be seen at http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de/AnaServer?NTtranscripts+0+start.anv. Both Waltz and the Wikipedia article inform us that, because the marginal notes in Lavra B 64 contain extensive quotes from very early Church Fathers, but none later than Basil of Caesarea, combined with the fact that the colophon for the Epistles of Paul specifically mentions that the exemplar for the Pauline epistles was one that had been personally edited by Origen, most scholars accordingly believe that the exemplar from which Lavra B 64 was copied was itself from 4th or 5th century. Thus, the text of Lavra B 64 is every bit as old as that of Vaticanus, as Robert Waltz notes,
 and this text has Acts 8.37 in it. This in turn shows us that the Textus Receptus reading for Acts 8.37, even in the Greek, is very old indeed. Accordingly, Dr White's hypothesis that Acts 8.37 was only brought over into the Greek from the Latin in E08, the sixth century Latin/Greek diglot, is not correct.

Moreover, in addition to the above manuscript evidence, we find the contested passage cited by very early Church Fathers, including Cyprian
 and Irenaeus,
 both of whom were 3rd century Fathers (and thus, who both predated Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, which are of the 4th century). Both of these Fathers were contemporaries of the 3rd century manuscript 𝔓45 which omits Acts 8.37, but which is also an Egyptian manuscript that is very characteristic of the Alexandrian school in its preponderance of omissions. Accordingly, 𝔓45 apart, there are significant 3rd and 4th century witnesses to this verse: Irenaeus, Cyprian, and the text of Codex Lavra B 64 (which was copied from a 4th century exemplar as noted above). Moreover, the majority the manuscripts of the Old Latin text and the Latin Vulgate overwhelmingly include this verse, as Dr Edward Hills notes.



	Explanation of why the verse disappeared for a time from the majority of Byzantine manuscripts


	We agree with Edward Hills, who cites the famed Presbyterian minister J. A. Alexander, who well apprises us that this verse was likely deleted for a time from the Byzantine manuscripts because it was "unfriendly to the practice of delaying baptism, which had become common, if not prevalent, before the end of the 3rd century."
 Indeed, we find in this very time frame that the Emperor Constantine delayed his baptism until "only a few days before his death."
 The ancients of that time had begun to imbibe serious errors concerning baptism, namely, that 1) baptism itself forgave sins, and that 2) sins committed after baptism were not forgivable. Unquestionably, Acts 8.37 is unfriendly to those errors, because it clearly sets forth the duty of the professing adult believer (who has not been baptised) to be baptised without delay (as did the Ethiopian Eunuch).

	Doctrinal Difference
	The doctrinal difference resultant from omitting or including these words is self-evident. By these words, a profession of faith is required from any adult believer being baptised. The Ethiopian eunuch in vs 36 requests to be baptised. And as they went on their way, they came unto a certain water: and the eunuch said, See, here is water; what doth hinder me to be baptized? (Act 8:36 Authorised Version)  In vs 37, Philip tells him that, in order to do so, he must profess to believe the Lord Jesus with all his heart. And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. (Act 8:37 Authorised Version). Without the inclusion of these words, any adult who requests to be baptized cannot be required to profess faith with all his heart. With the inclusion of these words, he must profess to believe that Jesus is the Son of God with his whole heart.
This verse is cited as a proof text by both the Westminster Confession of Faith,
 and by Dr White's own London Confession of Faith.
 If one denies the authenticity of this verse – as Dr White does – one cannot be a serious and/or strict adherent to the London Confession of Faith which Dr White himself professes to believe (as one may note for himself from Dr White's own church website in the last footnote we have provided).

In all, we affirm that Erasmus was correct in bringing in this minority reading back into the Byzantine Tradition. We would point out that the State Church of Greece has also re-incorporated the reading into its official Patriarchal Text of 1904 and 1912, on the authority of Lavra B 64, as mentioned above. Also of note is the fact that the State Church of Greece (whose text is very much that of the Byzantine Majority tradition) has also included Acts 8.37 as one of its official lectionary readings in its Apostolos.



	
Verse:


	Acts 10.30

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And Cornelius said, Four days ago I was fasting until this hour; and at the ninth hour I prayed in my house, and, behold, a man stood before me in bright clothing, (Act 10:30 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	Cornelius said, "Four days ago to this hour, I was praying in my house during the ninth hour; and behold, a man stood before me in shining garments (Act 10:30 New American Standard) [COMMENT: note that the Critical Text deletes any reference to Cornelius's having fasted.]


	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The deletion of Cornelius's having fasted is supported, of course, by Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, Codex Ephraemi, and their Alexandrian allies. The inclusion of 'fasting' is supported by the universal witness of the Byzantine Text, going back to Codex Alexandrinus of the 5th century. 'Fasting' is also supported by the 3rd century father Tertullian.



	Doctrinal Difference
	Once again, the Critical Text has deleted a reference to fasting. See comments on Matthew 17.21.


	Verse:


	Acts 24.6-8

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	Who also hath gone about to profane the temple: whom we took, and would have judged according to our law. (Act 24:6 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	He even tried to profane the temple, and so we seized him. (Act 24:6 New Revised Standard) [Note: Critical Text omits 'and we would have judged according to our law'.]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of this phrase is supported by the Alexandrian manuscripts: by 𝔓74, Codex Sinaiticus, and Codex Vaticanus. The inclusion of the words is supported by Codex E08 (the sixth century Latin/Greek diglot), and by the unanimous witness of the Byzantine manuscripts. The verse is also directly cited by Chrysostom in his sermon on Acts 23.31-33.
 The Latin Vulgate also contains this reading. 

	Doctrinal Difference
	Without the verse, an important historical fact is omitted, namely, the plea of the unbelieving Jews against Paul to Felix that he had broken their law. The direct citation of this verse by Chrysostom demonstrates that this reading was found in the Byzantine Text in very early days. Its attestation in the Vulgate is significant also, we think. It could well be that its deletion in the Alexandrian Text was accidental. We defer to the more reliable Byzantine Text.


	Verse:


	Acts 28.29

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And when he had said these words, the Jews departed, and had great reasoning among themselves. (Act 28:29 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	[omit]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of this phrase is supported by Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and even E08 and Lavra B 64. That said, Chrysostom directly cites the text in his Homily LV on Acts 28.17-20.
 The verse also appears in the overwhelming majority of the Byzantine manuscripts, and in the Latin Vulgate. 

	Doctrinal Difference
	Again, without this verse, an important historical fact is omitted. We would defer to the time-honoured, demonstrably more reliable Byzantine Text.


	Verse:


	Romans 8.1

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	There is therefore now no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit. (Rom 8:1 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	Therefore there is now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus. (Rom 8:1 New American Standard) [Note that the Critical Text omits 'who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit'.

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of this phrase is supported by Sinaiticus and Vaticanus. The phrase, however, appears in the overwhelming majority of the Byzantine manuscripts. Chrysostom directly cites the text several times.
 

	Doctrinal Difference
	It is true that the omitted words are cited by both the Byzantine and Alexandrian Texts in Romans 8.4. That said, we would defer to the Byzantine Text, in accordance with the general rule that the Byzantine Text is the more reliable of the textual traditions, given the agreement amongst its manuscripts, given that it is the home of the majority of the autographs, given Paul and John long abode in this area. On the other hand, we, with the historic Church, reject spurious readings of the Alexandrian Text, given its demonstrably erratic character (the high degree of disagreement amongst even its own manuscripts), and its signs of heretical contamination in some verses.


	Verse:


	Romans 11.6

	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And if by grace, then is it no more of works: otherwise grace is no more grace. But if it be of works, then is it no more grace: otherwise work is no more work. (Rom 11:6 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	But if it is by grace, it is no longer on the basis of works, otherwise grace is no longer grace. (Rom 11:6 New American Standard) [Omits 'otherwise work is no more work'.]

	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of 'otherwise work is no more work' is supported by Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus (which is Alexandrian in Paul's Epistles), and 𝔓46. Vaticanus actually has a garbled version of the words: 'otherwise work is no more grace.' The words, however, appear in the overwhelming majority of the Byzantine manuscripts, and are frequently cited by Chrysostom
 (which proves the existence of the reading in the 4th century). 

	Doctrinal Difference
	The doctrine of this text is very important. It shows that, if grace is not grace, then work is not work, either. And why? Without grace, work can be no more work. God requires total satisfaction to the Covenant of Works, being as He is the unchangeably holy and righteous God Who upholds His Law eternally: and, given our fallen state in sin, only grace can now satisfy the Covenant of Works, through Christ's having satisfied that covenant for all who believe in Him. Accordingly, we must believe that Paul is saying in this verse that the Covenant of Grace upholds the Covenant of Works. He is saying that, if grace does not uphold works (because of Christ's completely fulfilling the Law), grace is not grace, and work is not work, either, because if God does not intend to satisfy the righteous requirements of the Covenant of Works by means of the Covenant of Grace, God was never serious about the fulfilling of His Law.


	Verse:


	1 Timothy 3.16



	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And without controversy great is the mystery of godliness: God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the world, received up into glory. (1 Timothy 3:16 Authorised Version)


	Nestle Aland 27:


	By common confession, great is the mystery of godliness: He who was revealed in the flesh, Was vindicated in the Spirit, Seen by angels, Proclaimed among the nations, Believed on in the world, Taken up in glory. (1 Timothy 3:16 New American Standard) [Note: the Critical Greek Text substitutes 'he who' for 'God'. The capitalization of 'he' does not occur in the Egyptian Text – this has been added by the NASB.] 



	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The 'he who' reading is supported by Sinaiticus, possibly Alexandrinus (though this is under dispute,
 as Dr White himself acknowledges)
, along with some later Alexandrian minuscules cited by Dr Bruce Metzger (33, 365, etc.).
 Vaticanus, interestingly enough, is deficient in this verse, and thus, is no witness for either reading. 

On the other hand, all the Byzantine manuscripts and lectionaries support the 'God was manifest in the flesh' reading of the Traditional Text, along with the overwhelming majority of patristic witnesses. It is very difficult not to think that Ignatius, the early 2nd century author, had 'God' in his manuscripts, given two plain allusions he makes to that text.
  It is similarly hard to think that the 3rd century Father Hippolytus did not have 'God manifest in the flesh' in his manuscripts, given the three allusions he appears to make to it.
  

From the 4th century onwards, we have plain and direct patristic citations of the verse. 'God is manifest in the flesh' is extensively cited by 4th century fathers, who include: Chrysostom,
 Gregory of Nyssa,
 Theodoret,
 and many others. Given the corruption and unreliability of the Egyptian text, contrasted with the unanimous witness of the reliable Byzantine Text (probably even Alexandrinus)
 and the overwhelming patristic witness, it is clear that 'God is manifest in the flesh' is the original reading. 


	Doctrinal Difference
	Without question, 'God was manifest in the flesh' is one of the strongest verses in Scripture affirming the divinity of Christ. Though other verses can be referred to that support Christ's divinity, the corruption of this verse cannot but greatly weaken that doctrine. How can it not? Much of the strength of a doctrine lies with the number of verses that support it. It is impossible not to see the hand of heretics in wilfully modifying this verse. John Burgon's comments on the corruption of this text, in his noted work The Revision Revised which we already have cited, are quite instructive. 


	Verse:


	James 2.20



	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	But wilt thou know, O vain man, that faith without works is dead? (James 2:20 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	But are you willing to recognize, you foolish fellow, that faith without works is useless? (Jam 2:20 New American Standard) [Note: the Critical Greek Text substitutes 'useless' for 'dead'.] 



	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The 'faith without works is useless' reading is supported by Vaticanus and two Egyptian papyri: 𝔓20 and 𝔓74. The 'faith without works is dead' reading, on the other hand, is supported by Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, and the entire Byzantine manuscript witness, as well as the witness of the Latin Vulgate. Moreover, the patristic witness only cites the 'faith without works is dead' reading. Never does a Church Father quote this passage as 'faith without works is useless. Fathers who quote this verse include: Chrysostom,
 Gregory Nazianzen,
 and Augustine.
  


	Doctrinal Difference
	There is an underlying doctrine implied in the Byzantine reading that is critically important: that of regeneration, or the new birth. What James is saying is, if a man's faith does not bring forth good works, his faith is dead, and therefore, he is dead. That is, he is not born again. The Alexandrian reading does not at all communicate this. It could leave the prospect that a man's faith without works could be a useless faith, but not necessarily dead. Whereas, the autographic reading as correctly transmitted in the Byzantine tradition informs us that, if a man's work does not bring forth good works, his faith is not a living faith, he is not spiritually alive, and therefore, he is not born again, or on the highway to heaven.


	Verse:


	1 John 4.3



	Textus Receptus/Byzantine Text:


	And every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God: and this is that spirit of antichrist, whereof ye have heard that it should come; and even now already is it in the world. (1 John 4:3 Authorised Version)

	Nestle Aland 27:


	and every spirit that does not confess Jesus is not from God; this is the spirit of the antichrist, of which you have heard that it is coming, and now it is already in the world.

 (1 John 4:3 New American Standard) [Note: the Critical Greek Text omits the all-important words 'in the flesh'.] 



	Manuscript/Patristic Support:


	The omission of  'in the flesh' is supported by Vaticanus and Alexandrinus (which is Alexandrian, and not Byzantine in the Epistles). The inclusion of 'in the flesh' reading, on the other hand, is supported by Sinaiticus (which says 'the Lord Jesus has come in the flesh' instead of 'Jesus the Christ has come in the flesh', with the majority of the Byzantine manuscripts. Moreover, the patristic witness for the Byzantine reading is quite ancient, going back to Irenaeus in the 3rd century, and his famed work Against Heresies.
 Tertullian in 3rd century also cites this verse with 'in the flesh' in his polemic against the Gnostic Marcion.
 So also we find Cyprian citing this text with 'in the flesh' in his Treatises of the 3rd century.
 But even earlier we find the famed martyr Polycarp citing this text verbatim in his early 2nd century Epistle to the Philippians.
 This means the Byzantine reading of the text is demonstrably known to have existed in Polycarp's day, just some eighty to one hundred years after Christ's death.



	Doctrinal Difference
	Without the inclusion of these words, the fact is lost that there could be heretics who would have acknowledged that Jesus came into the world, but who, having denied Christ came in the flesh, were nonetheless still of the spirit of antichrist, and therefore lost. It is true that the previous verse in both the Byzantine and Alexandrian texts tells us that we know for certain that those who confess from the heart that Jesus is come in the flesh are from God. However, without the words 'in the flesh' in the next verse, we are left in the lurch as to whether the Gnostics who denied that Jesus came in the flesh were indeed antichrist. The verse could be taken to mean that only those who denied Christ outright were antichrist.

But the true reading of the original is unquestionable. The patristic witness makes it patently clear. Anyone who does not confess Jesus is come in the flesh is of the spirit of antichrist. Accordingly, the Alexandrian Text allows for serious doctrinal error. 
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� 	Hippolytus, ANF05, The Extant Works and Fragments of Hippolytus, 'On Psalm II.�HYPERLINK "mk:@MSITStore:c:\\program%20files\\bibleworks%208\\databases\\ecf.chm::/anf05-005.htm" \l "fn1205"�3� From the Exposition of the Second Psalm, by the Holy Bishop Hippolytus.


� 	Theodoret, NPNF103, Dialogues,The “Eranistes” or “Polymorphus” of the Blessed Theodoretus, Bishop of Cyrus,.


�  	Athanasius, NPNF104, Against the Arians, 'Discourse III, Chapter XXIX – Texts Explained.


"And Christ's enemies seem to me to shew plain shamelessness and blasphemy;' for, when they hear ‘I and the Father are one�HYPERLINK "mk:@MSITStore:c:\\program%20files\\bibleworks%208\\databases\\ecf.chm::/npnf204-043.htm" \l "fn3183"�16� ,' they violently distort the sense, and separate the unity of the Father and the Son; but reading of His tears or sweat or sufferings, they do not advert to His body, but on account of these rank in the creation Him by whom the creation was made." [Emphasis added by this author.]


COMMENT: Athanasius' reference to Christ's 'sweat' can only be referring to Luke 22.44-45. This is the only verse in the Bible where the Greek word ἱδρὼς occurs, as the lexicons of both BDAG and Thayer note.


� 	Epiphanius, Ancoratus, PGM XLIII¸which can be downloaded for free online at �HYPERLINK "http://khazarzar.skeptik.net/pgm/PG_Migne/Epiphanius_PG%2041-43/Ancoratus.pdf"�http://khazarzar.skeptik.net/pgm/PG_Migne/Epiphanius_PG%2041-43/Ancoratus.pdf�. Epiphanius' comments on the Bloody Sweat of Christ are found in sections 31.4 through 31.6 (in Greek).


�  Westminster Confession of Faith, Chapter 8, Article 4 on 'Of Christ the Mediator' cites Luke 22.44-45 as a proof text of Christ's intense soul-sufferings. The Westminster Shorter Catechism cites Luke 22.44-45 in Question and Answer 27, as a proof that Christ underwent the wrath of God. The Westminster Larger Catechism cites it also in the parallel question and answer concerning Christ's humiliation, in Question and Answer 49. The Belgic Confession of the Dutch Reformed Churches specifically cites this verse in its text, in Article 21 on 'The Satisfaction of Christ, our Only High Priest, for us.' The words of the Belgic Confession are: 


Therefore, He restored that which He took not away, and suffered the just for the unjust, as well in His body as in His soul, feeling the terrible punishment which our sins had merited; insomuch that His sweat became like unto drops of blood falling on the ground. He called out, My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken Me? and hath suffered all this for the remission of our sins.


� 	Tatian, ANF01, Diatessaron, Section XLIX. In this section, we find the following words:


Then some of them drew near, and spat in his face, and struck him, and scoffed at him. [41]  And the soldiers struck him on his cheeks, and said, Prophesy unto us, thou Messiah: [42] who is he that struck thee?  And many other things spake they falsely...





Given Luke 22.64 is the only verse in the Bible which speaks of Jesus' being smitten on the face, Tatian must have had this reading in his manuscripts, from which he drew his harmonised account of the Gospels. 


� 	Cyprian, ANF05, Treatises: 'Treatise IX. On the Advantage of Patience'.  Cyprian's eloquent words are:


And moreover, in His very passion and cross, before they had reached the cruelty of death and the effusion of blood, what infamies of reproach were patiently heard, what mockings of contumely were suffered, so that He received�HYPERLINK "mk:@MSITStore:c:\\program%20files\\bibleworks%208\\databases\\ecf.chm::/anf05-011.htm" \l "fn3599"�2� the spittings of insulters, who with His spittle had a little before made eyes for a blind man; and He in whose name the devil and his angels is now scourged by His servants, Himself suffered scourgings! He was crowned with thorns, who crowns martyrs with eternal flowers. He was smitten on the face with palms, who gives the true palms to those who overcome. [Emphasis added by this author]


Again, because Luke 22.64 is the only verse of the New Testament which tells us of Christ's being smitten on the face, Cyprian had to have had the reading of the universal Byzantine Text in his Latin manuscripts.


� Apostolic Constitutions, ANF07, Bk. V.  The words of the Apostolic Constitutions are:


"Let every one be perfect, as his Master is." Now his and our Master, Jesus the Lord, was smitten for our sake: He underwent reproaches and revilings with long-suffering. He was spit upon, He was smitten on the face, He was buffeted; and when He had been scourged, He was nailed to the cross. [Emphasis added by this author.]


Again, in saying that Jesus was smitten upon the face, the author of the Apostolic Constitutions can only be referring to the Byzantine reading of Luke 22.64.


� 	Rufinus, NPNF203, Life and Works of Rufinus, 'A Commentary on the Apostles' Creed'. Rufinus' words are:


The Lord is judged then according to the Prophet’s testimony, and not only judged, but scourged, and smitten on the face with the palms (of men’s hands), and spitted on, and suffers every insult and indignity for our sake.


Again, Rufinus could only have gotten his information about Christ's being smitten on the face from the Byzantine reading of Luke 22.64.


� 	Ephraim the Syrian, NPNF213, Nineteen Hymns on the Nativity of Christ, 'Hymn XIX'. Ephraim's words are:


10. Let the seventh day hallow the Holy One,--Who halloweth the Sabbath, and gave rest to all that live.--The Blessed One Who wearied not--has care for mankind, and has care for the beasts.--When Freedom fell under the yoke,--He came to the Birth and became bond to make it free:-- He was smitten on the face by servants in the judgment hall;--He broke the yoke that was on the free, as Lord.


Again, Ephraim also had to have had the reading of the Byzantine Text in his manuscripts for Luke 22.64, in order to have written the above verse.


� 	Augustine, NPNF06, Harmony of the Gospels,  Bk. III, Chapter VII,. Augustine's words are:


27. Matthew next proceeds as follows: "When the morning was come, all the chief priests and elders of the people took counsel against Jesus, to put Him to death; and when they had bound Him, they led Him away, and delivered Him to Pontius Pilate the governor."�HYPERLINK "mk:@MSITStore:c:\\program%20files\\bibleworks%208\\databases\\ecf.chm::/npnf106-012.htm" \l "fn1333"�6� Mark's version is to the like effect: "And straightway in the morning, the chief priests held a consultation with the elders and scribes, and the whole council, and bound Jesus, and carried Him away, and delivered Him to Pilate."�HYPERLINK "mk:@MSITStore:c:\\program%20files\\bibleworks%208\\databases\\ecf.chm::/npnf106-012.htm" \l "fn1334"�7� Luke, again, after completing his account of Peter's denial, recapitulates what Jesus had to endure when it was now about daybreak, as it appears, and continues his narrative in the following connection: "And the men that held Jesus mocked Him, and smote Him; and when they had blindfolded Him, they struck Him on the face, and asked Him, saying, Prophesy, who is it that smote thee? [Emphasis added by this author]


Again, Augustine had to have had the same reading in his text as the Byzantine Text.


� 	Ignatius, ANF01, Epistle to the Ephesians, Section X.


� 	Tatian, ANF01, Diatessaron, Section LII.


� 	Irenaeus, ANF01, Against Heresies, Bk. III, Chapter XVIII.


� 	Eusebius, NPNF201, Ecclesiastical History, Bk. II, Chapter XXIII, line 16.


� 	Chrysostom, NPNF112, Homilies on First Corinthians, 'Homily VII', Sect. 5, and NPNF111, Homilies of St John Chrysostom on Paul's Epistle to the Romans, 'Homily XXI on Romans xii.4', are but two of the many citations Chrysostom makes of this verse.


� 	The BibleWorks programme shows thirty-eight instances from Schaff's translation of Augustine's works where Augustine cites Christ's words 'Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do.' Two instances include, both from NPNF108, are : Expositions on the Book of Psalms, 'Exposition of Psalm XL', Sect. 24, and 'Exposition of Psalm XLV', section 12.


� 	Theodoret, NPNF203, The Ecclesiastical History of Theodoret, Chapter IV.—' Of Eusebius Bishop of Samosata'.


� 	Apostolic Constitutions, ANF07, Bk. II, 'Of Bishops', Chapter XVII.


� 	Tatian, ANF01, Diatessaron, Sect. LI, Sect. 44. Tatian has the thief calling Jesus 'my Lord'.


And he said unto Jesus, Remember me, my Lord, when thou comest in thy kingdom.


� 	Cyril of Jerusalem, NPNF207, Catechetical Lectures, 'On the Words Crucified and Buried', Sect. 31.


� 	Augustine, NPNF108, Expositions of the Book of Psalms, 'Exposition of Psalm XL', sect. 15.


� 	Walter Bauer, W.F. Arnst, Frederick Danker, F. Wilbur Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, 3rd Edition (Chicago, Illinois: University of Chicago Press). The following is from the BibleWorks edition entry for εκλειπτω:


to cease as state or event, fail, die out (JosAs 13:8 οἱ ὀφθαλμοί μου ἐξέλιπον; Plut., Lycurgus 31, 8 of a race) of faith Lk 22:32. ὅταν ἐκλίπητε when you die Lk 16:9 v.l. (for this mng. of ἐ. cp. Pla., Leg. 6, 759e; 9, 856e; X., Cyr. 8, 7, 26; Arrian, Anab. 6, 10, 2; POxy 497, 15 [II AD]; Gen 49:33; Ps 17:38 ; Tob 14:11; Wsd 5:13; Jos., Bell. 4, 68, Ant. 2, 184; TestReub 1:4; TestAbr A 19 p. 102, 18 [Stone p. 52]). Cp. come to an end=you will never grow old Hb 1:12 (Ps 101:28). Of the sun cease to shine Lk 23:45; Luke’s diction is standard for description of an eclipse be eclipsed (Thu. 2, 28; 7, 50, 4; X., Hell. 1, 6, 1; FGrH 239 B, 16 [III BC]=Marm. Par., Jac. p. 22; Dio Chrys. 57 [74], 28; Plut., Pelop. 295 [31, 3]; Sir 17:31; Philo, Mos. 2, 271; Ar. 6, 2; s. JSawyer, JTS 23, ’72, 124-28; for the phenomenon as portent marking the death of an exceptional person of merit s. σκότος 1). [Emphasis added by this author]





COMMENT: Note carefully the words BDAG gives as concerning the use of this word with 'sun': "Luke's diction is standard for description of an eclipse." 


�  	Julius Africanus, AFN06, Extant Fragments of the Five Books of the Chronography of Julius Africanus, Chapter XVIII.


For the Hebrews celebrate the passover on the 14th day according to the moon, and the passion of our Saviour falls on the day before the passover; but an eclipse of the sun takes place only when the moon comes under the sun. And it cannot happen at any other time but in the interval between the first day of the new moon and the last of the old, that is, at their junction: how then should an eclipse be supposed to happen when the moon is almost diametrically opposite the sun? Let that opinion pass however; let it carry the majority with it; and let this portent of the world be deemed an eclipse of the sun, like others a portent only to the eye. Phlegon records that, in the time of Tiberius Cæsar, at full moon, there was a full eclipse of the sun from the sixth hour to the ninth—manifestly that one of which we speak. But what has an eclipse in common with an earthquake, the rending rocks, and the resurrection of the dead, and so great a perturbation throughout the universe? Surely no such event as this is recorded for a long period. But it was a darkness induced by God, because the Lord happened then to suffer. And calculation makes out that the period of 70 weeks, as noted in Daniel, is completed at this time.


�   	Hippolytus, ANF05, Extant Works and Fragments of Hippolytus, 'Against the Heresy of One Noetus', sect. 4.


�   	Novatian, ANF05, A Treatise of Novatian Concerning the Trinity, Chapter XIII.


� 	Chrysostom, NPNF110, The Homilies of St John Chrysostom, 'Homily LII on Matthew 15.21, 22',; as also Chrysostom's entire homily on this passage, NPNF114, The Homilies of St John Chrysostom on the Gospel of John, 'John III.12, 13'.


� 	Theodoret, NPNP203, The Ecclesiastic History of Theodoret, from Chapter X, which is a letter of Damasus bishop of Rome. Damasus's comments are as follows:


"If any one says that the Son of God, living in the flesh when he was on the earth, was not in heaven and with the Father, let him be anathema."


�  	Gregory Nazianzen, NPNF209, Select Letters of Gregory Nazianzen, 'Letters on the Apollinarian Controversy', 'To Cledonius the Priest Against Apollinarius'. Also, NPNF207, De Trinitate, Bk. X, Section 16.


� 	 Tatian, ANF01, Diatessaron, Section XXXII, line 27.


�  	Tatian, ANF01, Diatessaron, Sect. XXII, 10.


�  	Tertullian, ANF03, On Baptism, Chapter V.—"Use Made of Water by the Heathen. Type of the Angel at the Pool of Bethsaida".


� 	Ambrose, NPNF210, On the Mysteries, Chapter IV, Sect. 22.


� 	Irenaeus, ANF01, Against Heresies, Bk. III, Sect. 2. Irenaeus indeed cites the entire verse, but without the words 'according to the flesh'.


But since he was a prophet, and knew that God had sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of his body one should sit in his throne; foreseeing this, he spake of the resurrection of Christ, that He was not left in hell, neither did His flesh see corruption.


� 	The Hebrew reads: 


  WTT Psalm 132:11 נִשְׁבַּֽע־יְהוָ֙ה׀ לְדָוִ֡ד אֱמֶת֘ לֹֽא־יָשׁ֪וּב מִ֫מֶּ֥נָּה מִפְּרִ֥י בִטְנְךָ֑ אָ֜שִׁ֗ית לְכִסֵּא־לָֽךְ׃


 


 (Psalm 132:11 Leningrad Codex)


The Greek Septuagint (Ralfs) reads:


ὤμοσεν κύριος τῷ Δαυιδ ἀλήθειαν καὶ οὐ μὴ ἀθετήσει αὐτήν, ἐκ καρποῦ τῆς κοιλίας σου θήσομαι ἐπὶ τὸν θρόνον σου (Psa 131:11 LXT)


� 	John Gill, Commentary on the Whole Bible, Acts 2.30 (�HYPERLINK "http://gill.biblecommenter.com/acts/2.htm"�http://gill.biblecommenter.com/acts/2.htm�). Gill's own words are:


...and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him; as he did in Psalm 132:11. that of the fruit of his loins; of one that should be of his seed, that should spring from him, even the Virgin Mary, who was of the house and lineage of David: according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ; would send him forth, according to the human nature; for this phrase respects not his resurrection from the dead, but his incarnation or exhibition in the flesh, as in�HYPERLINK "http://bible.cc/acts/3-26.htm"�Acts 3:26�. This clause is wanting in the Vulgate Latin, Syriac, and Ethiopic versions, and in the Alexandrian copy, and should be read in a parenthesis; since it is not in the text in Psalm 132:11. 


� 	Chrysostom, NPNF111, A Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles, 'Homily VI on Acts 2.22'. Chrysostom says:


"But this he says, that were it but on account of the honor shown to David, and the descent from him, they may accept what is said concerning Christ's resurrection, as seeing that it would be an injury to the prophecy, and a derogating from (τἥς εἰς αὐτοὺς τιμἥς) their honor, if this were not the fact. "And knowing," he says, "that with an oath God had sworn unto him"--he does not say simply "promised"--"of the fruit of his loins after the flesh to raise up Christ, to seat Him upon his throne.""


� 	Theodoret, NPNF203, Dialogues: the Eranistes or Polyphemus of the Blessed Theodoretus  Bishop of Cyprus, 'Demonstrations by Syllogisms, That the Word is Immutable'. The English translation of Theodoret's words is:


God swore to David that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, He would raise up the Christ, as the prophet said and as the great Peter interpreted.  [Emphasis added by this author.]


And again Theodoret cites it with the words in Letters of the Blessed Theodoret, ' CXLV. To the Monks of Constantinople', NPNF203.


� 	"The Greek Patriarchal Text", Acts 2 (�HYPERLINK "http://onlinechapel.goarch.org/biblegreek/?id=4&book=Acts&chapter=2"�http://onlinechapel.goarch.org/biblegreek/?id=4&book=Acts&chapter=2�).


At this website, in the Greek for this chapter we find:


καὶ εἰδὼς ὅτι ὅρκῳ ὤμοσεν αὐτῷ ὁ Θεὸς ἐκ καρποῦ τῆς ὀσφύος αὐτοῦ τὸ κατὰ σάρκα ἀναστήσειν τὸν Χριστὸν καθίσαι ἐπὶ τοῦ θρόνου αὐτοῦ


� 	1 John 4:3 And every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God: and this is that spirit of antichrist, whereof ye have heard that it should come; and even now already is it in the world. (1 John 4:3 Authorised Version)


� 	See the online article "Doceticism" at "Wikipedia" (�HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Docetics"�http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Docetics�). There we read:


Regarding Christianity, docetism (from the Greek δοκεἲν/δόκησις dokein (to seem) /dókēsis (apparition, phantom), according to Norbert Brox, is defined narrowly as "the doctrine according to which the phenomenon of Christ, his historical and bodily existence, and thus above all the human form of Jesus, was altogether mere semblance without any true reality." 


� 	Dr James White, The King James Only Controversy (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Bethany House, 2009), p 110.


� 	Preface to Greek Patriarchal Text as translated in J.M. Rife, "The Antoniades Greek New Testament," in E. C. Colwell and D. W.Riddle, eds., Prolegomena to the Study of the Lectionary Text of the Gospels, Studies in the Lectionary Text of the Greek New Testament, vol. 1 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1933), p 61. Antoniades' own comments are:


	Where the judgment was doubtful concerning the addition or exclusion of a word or clause it was included in small type.  Use was also made of small type in a few passages which have no attestation in church texts, yet were preserved as exceptions on the ground that they were sufficiently attested elsewhere. [Emphasis added to highlight the pertinent words.]


Antoniades then places a footnote alongside the last word, the word elsewhere, and that footnote reads:


	Most noteworthy of these is Acts 8:37, attested by Laura B 64.


� 	Robert Waltz, 'Minuscule 1739', from Encyclopedia of New Testament Textual Criticism (�HYPERLINK "http://www.skypoint.com/members/waltzmn/Manuscripts1501-2000.html" \l "m1739"�http://www.skypoint.com/members/waltzmn/Manuscripts1501-2000.html#m1739�). In this article, Waltz notes, that, although the manuscript is "dated paleographically to the tenth century"...


"Scholars have speculated that 1739 was copied from a fourth or fifth century commentary manuscript (since none of the marginal commentators quoted date from after the fourth century, and it appears that the scholia were already present in Ephraim's exemplar). Zuntz, in fact, believes that the text of this manuscript was contemporary with P46 (second century). Against this we should point out the flowering of family 1739 texts in the tenth century -- there are three (1739, 0121, 0243) from that century, and only C (which is a marginal member of the type) occurs earlier. (See, however, the comments by Zuntz on 0121/M). The nature of the text also may argue against this; it seems to me likely (though far from certain) that the combined edition of text and commentary was compiled during the Photian revival of learning of the ninth century. The text itself, of course, is very much older.


1739 was copied from an uncial ancestor. It is possible that this manuscript was also the exemplar of 0243; the two are that close. It seems more likely, however, that 0243 and 1739 are "first cousins," each copied from the same exemplar with one intervening copy. (The marginal commentary in 1739 may have been added to the intervening copy, or more likely the copyist of 0243 or its parent did not bother with the marginalia.) The other members of the family go back somewhat further, and form their own subgroups (e.g. 6 and 424** seem to descend from a common text)."


In other words, the text of Lavra B 64 (also known as Minuscule 1739) was likely copied from an uncial of the 4th century, or from other minuscules which were copied from the 4th century, though Robert Waltz is of the opinion that Lavra B 64 itself is the parent of its family, the Family 1739: and therefore, would have itself been the first to have been copied from the early Greek uncial of the 4th century. We emphasise that this 4th century Greek uncial from which Lavra B 64 was copied would have been a Greek manuscript, not a Greek/Latin diglot. Waltz points out that we know that Lavra B 64 had to have been copied from a 4th century manuscript, because all its scholia or marginal notes are from the 4th century and earlier, which makes it obvious that the scribe was copying everything, the text and the marginal notes, from a 4th century manuscript. This in turn makes the actual text of B Lavra 64 to be every bit as old as Vaticanus and Sinaiticus. Interestingly, this manuscript has Acts 8:37 in it. This in turn means that Acts 8:37 is traceable to Greek manuscripts of the 4th century. This also means that White is wrong to consider that the verse was only first incorporated into a Greek manuscript from the Latin text in the 6th century in Codex E08.


Interestingly, Waltz notes that Kirsopp Lake considered B Lavra 64 to be a representative of the Caesarean text-type. This in turn means that Greek manuscripts of the Caesarean text-type in the 4th century likely had Philip's confession of faith in them. It is altogether possible that, for some reason, Acts 8:37 was for some reason omitted (wrongly) from manuscripts of the Byzantine Text-Type, but were retained in the Caesarean manuscripts from which this manuscript was copied (as well as in the Latin text). 


Given the very early patristic citation of Philip's confession of faith by Cyprian and Irenaeus, we cannot but think that Erasmus was correct in copying this text from the margin in his manuscript 4ap into the text of his Textus Receptus.


� 	"Minuscule 1739" from Wikipedia (�HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Minuscule_1739"�http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Minuscule_1739�). The Wikipedia article explains that Minuscule 1739 and Lavra B 64 are one and the same manuscript. It then tells us the following about the text of the manuscript:


It contains a large number of notes drawn from early church fathers (Irenaeus, Clement, Origen,Eusebius, and Basil), but none later than Basil (329-379 CE), suggesting a relatively early date for 1739's exemplar. [Emphasis added by this author.] The text of this manuscript often agrees with p46 and Codex Vaticanus. A colophon indicates that while copying the Pauline epistles, the scribe followed a manuscript that contained text edited by Origen.


� 	Ibid. The article tells us of Lavra B 64:


	"It contains Acts 8:37, as do the manuscripts Codex Laudianus, 323, 453, 945, 1891, 2818, and several others."


� 	Robert Waltz, 'Minuscule 1739'.	


� 	Cyprian, ANF05, Treatises of Cyprian, 'Testimonies', Sect. 43, ' That he who believes can immediately obtain.' Below are the English translation of Cyprian's own words.


"43. That he who believes can immediately obtain (i.e., pardon and peace).


In the Acts of the Apostles: “Lo, here is water; what is there which hinders me from being baptized? Then said Philip, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest.”"


� 	Irenaeus, ANF01, Against Heresies, Bk. III, Chapter XII, 'Doctrine of the Rest of the Apostles', Sect. 8.


� 	Dr Edward Hills, The King James Version Defended (Des Moines, Iowa: Christian Research Press),  Chapter VII (�HYPERLINK "http://wilderness-cry.net/bible_study/books/kjv-defended/chapter8.html"�http://wilderness-cry.net/bible_study/books/kjv-defended/chapter8.html�).


� 	Ibid. In this chapter, Dr Hills tells us the following:


Acts 8:37 And Philip said, If thou believest with all shine heart, thou mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. As J. A. Alexander (1857) suggested, this verse, though genuine, was omitted by many scribes, "as unfriendly to the practice of delaying baptism, which had become common, if not prevalent, before the end of the 3rd century." (17) Hence the verse is absent from the majority of the Greek manuscripts. But it is present in some of them, including E (6th or 7th century). It is cited by Irenaeus (c. 180) and Cyprian (c.250) and is found in the Old Latin and the Vulgate. In his notes Erasmus says that he took this reading from the margin of 4ap and incorporated it into the Textus Receptus. 


Likely, Erasmus's manuscript 4ap had its marginal note on the authority of Codex08, which was the manuscript which had been used by the noted British commentator, the Venerable Bede. However, as we have already pointed out, there is more authority for the inclusion of this text than simply that of the Venerable Bede. Codex Lavra B 64, a tenth century manuscript which was copied from a 4th century manuscript also contains the verse: see the footnote 136. And of course, there are the third century citations of Cyprian and Irenaeus, along with the overwhelming witness of the Latin manuscripts.


� 	"Constantine", from The History of the World (�HYPERLINK "http://www.historyworld.net/wrldhis/PlainTextHistories.asp?historyid=ac60"�http://www.historyworld.net/wrldhis/PlainTextHistories.asp?historyid=ac60�).


� 	Westminster Confession of Faith, Chapter XXVIII, 'Concerning Baptism', Article IV, footnote 11 (�HYPERLINK "http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/index.html"�http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/index.html�).


� 	London Confession of Faith, Chapter 29, 'Of Baptism', article 4. The following is from Dr White's own church website at �HYPERLINK "http://www.prbc.org/about/confession.htm"�http://www.prbc.org/about/confession.htm�.


2._____ Those who do actually profess repentance towards God, faith in, and obedience to, our Lord Jesus Christ, are the only proper subjects of this ordinance. �( Mark 16:16; Acts 8:36, 37; Acts 2:41; Acts 8:12; Acts 18:8 ) [Emphasis added by this author]


� 	 Αποστολος – Πραξεις και Επιστολαι των Αγιον Αποστολων, Εκδοσις Ε', Αποστολοκη Διακονια της Εκκλησιας της Ελλαδος.


� 	Tertullian, ANF04, Part Fourth: 'on Fasting', Chapt. VIII. Tertullian's own words, translated into English, are:


Finally, granting that upon the centurion Cornelius, even before baptism, the honourable gift of the Holy Spirit, together with the gift of prophecy besides, had hastened to descend, we see that his fasts had been heard...


Since Acts 10.30 is the only verse which informs us that Cornelius was fasting, Tertullian had to have had the reading of the Byzantine Text in his manuscript.


� 	Chrysostom, NPNF111, The Homilies of St. John Chrysostom, Commentary on the Book of  the Acts of the Apostles, 'Homily L: Acts 23.31-33'. 


� 	Chrysostom, NPNF111, Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles, Homily LV.


� 	Chrysostom, NPNF110, Homilies of St John Chrysostom, 'Matthew v.17'. Also, Homilies of St. John Chrysostom, 'Homily XIII on Romans vii.14'.


� 	Chrysostom, NPNF111,  A Commentary of St John Chrysostom on Paul's Epistle to the Romans, 'Homily XVIII on Romans x.14, 15. 
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