John 1:1
Luke 22:43-44

Lk 22:43-44, “Now an angel from heaven appeared to Him, strengthening Him.  And being in agony He was praying very fervently; and His sweat became like drops of blood, falling down upon the ground.”

These two verses are not part of the original text.

Explanation:
1.  “The absence of these verses in such ancient and widely diversified witnesses as p(69vid), p75 a A B T W syrs copsa,  arm geo Marcion Clement Origen and other manuscripts, as well as their being marked with asterisks or obeli (signifying spuriousness) in other witnesses (Δc Πc 892c  1079 1195 1216 copbo) and their transferral to Matthew’s Gospel (after Mt 26:39) by family13 and several lectionaries, strongly suggests that they are no part of the original text of Luke.  Their presence in many manuscripts, some ancient, as well as their citation by Justin, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Eusebius, and many other Church Fathers, is proof of the antiquity of the account.  On grounds of transcriptional probability it is less likely that the verses were deleted…, than that they were added from an early source, oral or written, of extra-canonical traditions.  The passage is a later addition to the text.”

2.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  Bock favors the inclusion of the text as original, saying, “The external evidence is evenly balanced: dating gives a slight edge to omission, family distribution favors inclusion.”
  Unfortunately the external evidence heavily favors omission of these verses and the evidence is hardly evenly balanced.  The original hand of the scribe writing Codex Sinaiticus is the only ‘early’ manuscript that includes these verses.  The first corrector of Sinaiticus omitted the verses and then the second corrector put them back in.  Papyrus #75, a third century manuscript, which predates all the Codex manuscripts does not contain these verses.

b.  Wiersbie accepts the verses as part of the text, but gives no reasons why.


c.  The Dallas Theological Seminary commentary accepts the text as original but gives no reasons why.


d.  Green does not address the issue.


e.  Mills accepts the verses as original, but without explanation or justification as to why.


f.  “These verses are omitted by some of the best manuscripts, which would normally be ample reason for thinking that they were an addition to the text; but their language is Lucan [not difficult for a scribe to make up], and they may well be genuine [why?  Where’s the explanation as to why they may be genuine?].  Jesus’ sweat was like blood in the size of the drops rather than in color.”


g.  Hughes accepts the verses as part of the original, but gives no explanation or reasons why.


h.  Plummer says that these verses are not part of the original text, but were a part of the oral tradition that finally got correctly inserted into the manuscripts at a later date.  He compares the value of these verses to the story of the woman taken in adultery, which is also not part of the original text, but certainly part of the oral tradition.


i.  “The textual evidence for omission is strong; the authorities that include the verses are ‘a frequent Western combination’ and those that exclude them are old and diverse.  Omission in so many different branches of the tradition is hardly due to accident.  Nevertheless, it is hard to believe that the pericope is pure invention, and those who reject the verses from the text argue that they have been drawn from some floating tradition which had not found its way into the Synoptic tradition.  On the other hand, it can be argued that the verses might have been excised for doctrinal reasons.  On the whole, the internal evidence includes us to accept the verses as original, but with very considerable hesitation.”


j.  “The textual question involved may be dismissed very briefly.  Verses 43-44 were cancelled from the text, not for textual, but for dogmatical reasons, as being derogatory to the deity of Christ, and because they were used by the Arians when they denied Jesus’ deity.”
  The problem with this logic is that Luke wrote prior to 70 A.D. and the Arians didn’t come into existence 325-381 A.D.  “The Arian controversy was in reality a series of controversies, related to Christianity, that arose between Arius, a priest and theologian, and Bishop Athanasius, a Church Father.  The most important of these controversies concerned the substantial relationship between God the Father and Jesus Christ.  These disagreements divided the Church into two opposing theological factions for over 55 years, from the time before the Council of Nicaea in 325 until after the Council of Constantinople in 381.” 
  The papyri manuscripts were written before this timeframe and Codex Sinaiticus () and Vaticanus (Codex B) were written during the controversy.  Because of the Arian controversy it is easy to see why these verses would be inserted and excluded for different reasons.  But p75 predates this controversy and was written closer to the original manuscript of Luke than any other document.
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