The new Vulgate and the
‘missing’ Verses

Abstract

The Greek text of the United Bible Societies is characterized by a preference for
shorter readings. Consequently the UBS text omits verses and words that have been
included in the Greek Textus Receptus as well as the Latin Vulgate. From a
comparison between the received text, the Clementine Vulgate, UBS5 and the Nova
Vulgata this article identifies the main quantitative differences in the textual traditions
of the New Testament. This comparison dispels claims that the UBS text favours
readings of the Clementine Vulgate and indicates that the UBS text, followed by the
Nova Vulgata, is in fact a departure from the Clementine Vulgate as far as its
omissions are concerned. On the other hand, differences between the Vulgate and the
Textus Receptus on the ‘missing’ Scriptures are shown to be trivial in comparison
with the UBS text and Nova Vulgata.

Does the present text of the United Bible Societies mark a departure from the Greek Textus
Receptus only, or does it also part with the traditional Latin text of the Western Church? Is
there justification for the claim of some that the UBS text favours readings of the Vulgate,
taking Protestant bibles back to Rome, or do the facts indicate differently? The implications
of the answers to these questions are particularly pertinent for the Nova Vulgata, since 1979
the official Latin bible of the Roman Catholic Church,* which is based on the UBS text. Is the
Nova Vulgata by and large a continuation of the received Latin text, or does it reflect a
departure from Jerome’s Vulgate?

While weighing the age and nature of manuscripts is as old as the days of Irenaeus and Origin
(Black 2002:21), textual changes to the Bible have always stirred the emotions of the
faithful, as man is perceived to touch the holy things of God. Even the Vulgate was highly
controversial when it first appeared. From Jerome’s correspondence (ep.75) with Augustine
(ep.71, see also 28 and 82) it is clear that the latter thought that the Vulgate seemed a break
with apostolic tradition’s reliance on the Greek text of the Old Testament. Jerome translated
from the Hebrew and this inevitably led to modifications. The mere change of one word in
the Vulgate’s rendering of the prophet Jonah led to an uproar in North Africa at the time.
Augustine disapproved and even forbade public reading of Jerome’s bible in the churches
(Wcela 2009:250-251). If one trivial word (for a shrub that provided shelter to the prophet)
proved controversial at the time, then the omission of hundreds of words from the holy texts
is likely to stir similar feelings, or worse. However, this contribution does not seek to
evaluate the validity of the different text-critical choices (cf. Metzger 1991:371), only to
quantify and compare the most obvious differences between the textual traditions for the New
Testament.



Problem statement and methodology

During the past century and a half, text-critical scholarship exchanged the traditional Greek
text of the New Testament with a scholarly reconstruction of a possible original. This is
mostly known as the Nestle-Aland or UBS text and sometimes referred to as the Westcott-
Hort approach.? As a result, the traditional Greek text of the Eastern Church, which was also
followed by the Church of the Reformation, was replaced as the “grundtext” for most modern
Bible translations. Metzger (1983:xxiii): “It was the corrupt Byzantine form of text that
provided the basis for almost all translations of the New Testament into modern languages
down to the nineteenth century.”

Unlike the Byzantine form, the UBS text is not based on a single manuscript or textual
tradition. Instead, the UBS text was decided on verse by verse by a committee of scholars,
who considered a wide range of textual traditions and variants. As such the UBS text is an
amalgamation of text-critical choices with the overall aim to reconstruct the ‘original’ text.
Generally much weight is assigned in these considerations to some manuscripts, sometimes
referred to as “Alexandrian” text, which main feature is that it is shorter than the traditional
Church text. To assess the differences and influence of textual traditions it is therefore helpful
to focus on the most significant of these ‘omissions,” or ‘additions,” depending on the textual
perspective. It should also be noted that from a USB point of view omissions are not a
negative assault on the text, but serve to strengthen confidence in authenticity: “Linguistic
analysis of texts soon shows that tantalizing omissions are one of the principal marks of
genuineness.” (Nida 1972:79)

This article seeks to identify those passages in the New Testament which have undergone
profound changes as a consequence of text-critical choices. It makes an inventory of the
“missing Scriptures”, verses and passages that used to be in church bibles, but have been
deleted in most contemporary versions. In other words, it lists the ‘missing’ verses, but also
other verses that have been significantly affected by text-critical omissions.

While the difference between the prevailing text-critical approach and the traditional Greek
text is widely acknowledged, what is the situation for the Latin text of the New Testament?®
The focus of this contribution is on the Nova Vulgata of the Roman Catholic Church (based
on Nestle-Aland/UBS).* This new Latin standard bible has proved controversial, particularly
since the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments issued an
instruction (Liturgiam Authenticam, 2.1.24, May 7, 2001) that seemed to make its translation
principles compulsory for Catholic Biblical scholarship. Some decided on a different
interpretation (Clifford 2001:197-202), while others continued to be upset because the prime
facie value of the text as such. Liturgiam Authenticam was experienced as far too traditional,
and the Nova Vulgata insufficiently in line with critical translation principles. Perhaps the
most devastating criticism came from the secretary of the Catholic Biblical Association of
America: “Those who teach Scripture would not use a Bible dependent on the poor text-
critical principles proposed by Liturgiam Authenticam” (Jensen 2001).

As far as the Old Testament is concerned, major differences between Jerome’s text and the
Nova Vulgata have been pointed out already, e.g. a comparison on the book of Daniel has
resulted in a very substantial list of differences of 12 pages! (Courtray 2008:114-126.) What
is the situation for the New Testament? At the level of translation principles, there are
dissimilarities. For instance, Jerome’s Latin in John’s Gospel often uses a future tense where
the Greek uses a present tense to also reflect on the future. The Nova Vulgata follows “what
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text critics of Greek manuscript copies considered to be the accurate Greek-language
transmission of the Gospels” (Boughton 2002:223, cf. Schmidt 1980:356). Also, there are
approximately 2000 differences that have been recognized between the Nova Vulgata and the
critical Stuttgart text of the Gospels (Houghton 2016:133), but this result is hard to qualify on
an objective basis. Many of these differences seem very minor and might be rather due to
slight differences in Latin word choice, syntax and word order rather than textual meaning.

The number of differences as such is not a good measurement to distinguish between texts.
Some variants are trivial, others may carry considerable weight. It is far more important to
consider those that have a huge impact on the text than those that don’t. Doing this in an
objective way is difficult. To diversify within the category of difference involves many
considerations, some of which are at a propositional level. A far more objective way to assess
basic textual dissimilarity is to look at quantitative differences between texts. In other words,
one needs to assess what is present and what is missing in the comparison. The most practical
way to get to these differences for the New Testament is to compare the quantative
differences between UBS and the received texts of the West and East. What are the most
obvious and significant omissions from the UBS text? Also, as to motivation, is there any
justification for Protestant criticism that accuses text-critical scholarship of taking modern
Bible translations back to the Vulgate?® Do all changes lead to Rome or might they overall
reflect a departure from both the established Greek and the Latin textual traditions, which
prevailed in the East and West since the days of the ecumenical councils until the 20"
century?

This article will seek answers by comparing the Textus Receptus, the Clementine Vulgate,®
the UBS5 text and the Nova Vulgata on the most significant quantitative differences between
UBS and the received text: the ‘missing’ verses and other significant omissions.” As unit of
measurement the Greek word count of the omissions is used as objective basis. For the Latin
no word count is applied, as meaning prevails over word count in translations. The main
consideration would be how many Greek words are reflected in the Latin (cf. Nida 1969:489-
490). This comparison does not claim to be exhaustive, but it does cover the most important
omissions from the UBS text in comparison with the Textus Receptus.®

The Greek text of the Textus Receptus (TR) used here is the 1550 ‘royal’ edition by Robert
Stephanus. This allows historical comparison between ‘Rome’ and ‘Reformation,” because
the Sixtine Vulgate that many prefer to forget® and its successor the Clementine Vulgate (V)
were published in the 16" century. Orthodoxy is included at the same time, while the 1550
‘royal’edition also basically agrees with the liturgical text of the Greek Churches, especially
in Scrivener’s later reconstruction. The Clementine Vulgate, first published in 1592,
represents the authoritative VVulgate tradition.*® For this research the 2006 edition Biblia
Sacra juxta Vulgatam Clementinam (approved by the Bishops’ Conference of England and
Wales, 9th January 2006) is used. The latest UBS text (UBS5, German Bible Society 2017)
represents the present consensus amongst scholarship. Finally, the Nova Vulgata (NV) text is
from the critical edition by Nestle-Aland, 28™ edition (1985), which contains the 1979 Latin
UBS text and reflects the historical basis for the Nova Vulgata.

The following research questions are pertinent:

1) -What are the most significant omissions (verses and words) from the Greek UBS text in
comparison with the received text?

2) -What is the Clementine Vulgate’s position on these omissions? Do these omissions reveal
a UBS tendency to favour readings of the Latin Vulgate?
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3) -What are the implications of these omissions for the Nova Vulgata, does it reflect
continuity or discontinuity with the Latin Vulgate?

There are three distinct categories of omissions: special status verses, ‘missing’ verses and
significant omissions from present verses. All of these concern Bible passages that have been
found lacking in authenticity by later text reconstructions.

Category 1: special status verses

This first category consists of verses that were omitted in previous reconstructions or which
authenticity continuous to be denied, while they are nonetheless present in the USB text. In
other words, while these verses are present they come with an indication that they are not
considered a trustworthy part of the text. While they are not actually ‘missing,’ they are
marked as doubtful or not authentic.

The least controversial of these passages are three verses in Matthew’s Gospel, which have
been omitted in the past, but are now given the benefit of the doubt or are considered to be
part of the original text after all. They are not really a statistical factor for the purpose of this
article, but for the completeness of this overview they are still mentioned, as these verses
have been left out of some Greek editions and Bible translations. The Aland/UBS text usually
indicates that these verses are or have been in doubt.

Matt 9:34™

TR: oi 8¢ Daproaior Eeyov 'Ev 1d Gpyovit t@v dotpoviov EkBaiiet Ta daipdvia. (12 words)
V: Pharisai autem dicebant: In principe demoniorum ejicit deemones.

UBSS5: ot 8¢ ®apioaiot Eleyov, 'Ev 1d dpyovtt TdV doupoviov EKPAALeL TO douovia.

NV: Pharisaei autem dicebant: In principe daemoniorum eicit daemones.

Matt 12:47%2

TR: ginev 8¢ T1c adTd 1800, 1) uRTNP GOV Kol o1 4dedpoi cov EEm Eothkacty (nTodviég Got
AoAfioat. (17 words)

V: Dixit autem ei quidam: Ecce mater tua, et fratres tui foris stant queerentes te.

UBS5: ginev 8¢ t1c adtdy, T80v 1 pritnp cov koi oi 4dekpoi cov EEm éotiracty {nTodvtég cot
AoAficat.

NV: Dixit autem ei quidam: Ecce mater tua et fratres tui foris stant quaerentes loqui tecum.

Matt 21:44 13

TR: Koi 6 tecmv €nt tov AiBov todTov cuvOiacHnoetatl: £¢' Ov &' Gv Téon MKUNCEL ODTOV.
(15 words)

V: Et qui ceciderit super lapidem istum, confringetur: super quem vero ceciderit, conteret
eum.

UBSS5: Kai 6 mecav ént 1ov Aibov todtov cuvirlacOncetar £p° Ov & dv méor MKUNoEL
avToOV.

NV: Et, qui ceciderit super lapidem istum confringetur; super quem vero ceciderit, conteret
eum.



Although these verses are not omissions presently, for our research questions they are still
useful as they confirm agreement between the VVulgate and the Textus Receptus as to their
inclusion and wording.

More serious and with far greater quantitative consequences are two passages from Mark and
John’s Gospel. While the authenticity of these passages is firmly denied by the UBS
committee responsible for the text, they continue to be included for other than text-critical
reasons.

The first passage is the so called ‘longer’ ending of Mark’s Gospel. While the USB rejects
this passage as not authentic, it is still, by and large, printed as part of the main text.'*

Mark 16:9-20

TR: 9Avaotg 8¢ mpwi mpdTn caPPitov £pdvn mpdtov Mapia tf Maydainvij de' fig
gxPepfinket Enta dapdvio 10€keivn mopevBeica dmmyyetley Toig pet anTod YEVOUEVOLG
nevBodov kol kKAaiovowy: 11kdkeivol akovoavteg 6Tt (T Kai £€0ed0n O’ avTiic Nrictnoav
12Meta 6¢ tadTa duoiv €& aVTAV TEPITATOVCLY £QAVEPDON &V £TEPQ LOPPT] TOPELOUEVOLS E1C
aypov: 13kdxeivol aneABovieg amyyetlav T0ig Aomoic: 00dE ékelvolg EmicTevsay

14"Y otepov dvaxelévolg antois Toic Evdeka Epavep®in kai ®veidicey TV dmotioy avTdV
Kai srAnpokapdioy &t T0ig Osacapévolg ovTov &ynyepuévov ovk émictevcay 15kai elnev
avtoig [TopevBévieg €ig 1OV KOGHOV Gmavta knpvEate TO gvayyEAov Ttaon Ti) Ktioel 160
miotevoog kal fanticdeic cmbnoetar 6 08 dmotnoog Katakpinoetal 17onueio ¢ Toig
TOTELGAUGLY TODTO TOPAKOAOVONGEL: €V T® OVOaTL LoV datpdvia EKBaAODCY YADGGOLS
AoAncovaty kavaig 180gelg dpodotv kKiv avAacioy Tt ooty oV pny adtovg PAGyeEL, £
appdcTovg yEipag Emdncovoty kol koddg EEovaty 190 pgv obv kOpLog petd T AoAficat
aOTOIg AVvEANEON €ic TOV 0VpavOV Kai Ekabioey £k deE1dV ToD Beod 20€keivot 8¢ £EeABOVTEG
gknpvéav movtoyod Tod Kupiov cuVeEPYODVTOG Kai TOV Adyov PBefaiodvtog Sl TdV
gmaxorovBovvimv onpeiov. Aunv. (166 words)

V: Surgens autem mane prima sabbati, apparuit primo Mariee Magdalene, de qua ejecerat
septem deemonia. 10 Illa vadens nuntiavit his, qui cum eo fuerant, lugentibus et flentibus.
11 Et illi audientes quia viveret, et visus esset ab ea, non crediderunt. 12 Post hac autem
duobus ex his ambulantibus ostensus est in alia effigie, euntibus in villam: 13 et illi euntes
nuntiaverunt ceteris: nec illis crediderunt. 14 Novissime recumbentibus illis undecim
apparuit: et exprobravit incredulitatem eorum et duritiam cordis: quia iis, qui viderant eum
resurrexisse, non crediderunt. 15 Et dixit eis: Euntes in mundum universum pradicate
Evangelium omni creaturz. 16 Qui crediderit, et baptizatus fuerit, salvus erit: qui vero non
crediderit, condemnabitur. 17 Signa autem eos qui crediderint, hac sequentur: in nomine meo
demonia ejicient: linguis loguentur novis: 18 serpentes tollent: et si mortiferum quid biberint,
non eis nocebit: super agros manus imponent, et bene habebunt. 19 Et Dominus quidem
Jesus postquam locutus est eis, assumptus est in celum, et sedet a dextris Dei. 20 Illi autem
profecti praedicaverunt ubique, Domino cooperante, et sermonem confirmante, sequentibus
signis.

UBS5: included, but marked as later additions that are not part of the original text.

NV: included.

Review: Both the TR and the V include the ‘long ending” of Mark 16:9-20 in an identical
way.® UBSS5 “out of deference to the evident antiquity of the longer ending and its
importance in the textual tradition of the Gospel” (Metzger 1983:126) decided to print it,
while denying its genuineness, followed by the NV.16



A similar case is the story of the adulterous woman in John 7:53-8:11. The UBS committee
acknowledged that it “was unanimous that the pericope was originally no part of the Fourth
Gospel” (Metzger 1983:221) and it was marked as such, but a majority decided to print it
anyway because of the “evident antiquity of the passage”. However, similar ‘evident
antiquity’ may be ascribed to many other significant passages that the committee decided to
omit from the UBS text anyway. Thus, like the longer ending of Mark, this passage has a
special status. Although it is technically not part of the ‘missing verses,” neither is it
considered part of the original.

John 7:53-8:11

TR: 53Kai émopendn Ekaotog &i¢ TOV oikov avtod. 1'Incodc 8¢ dmopevdn eic 10 "Opog TdV
Edoiddv 2’0pBpov 8¢ oy TapeyEveTo €ig T0 iepdv Kol g O Aadg fipyeTO TPOG adTOV Kol
kaficag £6idackev avtovg 3dyovsty O ol Ypappoteic kol oi Papisoiol TpOg avTOV Yuvaika
€V LOYELQ KOTEIANUUEVIV KOl GTHOOAVTEG QDTNV &V LECH 4AEyouoty avT®d Alddokale adtn 1)
YOVT| KATEIANQOT ETOVTOPOP® HOtYELOUEV: 5V 0& 1@ VOL® Mmaotig uiv éveteilato Tag
todtag AMBoPoleicOar: o odv ti Aéyelg 6TodT0 8¢ Edeyov melpdlovieg otV tva Exwoty
KatnYopev avtod 0 6¢ Incodc kdto khyoas T@ daKTOAW Eypagey gig Vv Yiiv 70¢ ¢
EMEUEVOV EPOTAVTEC ADTOV vaKvYag gimev TpdC cdTovg ‘O dvopdptnTog YUY TPHTOC TOV
AMBov €rt' adtn Poréte 8kai mhAv KAt KOyag Eypapev ig v Yijv 9oi ¢ drxovoavteg kol
V1o Tfig cuveldnoeme Eleyyduevorl, ERpyovto gig kad' eic ApEdpevor 4md TGV TpesPuTEPMV
£m¢ TV EoydtoVv Kol Katedeipdn povog 6 Incodg, kai 1 yovn &v péow Eotd®oa 10avakdhyog
8¢ 6 Incodg koi undéva Beacdpevog TAV TS Yovarkdg, eimev avti] ‘H yovi mod sictv ékeivol
ol katyopoi cov 00delc ot katékpvev 111 8¢ einev OVdeic kOpie einev 8¢ ot 6 ITncodg
006¢ éyd og Katakpive: Topedov Kol unkétt apdptave. (191 words)

V: included.

UBSS5: included, but marked as a later addition that is not part of the original text.

NV: included.

Review: With some minor changes this pericope is provisionally included in UBS5 and the
Nova Vulgata, while the Clementine Vulgate includes this pericope similar to the Textus
Receptus. As with the three verses in Matthew, this pericope confirms agreement between
the traditional Greek and Latin texts on its inclusion.

Concerning these verses that are printed, but marked rejected in UBS, the overall conclusion
is that the Clementine Vulgate and Textus Receptus agree on the wording and inclusion of
these ‘special status’ passages in the sacred text. The Nova Vulgata and UBS text include the
numerically most substantial of these despite text critical conciderations; more for a
traditional preference rather than strict scholarly reason. While the text-critical weight in the
Greek manuscripts for the inclusion of the three verses from Matthew is reasonably strong by
the usual standards, applying these criteria to Mark 21:9-20 and John 7:53-8:11 should have
led to their exclusion. Because of their difference textual basis and preference neither the
Textus Receptus nor the Clementine Vulgate shares this view. They are united in considering
these passages, which UBS/NV do not consider authentic but print anyway, part of the sacred
text. Athough these verses are not actually omitted by UBS/NV, they constitute a principled
disagreement between the Clementine Vulgate and Textus Receptus on the one hand, and
UBS5 and Nova Vulgata on the other. The results for this category ‘special status’ are
summarized graphically in the following way:



Vulgate / Textus Receptus agreement on Inclusion
Special Status Verses (Greek Word Basis

Matt 9:34 12
Matt 12:47 17
Matt 21:44 15
Mark 16:9-20 165
John 7:53-8:11 191

400

200 -
180 -
160 A
140 A
120 A
100 - B Mark 16:9-20
80 A
60 -
40 A
20 -

m John 7:53-8:11

TR/V | v | UBSS | NV

Special Status Passages

Category 2: the ‘missing’ verses

The second category is more straightforward than the first one. These are complete verses
that have been omitted from the UBS text, because they are not considered part of the
original for text-critical reason. Unlike Mark 21:9-20 and John 7:53-8:11 (rejected but still
included), these verses of the second category are in fact no longer included in the UBS text.
Consequently, they are sometimes referred to as the “missing verses”, as Bible translations
based on the UBS text no longer carry these. Most of these verses concern the Gospels and
the book of Acts.

Matt 17:21

TR: t0970 8¢ TO Y6VOC 0VK EKTOPEVETAL €L UT| £V TPOGEVYT] KOl VNOTELQ.
V: (17:20) Hoc autem genus non ejicitur nisi per orationem et jejunium.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.’



Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (12 words)

Matt 18:11

TR: f\0ev yap 6 vidg 0D AvOpdTOVL GMGHL TO ATOAMAAS.

V: Venit enim Filius hominis salvare quod perierat.

UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (9 words)

Matt 23:14

TR: Ovai 6¢ vuiv, ypappoteic kol Gapioaiot vVrokprral, 6Tl kKateshicte TG oikiag TV yNPOV,
K01 TPOPAGEL LOKPA TPOGEVYOUEVOL: O1d TODVTO ANYeGHE TEPIOCOHTEPOV KPIULAL.

V: Ve vobis scriba et pharisai hypocritee, quia comeditis domos viduarum,

orationes longas orantes! propter hoc amplius accipietis judicium.

UBSS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (22 words)

Mark 7:16

TR: E{ 11¢ &yt dTta AKOVELY, AKOVETO.
V: Si quis habet aures audiendi, audiat.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (6words)

Mark 9:44

TR: 6mov 6 oKOANE ATV 0V TEAEVTE, Kol TO TP 00 GfévvuTtal.
V: (9:43) ubi vermis eorum non moritur, et ignis non extinguitur.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (11 words)

Mark 9:46

TR: 6mov 6 okOANE DTV 0V TEAEVTE, Kol TO TP 00 cfévvuTal.
V: (9:47)'8 ubi vermis eorum non moritur, et ignis non extinguitur.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.



Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (11 words)

Mark 11:26

TR: &i 82 Vueic ok deicte, 00de 6 TATHP VUAY O &V TOIC 0VPOVOIC APNGEL T TUPUTTOUOTAL
VUOV

V: Quod si vos non dimiseritis: nec Pater vester, qui in calis est, dimittet vobis peccata
vestra.

UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (17 words)

Mark 15:28

TR: kai énAnpmOn 1 ypaen 1 Aéyovoa, Kai petd dvopmv €éloyicon
V: Et impleta est Scriptura, que dicit: Et cum iniquis reputatus est.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (10 words)

Luke 17:36

TR: omitted.®

V: (part of 17:35, 37 divided up in 36 and 37) duo in agro: unus assumetur, et alter
relinquetur.

UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.?°

Difference: Although Stephen’s TR omits this verse, Scrivener and other editions join the V
in including this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and NV leave it out. Metzger
(1983:168) considers that this may have been omitted because of similar word endings
(homoeoteleuton) but thinks it more probable that copyists assimilated the passage to Matt
24:40. (12 words)

Luke 23:17

TR: avaykmv 8¢ glyev dmoldey adtoic katd EopthVv Eva.

V: 17 Necesse autem habebat dimittere eis per diem festum unum.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (8 words)



Joh 5:4

TR: &yyehog yap xotd koupdv katéParvev &v i koloupnopq, kol Etdpaccey T0 Bdmp: 6 0OV
TPATOG EUPAG peTd TV TapaymVv Tod Bdatoc, Vyw|c 8YiveTo, ® SHTOTE KATELYETO VOGTLOTL.
V: Angelus autem Domini descendebat secundum tempus in piscinam, et movebatur

aqua. Et qui prior descendisset in piscinam post motionem aquae, sanus fiebat a quacumque
detinebatur infirmitate.

UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way,?* while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (27 words)

Acts 8:37

TR: ginev 8¢ 6 ®innog Ei motedeig & g g kopdiag, EEeotiv dmokpiOeic 8¢ sinev
[Motevm OV KoV ToD Ood Evar OV Incodv Xpiotov.

V: Dixit autem Philippus: Si credis ex toto corde, licet. Et respondens ait: Credo Filium Deli
esse Jesum Christum.

UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (23 words)

Acts 15:34

TR: &d0&ev 6¢ 1® Zilg émpeivar avtod (Scrivener’s plus GOC1904:
£00&e 6 T Xiha Emueivotl avtod.)

V: Visum est autem Silee ibi remanere: Judas autem solus abiit Jerusalem.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in a similar way, while UBS5 and NV
leave it out. Whilst the V adds Judas autem solus abiit Jerusalem this is not included in TR,
UBS5 or NV. (6 words)

Acts 24:7

TR: mapeldov 6& Avoiag O yrhapyog LeTd TOAARG Plag £k TOV XEPDOY MUV ATnyayeV
V: 7 Superveniens autem tribunus Lysias, cum vi magna eripuit eum de manibus nostris
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (13 words)

Acts 28:29

TR: kai tadto o0tod €imdvTog, dnfjAbov oi Tovdaiot, TOAANV &yovteg &v €avtoig culnTnoy
V: 29 Et cum hac dixisset, exierunt ab eo Judai, multam habentes inter se quastionem.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.
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Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (12 words)

Rom 16:24

TR: 'H yap1g 100 Kvpiov nudv Tnood Xpiotod petd mdviov DU®dV aunv
V: 24 Gratia Domini nostri Jesu Christi cum omnibus vobis. Amen.
UBS5: omitted.

NV: omitted.

Difference: Both the TR and the V include this verse in an identical way, while UBS5 and
NV leave it out. (11 words)

Because these ‘missing verses’ as a body (particularly in combination with Mark 21:9-20 and
John 7:53-8:11) constitute the most important quantitative difference between UBS and the
traditional text of the New Testament, they offer a general indication and a basis for
comparison of the diverse textual traditions. As to research question one, 210 Greek words
have been omitted from the UBS text. Combined with Mark 21:9-20 and John 7:53-8:11 (356
words with omission status) that ads up to a total of 566 words lacking in authenticity. As to
research question two, all these omissions show unequivocally that the Vulgate sides with the
Textus Receptus on their inclusion and wording. These exclusions from the UBS text dispel
any alleged favouritism as they are departures from the text of the Clementine Vulgate as
much as they are from the Textus Receptus. As to research question three, the Nova Vulgata
is shown to faithfully follow the UBS text and to depart as much from Jerome’s text as it does
from the Byzantine East. Or, stated in terms of Bible translation: New Testament bibles that
are based on the received text, like the King James Version are almost identical to the
Clementine Vulgate, whilst translations that are based on the UBS text, like the Nova Vulgata
(and most contemporary Catholic Bible translations in other languages) are not.

The results for the category ‘missing’ verses are summarized in the following table and
charts:

Vulgate agreement for
'missing’ verses

B Textus Receptus
W UBS5/Nova Vulgata

Scrivener's Textus
Receptus
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_ The 'missing’ Verses (Greek Word Basis

TR \/ UBS NV
Matt 17:21 12 12 0
Matt 18:11 9 9 0
Matt 23:14 22 22 0
Mark 7:16 6 6 0
Mark 9:44 11 11 0
Mark 9:46 11 11 0
Mark 11:26 17 17 0
Mark 15:28 10 10 0
Luke 17:36 12 12 0
Luke 23:17 8 8 0
Joh 5:4 27 27 0
Acts 8:37 23 23 0
Acts 15:34 6 6 0
Acts 247 13 13 0
Acts 28:29 12 12 0
Rom 16:24 11 11 0
Total 210 210 0
60 -
50 -
40 - ETR
30 - =V
= UBS
i
B
0 . . ; ; ; .
Matthew Mark Luke John Acts Romans
The 'missing' Verses on Greek word Basis
B Matthew
H Mark
® Luke
H John

W Acts
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Category 3: verses with significant omissions

To test the conclusions from the previous sections more closely, apart from the ‘missing’
verses, it is also helpful to consider verses with a substantial number of missing words (in the
text of the United Bible Societies). This category concerns instances where a verse, as such,
IS present, but some words that are traditionally found in the Textus Receptus and/or the
Vulgate are excluded by UBS/NV. Significant omissions should be read in terms of number
of words. This third category could have been expanded considerably, had not the number of
words but theological signifance be the criterion. Then also single words and alterations
would have to be considered. However, this would have involved theological choices and
endless possibilities for debate, losing sight of the purpose of this article. Althought he list
provided below does not pretent to be exhaustive, it presents a fair selection of verses that
have a number of words ‘missing,’ significant enough in terms statistical difference to
establish results in an unbiased way. So this final category serves as a further statistical
confirmation or denial of the findings of the other categories. As already indicated in the
methodology, this comparison is not a reflection on text-critical choices, but serves solely to
bring out the differences and agreements. In this way this examination checks the preliminary
conclusions that emerged from the previous section on the ‘missing verses’.

Matt 5:44

TR: éyo 8¢ Aéym VUiV dyamdte TOLG ExOPOVS VUDY EDAOYELTE TOVS KATAPMUEVOLG VUAS KOUADG
TOLETTE TOVG GOVVTOG VUAG, Kol TPocsevyece VEp TV Ennpealovimv VUAG, Kol SOIWKOVTOV
Opag,

V: ego autem dico vobis diligite inimicos vestros benefacite his qui oderunt vos et orate pro
persequentibus et calumniantibus vos.

UBSS: &y 8¢ Aéyw VUiv, dyoamdte ToVg (0poVS DUAY Kol TPoGeD eGHE VTEP TAV SIOKOVTOV
VUAGC.

NV: Ego autem dico vobis: Diligite inimicos vestros et orate pro persequentibus vos,

Difference: TR and Vulgates include gdioyeite tovg katapmopévovg DUAS KOADS TOETTE TOVG
oobvtag vudc, kai and émmpealoviov vudc, koi, whilst UBS5 and NV leave these out. (14
words)

Matt 6:13

TR: kai pn eloevéyknc Ui €ig mepacpdv, ALY POl UG amd Tod Tovnpod Ot 6od 6TV
N Pactrieio Kai 1) dSvvog kol 1 66&a gig ToDG aidVoC AuUnV.

V: et ne inducas nos in temptationem sed libera nos a malo.

UBSS5: kol pun eloevéykmg fudg gic meipacudv GAAL pOGat NUAG Ao ToD TovnpoD.

NV: et ne inducas nos in tentationem, sed libera nos a Malo.

Difference: Perhaps the most prominent difference between the TR and V, as this passage

concerns the Lord’s Prayer or Pater Noster. The TR includes the doxology &1t 6od €otv 1)
Bactieio kai 1) dOOvapg kai 1 80&a gic Todg aidvag aunv, whilst the V, UBSS5 and NV omit
these words. (15 words)
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Matt 19:9

TR: Aéym 6& dUiv 611 Og av dmoAvon TV yuvaika avtod &l pun €mi Topveilg Koi younor GAANV
Lo ATOL KOi O GTOAEAVUEVTV YOUNOOG LOLYOTAL.

V: Dico autem vobis, quia quicumque dimiserit uxorem suam, nisi ob fornicationem, et aliam
duxerit, moechatur: et qui dimissam duxerit, moechatur.

UBS5: Aéym 8¢ vpiv 611 0¢ v dmoAvon TV yovaikae avtod pun éml mopveig Kol yopon GAAnvV
potyaTot.

NV: Dico autem vobis quia quicumque dimiserit uxorem suam, nisi ob fornicationem, et
aliam duxerit, moechatur.

Difference: The TR and V include the strict doctrinal interpretation xoi 6 dmoAelvuévnv
younoog powydtal, whilst UBSS and NV omit this. (5 words)

Matt 27:35

TR: otavpdoavteg 8¢ avTov diepepioavto ta ipdtia antod BdAloviec kKAfpov tva TAnpwoT
10 PNO&v VIO TV TPOYPNTOVL, dlepepicAVTO TA IATIO OV £0VTOIG, Kol £l TOV ILOTIGUOV LoV
EBarov KAfjpov,

V: Postquam autem crucifixerunt eum, diviserunt vestimenta ejus, sortem mittentes: ut
impleretur quod dictum est per prophetam dicentem: Diviserunt sibi vestimenta mea, et super
vestem meam miserunt sortem.

UBSS5: ctavpdoavieg 8¢ avtov diepepicovto ta ipdtio antod PdAlovieg kKATjpov,

NV: Postquam autem crucifixerunt eum, diviserunt vestimenta eius sortem mittentes

Difference: The TR includes iva tAnpw01] 10 pnosv K76 Tod TPOENTOV, dlEpEPicAVTO TA,
ipdTIor ov £0Tolg, Kol £mi ToV ipatiopov pov EBaiov kKAfpov, as does the Vulgate, while
UBS5 and NV leave out this prophetic reference. (19 words)

Mark 6:11

TR: kai 0cot v un 6éEmvtal DUAS PNdE dkoVomGY DUAY EKTOPEVOUEVOL EKETDEV EKTIVAENTE
TOV YOOV TOV VTOKAT® TAV TOd®dV VUDV €1¢ LApTOPLOV 0OTOIG AUV AEY® DUV, AVEKTOTEPOV
gotal Zooopoig 1 Iopdppoig v uépa kpicewc, 1 Tf mOAEL Ekelvn

V: et quicumque non receperint vos, nec audierint vos, exeuntes inde, excutite pulverem de
pedibus vestris in testimonium illis.

UBSS5: kol 6¢ v tomoc un déEntat DUAG PndE akovomaoty VUMY, EKTopeLdEVOL EKETOEY
EKTVagate TOV YoV TOV VITOKAT® TAV TOdDV VUBV £1¢ LapTHPLOV AVTOIG.

NV: Et quicumque locus non receperit vos nec audierint vos, exeuntes inde excutite pulverem
de pedibus vestris in testimonium illis.

Difference: The TR includes aunv Aéy® Huiv, avextotepov Eoton Lodopoig i Fopdppoig év
Nuépa kpioewc, §| T moAel ékeivn, while the V, UBSS and NV omit this. (15 words)

Mark 7:8

TR: d@évteg yap v éviolyv tod 0eod kpateite TV Tapadooty TV AvOpOT®V BaTTIGHOVS
Eeot®V Kol TOTNPimV: Kol GAAY TOPOLOL0 TOLODTA TTOALN TOIETTE.

V: Relinquentes enim mandatum Dei, tenetis traditionem hominum, baptismata
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urceorum et calicum : et alia similia his facitis multa.
UBSS5: dgévteg v évtoAnv tod Beod kpateite TV Tapddocty TV dvOpOTmV.
NV: Relinquentes mandatum Dei tenetis traditionem hominum.

Difference: The TR and V include Bantiopovg Eeotdv kai motnpiov: Kai GALL TopduoLo
Tolo T ToAAQ woteite, whilst UBSS and NV omit this. (10 words)

Luke 4:18

TR: ITvedpa kupiov &n' dué ol Evekev Expioév pe edoyyelilecOun mTwyoic dmécTolkéy e
itoacOot ToLC GVVTETPIUUEVOVG TNV Kapdiav, KNpOEat aiyaAdTOlS GPESY KoL TVQAOIC
avapreytv dmooteilon T0paLGUEVOLS v APETEL.

V: Spiritus Domini super me: propter quod unxit me, evangelizare pauperibus misit me,
sanare contritos corde (included in 19:) praedicare captivis remissionem, et cacis visum,
dimittere confractos in remissionem.

UBS5: ITvedpa kupiov £n” €ug ob ivexev Expioéy pe svayyehicacho mrwyoig, AnéoTalcév
pe, Knpv&at alyoAdToS Aeesty Kol TEAOLG Avapieyty, drocteilat teBpavopévoug v
apéoet,

NV: Spiritus Domini super me; propter quod unxit me evangelizare pauperibus,

misit me praedicare captivis remissionem et caecis visum, dimittere confractos in remissione,

Difference: The TR includes iacacOat Tob¢ cuvtetpypévoug v kapdiav and the V as well,
but UBS5 and NV omit this. (5 words)

Luke 9:55

TR: otpogeic 8¢ énetipnoev odtoic kai einev, OVK oidate oiov Tveduatdg E6Te DUETS:
V: Et conversus increpavit illos, dicens: Nescitis cujus spiritus estis.

UBSS5: otpageig 6¢ énetipnoev avtoic.

NV: Et conversus increpavit illos.

Difference: TR and Vulgate include xai einev, Ovk oidate oiov mvedpatodc éote dueic-, while
UBS5 and NV omit this. (8 words)

Luke 11:2

TR: ginev 8¢ oroic ‘Otav npocedyncde Aéyete Ildtep Hudv O &v Toig odpavolc, dylocofTtm
10 dvoud cov- ENOETM 1| Pactreia Gov: YevnOT® TO BEANUG GOV MG £V OVPOVE, Kol £ TNG
me.

V: Et ait illis: Cum oratis, dicite: Pater, sanctificetur nomen tuum. Adveniat regnum tuum.
UBS5: ginev 8¢ avtoic, ‘Otav mpooevyncde Aéyete, [dtep, dyracOntm 10 Svoud cov, EA0étm
1N Pacirieio cov.

NV: Et ait illis: Cum oratis, dicite: Pater, sanctificetur nomen tuum, adveniat regnum tuum;

Difference: TR includes yevn0nto 10 0£Anud cov a¢ v odpavem, Kai Erl g YN¢, while V,
UBS5 and NV omit this. (11 words)
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John 5:3

TR: év tavtoig Katékelto mA{00¢ ToAD TV AcHEVOOVI®MV TVPADY YOADY ENPDV EKOEXOUEVOV
Vv 10D ¥daTog Kivnow

V: In his jacebat multitudo magna languentium, ceecorum, claudorum, aridorum,
exspectantium aquae motum.

UBSS5: év tavtoig katékerto mAf0og tdv acOevohvimv, TVPADY, YOADV, ENpdV.

NV: In his iacebat multitudo languentium, caecorum, claudorum, aridorum.

Difference: The TR and V include éxdeyouévov v tod ¥éatog kivnotwv, whilst UBS5 and
NV omit this. (5 words)

John 8:59

TR: fjpav odv AiBovg tvo BéAwoty &n' adtdv- Tncodc 8¢ &xpOpn koi &MY &k Tod igpod
StEMBDV 010 pHEGoL avTdV: Kol Toptiyev oVTmg

V: Tulerunt ergo lapides, ut jacerent in eum: Jesus autem abscondit se, et exivit de templo.
UBS5: fjpav odv AiBovug tva Béhwoty &n” avtdv. Incodg 88 Ekpopn kai £ERAOeV £k ToD igpod.
NV: Tulerunt ergo lapides, ut iacerent in eum; lesus autem abscondit se et exivit de templo.

Difference: The TR includes 6ieAbmv 610 pécov avtdv: Kol mapijyev ovtmg, whilst the V,
UBS5 and NV omit these words. This is an example of an omission where UBS could be
argue to follow the Vulgate. (7 words)

Acts 28:16

TR: "Ote 8¢ N\Bopuev €ic Pounv 6 EKotovTapyog mapedmKeY TOVG OEGUIOVG T
otpatoneddpyn: T® o6& [MavAw Enetpdmn pévery Kab' £00TOV GLV T® PLAAGGOVTL AV TOV
OTPUTIDTY.

V: Cum autem venissemus Romam, permissum est Paulo manere sibimet cum custodiente se
milite.

UBSS5: “Ore 6¢ eionABopev gic Pouny, énetpann @ [Hovi péve kab’ €0vtdv cuv @
(PVAACCOVTL ADTOV CTPATIDTY).

NV: Cum introissemus autem Romam, permissum est Paulo manere sibimet cum custodiente
se milite.

Difference: The TR includes 6 ekatdvtapyog TapédmKeY TOVG dEGUIOVE TA GTPATOTEdAPYT:
1@ 8¢ [TodAw, while V, UBS5 and NV leaves these words out and put t@ ITadOAe in a
different construction. This is an example of an omission where UBS could be argued to
follow the Vulgate. (10 words)

Rom 8:1

TR: O0d&v Gpa vV KoTakpipa Toic £v Xp1otd Incod- pn Katd GApKo TEPITUTOVCLY, AAAL
KOTO TVED QL

V: Nihil ergo nunc damnationis est iis qui sunt in Christo Jesu: qui non secundum carnem
ambulant.

UBS5: O0d¢v dpa viv katdxpipa toig v Xp1otd Incod.

NV: Nihil ergo nunc damnationis est his, qui sunt in Christo lesu;
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Difference: The TR includes un xatd capko tepumatodoy, dALG kotd tveduo and the V qui
non secundum carnem ambulant (minus aAAa kata Tvedpa). UBS5 and NV omit all these
words. (7 words)

Rom 10:15

TR: ndd¢ 6& knpvEovaty €av pn ATooTaAdoY Kabng yéypomtal Q¢ dpaiot ol TOdeg TV
evayyeMlopévav eipnvny, TV evayyeMlopévov ta dyadd

V: quomodo vero pradicabunt nisi mittantur? sicut scriptum est: Quam

speciosi pedes evangelizantium pacem, evangelizantium bonal

USB5: nidg 6& knpo&motv €av un amoctaldoty; kadmg yéypamtat, ‘Qc mpoiot ol TOdEG TMV
evayyeMlopévov [ta] dyada.

NV: Quomodo vero praedicabunt nisi mittantur? Sicut scriptum est: Quam speciosi pedes
evangelizantium bona.

Difference: The TR, followed by the V, includes sipiivnv, tdv gdvayyemlopévav ta. UBSS
and NV omit these words. (4 words)

Rom 11:6

TR: &l 0¢ yapiti o0KETL €& EpyV EMel 1) YOPLG OVKETL YiveTan Yapig €l O €€ Epymv: oVKETL
€oTiv XAp1c €mel TO EPyov OVKETL EGTIV EPyoV.

V: Si autem gratia, jam non ex operibus: alioquin gratia jam non est gratia.

UBSS5: &i 8¢ yapitt, ovkétt €€ Epywv, Emel 1 xOp1g oVKETL yiveTot Yapic.

NV Si autem gratia, iam non ex operibus, alioquin gratia iam non est gratia.

Difference: The TR includes &i 8¢ €€ £pywv: oOKéT €oTiv Yapig émel TO EPYOV OVKETL 0TIV
gpyov, whilst V, UBS5 and NV leave these out. This is an instance where UBS sides with the
Vulgate against the TR. (13 words)

1Cor10:28

TR: éav 6¢ 11g VUiv €inn TodTo €1dAOBVTOV €oTiv Un €cbiete O1' EkETvov TOV unvicavto Kol
TNV cuveidnow: Tod yap Kupiov 1) yij Kol 10 TAPOU AOTHS.

V: Si quis autem dixerit: Hoc immolatum est idolis: nolite manducare propter illum qui
indicavit, et propter conscientiam.

UBSS5: gav o€ tig vpiv €inn, Todto iepdButdv €otiv, un| €cbiete St €keivov TOV unvicavto Kol
TNV GLVEIONGLY.

NV: Si quis autem vobis dixerit: Hoc immolaticium est idolis, nolite manducare, propter
illum, qui indicavit, et propter conscientiam;

Difference: The TR includes tod yap kvpiov 1 yij kol t0 TARpopa avtil. The NV includes
vobis (buiv) and has immolaticium instead of immolatum on the basis of the UBS text.
Otherwise V, UBS5 and NV agree as to the exclusion of the words mentioned. This is an
instance where UBS sides with the Vulgate against the TR. (9 words)

Phil 3:16
TR: w1V €ig 0 €pBacapey T@® aOT@ GTOLKEV KavoVL, TO AVTO PPOVELV
V: Verumtamen ad quod pervenimus ut idem sapiamus, et in eadem permaneamus regula.
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UBSS5: v €ig 6 épbacapev, T® adT@ oTOKETV.
NV: verumtamen, ad quod pervenimus, in eodem ambulemus.

Difference: The TR and V include kavovi, 16 avto @poveiv, while UBS5 and NV leave it out.
(4 words)

1Thes1:1

TR: [Tadrog kol Zthovavog kol Tiyobeog tf) ékkAncia Osocalovikéwy &v Oed motpl Kol
Kupi® Tnood Xprotd xdpic VUV kol eipnvn and Ogod ToTpOg HUDVY, Kol kupiov Tncod
Xplotod

V: Paulus, et Silvanus, et Timotheus ecclesige Thessalonicensium in Deo Patre, et Domino
Jesu Christo. (verse 2 continues:) Gratia vobis, et pax.

UBSS5: TTadviog kai Xthovavog kol Tyudbeog 11 ékkAnoig @sooalovikéwv v Bed mTatpi Kod
Kupie Inocod Xprotd, xapig vUiv kai iprvn.

NV: Paulus et Silvanus et Timotheus ecclesiae Thessalonicen sium in Deo Patre et Domino
lesu Christo: gratia vobis et pax.

Difference: The TR includes dmo Ogod matpog Mudv, kai kupiov Incod Xpiotod. UBS5
follows the shorter reading of the V. This is one of the few instances where text-critical
scholarship sides with the Vulgate against the reading of the Textus Receptus. (8 words)

Heb 2:7

TR: nAdttocag avtov Bpayd Tt map' dyyéhovg 06&N Kai Tif] £€0TEAVMGag avToV Kol
KOTEGTNOOG AOTOV £ML TA EPYO TOV YEPDY GOV*

V: Minuisti eum paulo minus ab angelis: Gloria et honore coronasti eum: et constituisti eum
super opera manuum tuarum.

UBS5: nAdttocag avtov Bpoyd Lt map” dyyEhovg, 06&N Kol Tt} E6TEQAVOGAS AVTOV.

NV: Minuisti eum paulo minus ab angelis, gloria et honore coronasti eum,

Difference: The TR, followed by the V includes kai katéotnoag avtov £l o Epya TdV
xep®v cov-; while UBSS and NV omit these words. (9 words)

1Pet4:14

TR: &l dvedilecOe €v dvopatt Xpiotod pakdprot dti to g 06ENS Kal TO ToD Beod mvedua €'
VUAG AvamadEToL KAt eV adTovg PAacenueital, kKot 68 DA do&dleTo.

V: Si exprobramini in nomine Christi, beati eritis: quoniam quod est honoris, gloriz,

et virtutis Dei, et qui est ejus Spiritus, super vos requiescit.

UBSS5: &i ovedileabe év ovopatt Xpiotod, pakdpiot, 6t 1o g 06&NS Kal T0 Tod Beod mvedua
€Q° DUAG AVATOOETOL.

NV: Si exprobramini in nomine Christi, beati, quoniam Spiritus gloriae et Dei super vos
requiescit.

Difference: The TR includes katd pév avtovg PAacenueitol, katda 6& Duag do&aletat, while
UBSS5 and NV don’t. Although the Clementine Vulgate has an alternative reading that differs
from TR and UBS, the TR reading has support in the wider Vulgate tradition (Wordsworth-
White) as well as in Cyprian. Metzger (1983:695) mentions that the words may have been
accidentally omitted because of parablepsis (etou in dvamadeton and do&aletar). (8 words)
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1Joh5:7

TR: 611 TpEig elov ol papTVPODVTEG €V TG 0VPAVD, O TOTNP, 0 AOYOC, Kai TO Aylov [Tvedpa-
Kai o0Tot oi TPEiG &v giotv

V: Quoniam tres sunt, qui testimonium dant in ceelo: Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus Sanctus : et hi
tres unum sunt.

UBSS5: 811 tpeic eiotv ol paptupodvieg,

NV: Quia tres sunt, qui testificantur:

Difference: The V matches the reading of the TR, whilst UBS5 and the NV leave out gv 1®
ovpav®d, 6 mothp, 6 AdYog, kai T Aylov Ilvedua- kai odtot ol Tpei &v eioty. (17 words)

1Joh 5:8

TR: kai tpeic sioty ol poptropodvrec &v i Vi, T mvedua kol 10 Héwp koi T oipo kol ol Tpgig
€i¢ 10 v &iolv (idem GOC1904 and Scrivener1896, RP Byzantine Majority Text 2005:

‘Ot Tpeic gioiv ol HopTLPOVVTEG,)

V: Et tres sunt, qui testimonium dant in terra: spiritus, et aqua, et sanguis: et hi tres unum
sunt.

UBS5: 10 mvedpo koi 10 Déwp koi T aipo, koi ol Tpeic &ig 10 &v giow.

NV: Spiritus et aqua et sanguis; et hi tres in unum sunt.

Difference: The V matches the reading of the TR, whilst UBS5 and the NV do not include
Kol TPelg eioty ol paptopodveg £v i vij. (8 words)

1Joh5:13

TR: Tadta &ypoya VUV TOIG TGTELOVSLY £ig TO dvopa ToD viod ToD Beod tva gidfjte dt1 LMV
&xete aldviov kol tva motevnte €ic TO dvopa Tod V10D T0D B0,

V: Heec scribo vobis ut sciatis quoniam vitam habetis &ternam, qui creditis in nomine Filii
Dei.

UBSS: Tadta &ypaya Duiv, tva €idfite 611 Lonv Exete aidviov, T01g motedovoty i 1O dvopa
10D viod 10D Beod.

NV: Haec scripsi vobis, ut sciatis quoniam vitam habetis aeternam, qui creditis in nomen Filii
Dei.

Difference: The TR includes toic motevovoty gig 10 dvopa tod viod tod Oeod, whilst the
Vulgate matches UBS5 and NV. (9 words)

In summary, while the ‘significant omissions’ confirm the overall picture that emerged from
the earlier categories, the results are more diverse. Category 3 shows a greater incidence of
the Clementine Vulgate’s agreeing with NV/UBS. As to research question one (the actual
omissions), 223 Greek words (in 23 verses) were found to be omitted in the UBS text. As to
research question two, in more than sixty percent of these omissions the Vulgate sided with
the Textus Receptus as to their inclusion and wording. Although the UBS text follows the
Vulgate in the omission of nearly forty percent of these words, is as true that it does not side
with the Vulgate in sixty percent of all significant omissions. Consequently it would be hard
to argue that the omissions in the UBS-text are due to Vulgate favouritism. While one could
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speak about a tendency to omit in the Vulgate and UBS (in comparison with the TR), this is
where the comparison ends. The vast majority of UBS omissions are not supported by the
Vulgate.

In other words, on the basis of the omissions there is no evidence that the UBS text is an
attempt to promote the Vulgate. On the contrary, as to research question three, also in this
category of ‘significant omissions’ the Nova Vulgata departs from the text of the Clementine
Vulgate in the majority of instances.

In summary, the overall picture also for this category remains that the UBS text and the Nova
Vulgata reflect a departure from the Vulgate and the Textus Receptus alike. The results are
summarized in the following table and charts:

Vulgate compared with Textus Receptus and UBS (Greek Word Basis)

Verses with
significant
Omissions TR UBS

Matt 5:44 14

Matt 6:13 15

Matt 19:9 5

Matt 27:35 19

Mark 6:11 15

Mark 7:8 10

Luke 4:18 5

Luke 9:55 8

Luke 11:2 11

John 5:3 5

John 8:59 7

Acts 28:16 10

Rom 8:1 7 3

Rom 10:15 4

Rom 11:6 13

1Cor10:28 9

Phil 3:16 4

1Thesl:1 8

Heb 2:7 9

1Pet4:14 8

1Joh5:7 17

1Joh 5:8 8

1Joh5:13 9
123 100
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Vulgate agreement on
significantly changed Verses
(Greek Word Basis)

ETR
m UBS

Conclusion: the implication of the missing verses

The overall results are as follows.

1) Combining the three categories, the UBS text was found to reject 789 Greek words in
comparison with the Textus Receptus. Of these words 356 were rejected on a text-critical
basis but included for other reason, while another 210 (missing verses) and 223 (significant
parts of verses) were actually omitted. These omissions reveal a tendency in the UBS text to
recognize shorter readings. To a certain, but far lesser extent this was shown to be a
preference which is also found in the Clementine Vulgate.

2) The Clementine Vulgate was found to support only 100 of 789 instances where UBS
deemed words not to be part of the original text of the New Testament. The Vulgate sided
against the UBS text and with the Textus Receptus in the overwhelming majority of
omissions (87%). The exclusions from the USB text dispel any alleged favouritism on behalf
of UBS towards the Vulgate, as most of these omissions constitute a departure from the
Clementine Vulgate as well as from the Textus Receptus.

3) While the full implications of text-critical results are not visible in printed bibles because
some passages which authenticity is denied are still included, the Nova Vulgata was shown to
faithfully follow the critical reconstruction of the text of the New Testament as proposed by
the scholarly concensus of the USB text. As such Nova Vulgata may be described as a
departure from the received Greek and Latin textual traditions of the Churches of East and
West. Even when merely the actual omissions are considered, the Nova Vulgata drops 333
Greek words that are an authoritative part of the Clementine Vulgate. This amounts to a
disagreement of 77%. If the rejection of Mark 21:9-20 and John 7:53-8:11 (authenticity
denied, but still printed) is included this percentage would be even greater.

The results of this research warrant the thesis that, in comparison with the text of the Nova
Vulgata, any differences between the authoritative ecclesiastical Vulgate and Erasmus’s
Textus Receptus pale into insignificance, although these caused great upheaval at the time.
The irony of history has led to a situation where the Clementine Vulgate (e.g. largely
followed by Douay Rheims) has now much more in common with the once condemned New
Testament of Erasmus?? (with in its wake Luther’s translation and the King James Version)
than with its modern Roman Catholic namesake Nova Vulgata.

Tempora mutantur et nos cum illis.
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Graphic summary of conclusions:

_ Vulgate Agreement (Greek Word Basis _

TR UBS/NV
Special status verses 356 0
Missing verses 210 0
Verses with significant
omissions 123 100
689 100

Overall Vulgate Agreement (Greek
Word Basis)

mTR
B USB/NV

Actual Omissions in Nova Vulgata
Greek Word Basis

Agreement with Vulgate 100
Disagreement with
Vulgate 333

Actual Omissions in Nova Vulgata
(Greek Word Basis)

B Agreement with Vulgate

B Disagreement with
Vulgate
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Rejections in Nova Vulgata
Greek Word Basis

Agreement with Vulgate 100
Disagreement with
Vulgate 689

Rejections in Nova Vulgata (Greek
Word Basis)

B Agreement with Vulgate

B Disagreement with
Vulgate
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! The promulgation of the Nova Vulgata in 1979 marked a complete reversion of policy by the Vatican. Only 35
years earlier, the Papal Biblical Commission issued a decree (Act. Apost. Sedis, 26 (1934), 315) concerning the use of
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versions of Sacred Scripture in church. This was in response to a request by the Bishops of Holland whether liturgical
epistles and Gospels might be read from a version not based on the Latin Vulgate, but on the Greek. The Commission
answered that this could not be permitted. (See Reilly 1939:58.) The Nova Vulgata is a new Latin translation on the
basis of the Greek text.

2 The actual influence of Westcott-Hort on text-critical developments on the European continent remains a
matter of debate. In Germany, the Bible Society points to John Nelson Darby and the Brethren movement, rather
than to Westcott-Hort. Although Westcott-Hort lacked the electronical data systems that have developed since,
and were acquainted nominally with 1500 manuscripts only, their basic approach agrees with that of Nestle-
Aland (Aland 1967:84-85).

3 1t is important to note that in preparing the VVulgate, Jerome made use of only old and authoritative Greek
manuscripts when he revised the Latin according to the Greek. Dirksen (1939:64): “Hence he used manuscripts
which were already old when our two oldest were only coming into being. If of the thousand and more
manuscripts current in St. Jerome's time only two have come down to us, it must be apparent how fallacious is
the supposition that the oldest Greek manuscripts preserved to us are necessarily the best.” While this is a
plausible argument, it should also be pointed out that the text that Jerome uses in his commentaries differs from
the Vulgate. Therefore some have suggested that Jerome’s revision of the New Testament on the basis of the
Greek has been preserved in his commentaries, while the present text of the VVulgate is a later revision by
someone else. (See Chapman 1922:33-51.) Generally the revision of the Gospels continues to be seen as
Jerome’s work (Brown-Tkacz 1996:52). Nonetheless, particularly as the vast majority of omissions in the UBS
text concerns the Gospels, the fact remains that Jerome had authoritative and complete manuscripts of the
Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic (through a translator) available, as well as Origen’s Hexapla and other important
witnesses that are lost or only known in fragments today. (See Brown-Tkacz 1996:37 and Reilly 1939:62.)

4 The text of Nestle-Aland basically agrees with that of UBS, but Nestle-Aland’s text critical apparatus is more
extensive and detailed (Aland 1968:180-181). This article uses the UBS text and Aland’s Novum Testamentum
Latine (1979-1985) at the time, and for that reason also the textcritical apparatus of the USB edition at the time
as well as them contemporary Aland (NA28) when greater detail is required.

5> The conviction that the Vulgate is a corrupted Bible, based on the same text type that is presently favoured by
New Testament scholarship is particularly found among strict proponents of the King James Version. E.g. RR &
CD Standish, Modern Bible Translations Unmasked, Hartland Publications, Rapidan 2006, p.15. See also: K
Matto, “Your modern version is Roman Catholic’, https://www.scionofzion.com/rcv.htm, retrieved 12-7-2017.
& The council of Trent (1546) speaks about “haec ipsa vetus et vulgate edition,” which became known as the
Vulgate. Its authoritativeness was implicitly established by its longterm and widespread use in the Western
Church. Sutcliffe (1948:38): “The decree therefore means that the Vulgate is a safe guide in matters of faith and
morals, and legitimately interpreted will not lead into errors against either. It does not mean that every doctrinal
text in the Vulgate necessarily corresponds to the original. St. Jerome made no secret that he made Messianic
texts plainer than the LXX. Actually he sometimes gives a directness to a Messianic text or gives a Messianic
application without warrant in the Hebrew.1 In such cases a text from the Vulgate has not the force of Scripture,
but only the authority belonging to St. Jerome himself and to tradition.” This is also visible in Chronicles,
where Jerome frequently adds material for clarification (Everson 2008:189). Trent recognized that the Vulgate
was a translation, and therefore, despite attempts of the Spanish to outlaw translations in the vernacular, never
considered this an abuse (Vosté 1947:13).

7 Other formal differences, like the order of books, are not considered. E.g. nearly all Greek manuscripts that
contain the Gospels, Acts, and Epistles place the Catholic Epistles after Acts and before the Pauline Epistles.
Many Latin manuscripts, on the other hand, let the Pauline Epistles follow immediately upon Acts and before
the Catholic Epistles (Metzger 1987:151).

8 Only intended omissions are considered, not accidental ones. For instance, the New American Bible of 1970
omits the last verse of the Letter to the Hebrews and the first printings of the 1990 New Revised Standard
Version accidently omitted the words "having ten horns and seven heads" from Revelation 13:1 (Metzger
1996:4).

® The Sixtine Vulgate was authoritatively proclaimed by the bull Aeternus Ille (1 March 1589), and published
the following year. Sixtus V personally took over from the appointed committee and finalised this edition,
correcting the Latin on the basis of the Greek and Hebrew texts (like contemporary Protestantism) whilst also
putting one of prominent Jesuit Bellarmine’s (1542-1621) books on the index of forbidden books. Bellarmine
was a theological professor at the time. These two actions did not make him friends in high places. After his
death, the College of Cardinals bought up and destroyed as many Sixtine Vulgates because of the many errors in
the text. These were allegedly ‘printing’ errors by one of the most prominent printing houses in Europe, which
had produced many reliable Greek and Latin publications before. After Sixtus passed away in August 1590,
several popes followed in quick succession. Under the fourth, the Clementine VVulgate was promulgated (Cum
Sacrorum, 9 November 1592). Interestingly, this new edition was published under the name of the old pope, but
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replaced Sixtus’s translations from the Greek and Hebrew with readings from traditional Latin manuscripts and
included a new preface written by Sixtus’s adversary Bellarmine of all persons. The amount of differences
between the two editions is estimated at three thousand (Nestle 2001:127-128). In this respect, by preferring the
Greek and Hebrew as basis, the Nova Vulgata (although not following the same Greek manuscripts that Sixtus
valued) constitutes a return to the translation principles of Pope Sixtus.

10 Houghton (2016:132) considers the Clementine Vulgate “often a better guide to the text of the mediaeval
Vulgate than critical editions of the earliest attainable text.”

11 Matt 9:34 is only omitted by D, a, k, part of Syriac (s) and Hillary of Poitier (d.367). A majority of the UBS
committee decided to leave it in (Metzger 1983:25-26; as did Nestle-Aland 1988:23).

12 In the Nova Vulgata there is no indication of any textcritical doubt about this verse as such, but its translation
follows the UBS text oot AaAficar (loqui tecum) instead of the text of all Latin traditions (CWS). See the text
critical apparatus of Nestle Aland’s Greek text (1985:32), for the Latin text (1988 /79:32).

13 The Nova Vulgata does not shed any text critical doubt on Matt 21:44 (see Nestle-Aland 1985:61). It is
generally preserved in most Greek manuscripts of several traditions, but omitted by D, 33, Syriac (s) and
Eusebius (see Nestle-Aland 1988:61).

14 Metzger 1983:126): “the Committee decided to include verse 9-20 as part of the text, but to enclose them
within double square brackets to indicate that they are the work of an author other than the evangelist.”

15 The final Apyv is not included in the Clementine Vulgate, but it is present in the critical Wordsworth-White
edition of the Vulgate, which, based on wider Vulgate manuscript evidence, inserts amen at the end of Mark’s
Gospel. (See Nestle-Aland 1985:149, cf. Bernard 1892:125.)

16 Kurt Aland (1970:8) argued for the authenticity of the shorter ending of Mark in the following way: “In
Wirklichkeit dem kurzen Schlul derart samten Kirche der Friihzeit anzunehmen ist. Nur so erklart sich auch die
Tatsache der Existenz des kurzen Schlusses in den orientalischen Uber Setzungen. Gewil? sind es (zur Zeit) nur
drei griechische Handschriften, die uns den kurzen Schlu direkt bezeugen. Aber das Zeugnis des Euseb (f 339)
und des Hieronymus (f 420), die zahlreiche derartige Handschrif ten kannten, gibt dieser Zahl einen gewaltigen
Multiplikator.”

17 As a rule, the Nova Vulgata indicates the absence of verses that can be found in the traditional Church text of
Scripture by putting the verse number in brackets, while omitting the text of the verse.

18 The Latin Vulgate and its dependent versions at times have different verse numberings (Aland & Aland
1987:255).

19 Other editions of the Textus Receptus carry Luke 17:36. Scrivener's (1894): 800 &covtou &v 1 dypd- 6 &ig
mapanedncetal, kol 0 Etepog dpednostar. The text of the Greek Orthodox Church (1904) is identical to
Scriverner’s: 00 &v 1 dyp®d, £i¢ Tapadnedoetan kai O Etepog dpednoetar. The King James version includes
this verse as well (Scrivener’s represents the the Greek text underlying the Authorized Version).

20 While the Nova Vulgata omits Luke 17:36 from the main text, it adds in a footnote: “duo in agro: unus
assumetur et alter reliquetur CWS” (See Nestle-Aland 1985:218).

2L The Clementine Vulgate includes John 5:4, but Wordsworth-White omits this verse due to an editorial
decision (Wordsworth-White 1889:534; c.f. Bernard 1895:181-182). This approach is also found elsewhere in
this critical edition (e.g. Wordsworth-White 1894:373-374). Their decision to omit, here and elsewhere, is not
based on the extant manuscripts of the Vulgate as such, but on a textcritical interpretation that the original
Vulgate of Jerome’s did not include this verse. See Fee (1982:207-218).

22 Erasmus’s New Testament was condemned by the theological faculty in Paris as early as 1523 (Bietenholz &
Deutscher 2003:117). The first Index Librorum Prohibitorum under Paul IV (1559) included all of Erasmus’s
books.
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